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Policy Focus Good
Policy focus is good and turns their offense

Themba- Nixon 2K

(Makani, Executive Director of The Praxis Project, a nonprofit organization helping communities use media and policy advocacy to advance health equity and justice. “Changing the Rules: What Public Policy Means for Organizing” Colorlines 3.2)
"This is all about policy," a woman complained to me in a recent conversation. "I'm an organizer." The flourish and passion with which she made the distinction said everything. Policy is for wonks, sell-out politicians, and ivory-tower eggheads. Organizing is what real, grassroots people do. Common as it may be, this distinction doesn't bear out in the real world. Policy is more than law. It is any written agreement (formal or informal) that specifies how an institution, governing body, or community will address shared problems or attain shared goals. It spells out the terms and the consequences of these agreements and is the codification of the body's values-as represented by those present in the policymaking process. Given who's usually present, most policies reflect the political agenda of powerful elites. Yet, policy can be a force for change-especially when we bring our base and community organizing into the process. In essence, policies are the codification of power relationships and resource allocation. Policies are the rules of the world we live in. Changing the world means changing the rules. So, if organizing is about changing the rules and building power, how can organizing be separated from policies? Can we really speak truth to power, fight the right, stop corporate abuses, or win racial justice without contesting the rules and the rulers, the policies and the policymakers? The answer is no-and double no for people of color. Today, racism subtly dominates nearly every aspect of policymaking. From ballot propositions to city funding priorities, policy is increasingly about the control, de-funding, and disfranchisement of communities of color. What Do We Stand For? Take the public conversation about welfare reform, for example. Most of us know it isn't really about putting people to work. The right's message was framed around racial stereotypes of lazy, cheating "welfare queens" whose poverty was "cultural." But the new welfare policy was about moving billions of dollars in individual cash payments and direct services from welfare recipients to other, more powerful, social actors. Many of us were too busy to tune into the welfare policy drama in Washington, only to find it washed up right on our doorsteps. Our members are suffering from workfare policies, new regulations, and cutoffs. Families who were barely getting by under the old rules are being pushed over the edge by the new policies. Policy doesn't get more relevant than this. And so we got involved in policy-as defense. Yet we have to do more than block their punches. We have to start the fight with initiatives of our own. Those who do are finding offense a bit more fun than defense alone. Living wage ordinances, youth development initiatives, even gun control and alcohol and tobacco policies are finding their way onto the public agenda, thanks to focused community organizing that leverages power for community-driven initiatives. - Over 600 local policies have been passed to regulate the tobacco industry. Local coalitions have taken the lead by writing ordinances that address local problems and organizing broad support for them. - Nearly 100 gun control and violence prevention policies have been enacted since 1991. - Milwaukee, Boston, and Oakland are among the cities that have passed living wage ordinances: local laws that guarantee higher than minimum wages for workers, usually set as the minimum needed to keep a family of four above poverty. These are just a few of the examples that demonstrate how organizing for local policy advocacy has made inroads in areas where positive national policy had been stalled by conservatives. Increasingly, the local policy arena is where the action is and where activists are finding success. Of course, corporate interests-which are usually the target of these policies-are gearing up in defense. Tactics include front groups, economic pressure, and the tried and true: cold, hard cash. Despite these barriers, grassroots organizing can be very effective at the smaller scale of local politics. At the local level, we have greater access to elected officials and officials have a greater reliance on their constituents for reelection. For example, getting 400 people to show up at city hall in just about any city in the U.S. is quite impressive. On the other hand, 400 people at the state house or the Congress would have a less significant impact. Add to that the fact that all 400 people at city hall are usually constituents, and the impact is even greater. Recent trends in government underscore the importance of local policy. Congress has enacted a series of measures devolving significant power to state and local government. Welfare, health care, and the regulation of food and drinking water safety are among the areas where states and localities now have greater rule. Devolution has some negative consequences to be sure. History has taught us that, for social services and civil rights in particular, the lack of clear federal standards and mechanisms for accountability lead to uneven enforcement and even discriminatory implementation of policies. Still, there are real opportunities for advancing progressive initiatives in this more localized environment. Greater local control can mean greater community power to shape and implement important social policies that were heretofore out of reach. To do so will require careful attention to the mechanics of local policymaking and a clear blueprint of what we stand for. Getting It in Writing Much of the work of framing what we stand for takes place in the shaping of demands. By getting into the policy arena in a proactive manner, we can take our demands to the next level. Our demands can become law, with real consequences if the agreement is broken. After all the organizing, press work, and effort, a group should leave a decisionmaker with more than a handshake and his or her word. Of course, this work requires a certain amount of interaction with "the suits," as well as struggles with the bureaucracy, the technical language, and the all-too-common resistance by decisionmakers. Still, if it's worth demanding, it's worth having in writing-whether as law, regulation, or internal policy. From ballot initiatives on rent control to laws requiring worker protections, organizers are leveraging their power into written policies that are making a real difference in their communities. Of course, policy work is just one tool in our organizing arsenal, but it is a tool we simply can't afford to ignore. Making policy work an integral part of organizing will require a certain amount of retrofitting. We will need to develop the capacity to translate our information, data, and experience into stories that are designed to affect the public conversation. Perhaps most important, we will need to move beyond fighting problems and on to framing solutions that bring us closer to our vision of how things should be. And then we must be committed to making it so. 
The state is not bad in this context, the state allows the formation of a tolerant national identity that can combat racism, failure to engage the state means that the racists win the hearts and minds of the people.
Flood 97 
(Christopher Flood, University of Surrey, “Pierre-André Taguieff and the Dilemmas of Antiracism”, L'Esprit Createur, Volume 37, Number 2, Summer 1997, pp. 68-78, muse)
Taguieff points to the need for a coherent set of goals to reinvigorate the French left so that it can begin to win back the many people whose sense of being abandoned by the mainstream parties has led them to embrace the rival false solutions offered by the FN or by Islamic fundamentalism in the case of Moslems. By recreating a distinctive ideology and a range of policies to address the concerns of ordinary people, the left should produce a clear alternative to the positions of the mainstream right, rather than allowing the FN to profile itself as the sole voice of real opposition. More specifically, what Taguieff has in mind is a revival of social republican ideals, which he believes capable of again becoming an inspiration for heroism, sacrifice, and the reassertion of national solidarity. The Republic should again become a focus for loyalty to shared values and institutions, with tolerance a particular virtue, alongside acceptance of diversity of opinions, even when those opinions are obnoxious. It should reassert universal aspirations in the public sphere but acceptance of difference in the private sphere.

A2: Government Racist- must reject
Political systems historically constituted by white supremacy are not inevitably oppressive and don’t require abolishing America-setting the goal of the alternative as ending America and white supremacy entirely is politically ineffective-reforming whiteness to resolve the impacts of oppression is better

Sullivan 8

(Shannon, Head of Philosophy and Professor of Philosophy, Women's Studies, and African and African American Studies at Pennsylvania State University, Spring 2008, “Whiteness as Wise Provincialism: Royce and the Rehabilitation of a Racial Category,” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society: A Quarterly Journal in American Philosophy, 44.2)

It is commonly acknowledged today, at least in academic circles, that racial essences do not exist. Racial categories, including whiteness, are historical and political products of human activity, and for that reason the human racial landscape has changed [End Page 236] over time and likely will continue to change in the future. In the wake of this acknowledgement, critical race theorists and philosophers of race debate whether whiteness must be eliminated for racial oppression to be ended. Given whiteness’s history as a category of violent racial exclusion, eliminativists and “new abolitionists” have argued that it must be abolished. If “whiteness is one pole of an unequal relationship, which can no more exist without oppression than slavery could exist without slaves,” then as long as whiteness endures, so does racial oppression.2 In contrast, critical conservationists have claimed even though it has an oppressive past, whiteness could entail something other than racism and oppression. Moreover, since lived existential categories like whiteness cannot be merely or quickly eliminated, white people should work to transform whiteness into an anti-racist category.

Identity politics as the solution to the problem racism leads to a fragmented and negative atomism incapable of challenging oppression, their advocacy opens the door to worse racial and economic exploitation. 

Flood 97 

(Christopher Flood, University of Surrey, “Pierre-André Taguieff and the Dilemmas of Antiracism”, L'Esprit Createur, Volume 37, Number 2, Summer 1997, pp. 68-78, muse)
Taguieff is particularly wary of the multiculturalist version of anti-racism. For him, multiculturalism is an unsatisfactory North American import. He rejects the view that the French assimilationist model of integration has failed and he implicitly denies the extreme right's claim that immigrants in huge numbers are incapable of integration. But he also repudiates the antiracist left who argue that the ideal of the homogeneous nation-state is archaic. Taguieff concedes that the contemporary trend is towards multicultural islanding of society on the basis of selfcentred communitarian concerns justified by the right to be different. But he sees it as deeply worrying that society shows signs of becoming a mass of "minorities" of gender, class, ethnicity, or religion, for example, all seeing themselves as victims. In La Republique menace Taguieff follows Alain Touraine in arguing that contemporary society is ceasing to be structured vertically by class divisions emerging from the organization of production. France is becoming a market society structured horizontally by the dynamics of inclusion and exclusion. Exclusion means marginalization and segregation, so social tensions emerge between geographical spaces of habitation, such as urban versus suburban, rather than in the workplace, or between metaphorical spaces with boundaries defining access to or exclusion from jobs, information, etc. In this process immigrants symbolize the failure of the state to bring all its citizens inside the community. There is little hope for the future among les exclus, merely the atomistic pattern of individual tragedies as mass unemployment undermines the capacity of the welfare state to support social solidarity through its allocation of benefits. All of these factors contribute to the wider climate of withdrawal from civic responsibility in favour of negative individualism, a sense of helplessness, and disillusionment. The cumulative effects of exclusion, coupled with the flow of media images of social confrontation and violence, create a climate of receptiveness to the apocalyptic-salvatory discourse of the FN among many poor whites and of the Islamic fundamentalists among many non-European immigrants.

Capitalism K 
Link: Whiteness

The affirmative’s call to challenge whiteness is instantly commodified by capitalism.  The only meaningful political move is to develop forms of knowledge production which resist assimilation into capitalism

Hartigan, 2K5

(John, associate professor of anthropology at Texas, Odd Tribes: Toward a Cultural Analysis of White People, pg. 285)

David Theo Goldberg (1993; see also H. Moore 1996) critically characterized the practice of anthropology as the production of racial knowledge, the generation of detailed information about the Other that both confirms and produces its existence for "the West:' Colonialist and capitalist enterprises require "information about racial nature: about character and culture, history and traditions, that is, about the limits of the Other's possibilities. Information, thus, has two senses: detailed facts about racial natures; and the forming of racial character .... Production of social knowledge about the racialized Other, then, establishes a library or archive of information, a set of guiding ideas and principles about Otherness: a mind, a characteristic behavior or habits, and predictions of likely responses" (150). Goldberg's critique, developed as an extension of Edward Said's notion_of Orientalism, is probably familiar to most practitioners of cultural studies and fairly certainly stands as a depiction of what ethnographers resist producing now. The shift in anthropological subjects of study to numerous sites within the West and of transnational processes of identity formation and community construction is effecting a dismantling or subversion of this model of racial knowledge production. But I raise Goldberg's characterization here in closing because it helps to frame alternative directions that the new interest in whiteness can take when it is applied in ethnographic settings. One option, certainly, is to systematically compile a comprehensive knowledge about whiteness and its operations, which could be used to deconstruct this hegemonic institution. An alternative course, one that I favor, is to use this attention to the racialness of whites to articulate a new form of racial knowledge, one that does not primarily support global institutions of power and dominance but instead details cultural processes that extend or exceed the Otherness model. Attempted in these pages are studies of the process of racialization generally rather than ethnographic accounts of the cultural construction of one order or another (of whiteness or of blackness), underscoring the fundamental insight that race is not equivalent to essential, natural orders of difference (Barot and Bird 2001). 

Link: Identity

The destabilization of traditional identity categories in favor of specific social identities provides the ideological tool for capitalist elites to remake social relations to preserve economic exploitation.  Their analysis of social relations directly trades off with a class based struggle for equality

Katz 96

(Adam, adjunct English instructor at Onondaga Community College, “Postmodern Cultural Studies: A Critique” http://clogic.eserver.org/1-1/katz.html [accessed 2/20/10])

48. The logical consequence of the prevailing tendency in cultural studies is therefore the replacement of classes by "identities" as the agents of social transformation. However, rather than a transcendence of class politics, "identity," as the product of an identification produced by affiliations grounded in common conditions and struggles, marks the site of a contradiction. The social identities most often evoked in postmodern cultural studies, in particular those articulated around the categories of race, gender and sexuality, are the products of the representation of new forms of collective labor power which take shape in late capitalism. With the entrance of previously excluded groups or classes into the economic and cultural institutions of the capitalist order, and the more favorable conditions of struggle this provides, categories such as "women" and "black" cease to be merely the signs marking the subordination of groups designated as "inferior" or "external" to the social order. Rather, these categories take on a new meaning, representing the demand that outmoded forms of authority be eliminated in the interest of democratizing all social relations. However, this transformation in the significance of terms, if it is not resituated within a global analysis, tends to reproduce those very categories which these struggles have problematized, and to do so in abstraction from the overall development of the relations and forces of production.      49. In other words, cultural studies is constituted by, the very contradiction that is articulated by its privileged categories of "experience" and "identity." That is, cultural studies and related political and intellectual tendencies articulate the contradictory situation of subordinated classes, intellectual work, and emancipatory politics under the conditions established by the regime of private property as it becomes dependent upon the publicly organized reproduction of labor power. Cultural studies has never superseded this contradiction, which is why, as is evident in Stuart Hall's narratives of cultural studies, each new "identity" or "problem" that confronted cultural studies (feminism, race, the linguistic turn, etc.) has induced a "crisis" which brings this contradiction to the fore (see, for example, the discussion in "Cultural Studies and its Theoretical Legacies"). Furthermore, each such "crisis, instead of enabling a sustained critique of the basic assumptions of cultural studies, instead reinforces the hegemony of the culturalist or experiential pole of cultural studies. Thus, McRobbie's celebration of a cultural studies which is in the process of becoming an ethnography of "identities," with which the investigator identifies in an appreciative way, in a sense returns cultural studies to the practices initiated by Richard Hoggart in The Uses of Literacy and Speaking to Each Other, in which a working class individual "destabilizes" academic discourse by analyzing the working class culture with which he identifies from a distance.      50. But categories like "instability" (the basis for the formation and consolidation of "identities" according to postmodern cultural studies) only take on meaning insofar as they are measured against some standard of "stability," i.e., against the subordination of the term to meanings required by the ruling class. That is, it only takes on significance in relation to global class struggles. To take "de-stabilization" as a necessarily "progressive" move is to misrecognize its significance, since the ruling class itself requires such "de-stabilizations" in order to reform and up-date its modes of reproducing the relations of exploitation upon which its existence depends. All the notion of "destabilization" enables one to do is assert that "more" ("identities," "antagonisms") is "better."      51. Thus, the very possibility of establishing criteria according to which one kind of social change could be considered more "desirable" than some other kind is undermined as a result of the replacement of "class" by "identity." Furthermore, contrary to the economistic understandings of class which writers like Hall "accept" in order to dismiss, Marxism understands classes not only as a position within an economic system but in relation to the antagonistic possibilities regarding the arrangement of the entire social, political and cultural order which follow from the class struggle. The primacy of working class power in Marxist theory and practice, as I argued earlier, is not a result of the exceptional degree of suffering experienced by the working class, or any moral virtues they possess, but the fact that the proletariat "organized as the ruling class" represents the potential for exploiting the socialization of the forces of production created by capitalism in the interests of freer, more democratic and egalitarian social relations. However, this criterion regarding the possibilities represented by any struggle or agent is excluded from the category of identity, which can only reverse the criteria or values contained in the dominant system. This idealizes those agents in the form in which the dominant culture has produced them, leading to a utopian or moralizing politics. "De-stabilization," which opens the possibility of local reversals and revaluations in the interest of a more favorable insertion within the existing order, becomes the limit of oppositional politics. This does not mean that the social identities imposed upon subjects due to their imbrication within a culture based on exploitation do not have a (secondary) role in political struggles: their significance is in the necessity to indicate, analyze, and oppose the reproduction of reactionary forms of authority in myriad ways within all practices, including oppositional ones.     

The focus on a particular identity divorces oppression from the material conditions of capitalism.   Even if the affirmative solves 100% they will merely support the existing set of capitalist social relations.  Our alternative is crucial to formulating a material understanding of exploitation which is crucial to overcoming capitalism and solving the aff

Mclaren and Farahmandpur 2K

(Peter, Professor of Urban Schooling at UCLA and Ramin, Professor Department of Educational Leadership and Policy at Portland State University “Reconsidering Marx in Post-Marxist Times: A requiem for Postmodernism?” in Educational Researcher 29.3 April)

The new social movements in the 1980s and 1990s signaled the decline of class politics and the rise of social struggles existing outside of the economic sphere and based on "extra-economic identi-ties" of individuals and groups (Laclau & Mouffe, 1985). As a result, social strug-gles became diversified around the par-ticular interests of social groups such as environmentalists, feminists, gays and lesbians, and peace activists. While there is much to praise in the work of these new social movements, our cele-bration of their practices is not unqual-ified or unreserved. Only a minority of these social movements have been class-based. Many lack a common in-terest and are primarily organized around the interests of the middle class (Croteau, 1995; Wood, 1996). We would also like to point out that capitalism is not necessarily endan-gered by the ethnic, racial, gender, or sexual identities of the social groups that it seeks to exploit. Capitalism can survive antiracist and antisexist prac-tices because it is a social system based on economic exploitation and the own-ership of private property3 (Wood, 1996). Of course, antiracist and femi-nist struggles can help bring capitalism down, but they are necessary and not sufficient struggles. We believe that in its failure to recognize capitalism as a fundamental determinant of social oppression, and in its focus on racism, sexism, and homophobia delinked from their attachment to White patriarchal epistemologies, the law of value, and the international division of labor, identity politics falls prey to a facile form of culturalism. In our opinion, certain contexts arise in which identity politics tends to ham-per and weaken working-class strug-gles. In some instances, for example, by blaming only Whites for the oppression of Blacks, men for the oppression of women, and heterosexuality for the op-pression of gays and lesbians, identity politics fails to situate White racializ-ing and racist practices, as well as pa-triarchal and heteronormative prac-tices, as conjunctional practices within the wider context of capitalist relations of exploitation. The accusation of some postmod-ernists (i.e., Lather, 1998) that classical Marxism leaves virtually untroubled the issue of gender ignores the contri-butions of Marxist feminists and multi-culturalists, not to mention Marxist revolutionaries (Ebert, 1996; Henessey, 1993). We refer to the programmatic documents on the oppression of women produced by the Fourth International. Trotsky, for example, argued for the lib-eration of women from unpaid domes-tic labor as part of the advance towards socialism. And in his criticism of the ef-fects of the Stalinist counter-revolution on the family, he wrote: How man enslaved women, how the exploiter subjected them both, how the toilers have attempted at the price of blood to free themselves from slavery and have only ex-changed one chain for another-history tells us much about this. In essence, it tells us nothing else. But how in reality to free the child, the woman, and the human being? For that we have as yet no reliable mod-els. All past historical experience, wholly negative, demands of the toilers at least of all an implacable distrust of all privileged and uncon-trollable guardians. (Trotsky cited in Kelly, Cole, & Hill, 1999, p. 23) Some postmodern feminists have argued that classical Marxism is shrouded in claims to universal truth and has overlooked the specificity of women's labor. They assert that histor-ical materialism is reductive because it reduces all types of oppression into class exploitation, ignoring racism, sex-ism, and homophobia (i.e., Lather, 1991, 1998). Carol Stabile (1994) responds by describing this attack on Marxism as un-derwritten by what she calls "theoretical essentialism." Stabile argues that the end to sexual domination does require ending class exploitation. She notes: Without considering class position and its centrality for capitalism, socialist-feminism ceases to exist. Only economic analyses can force academic and similarly privileged feminists to confront the uneven-ness of gender oppression and un-dermine its methodological cen-trality. Only along the frictionless plane-a location where social rela-tions and class antagonisms hold little or no critical purchase--can the category of class be so easily dis-missed. (p. 157) Jane Kenway astutely recognizes that in the work of negotiating among competing discourses in pedagogical processes and practices, materialist feminists are more attentive to extra-discursive (i.e., economic) factors than are postmodern feminists. She writes: University and schools can be seen to consist of fragile settlements be-tween and within discursive fields and such settlements can be recog-nized as always uncertain; always open to challenge and change through the struggle over meaning, or what is sometimes called the pol-itics of discourse; that is, interdis-cursive work directed towards the making and remaking of meaning. Materialist feminists participate in this struggle over meaning but rec-ognize more fully than do postmod-ernist feminists that this struggle is overdetermined by the distribution of other resources. It is neither naive nor voluntaristic. (1997, p. 141) By focussing on identity politics, postmodernists tend to lose sight of the determinate character of global capital-ist relations. The challenge posed by theorists like Judith Butler (1993,1997)- to see identity as performance and as a corporeal exhortation to mobilize against oppression-is undeniably im-portant but must be accompanied by a critique of the cultural formations in which performance as a material prac-tice is produced within existing social re-lations of production. Otherwise post-modern performance as a "practice of the self" always remains at the level of the cultural disruption of existing discourses instead of the transformation of relations of production-that is, the transformation of the exploited labor-power of the proletariat and private ownership of the means of production. 

Link: Focus on identity/local = tradeoff macro movement
The affirmative denies the potential for large scale resistance or class struggle by embracing the heterogeneity of identities and over-privileging the local.  The aff’s politics negates any chance of a revolution against capitalism.  Only the alternative can mobilize mass action against capitalism while maintaining space for understanding non-class based oppression

Cole, 2K3

(Mike, School of Education University of Brighton, “Might it be in the practice that it fails to succeed? A Marxist critique of claims for postmodernism and poststructuralism as forces for social change and social justice” British Journal of Sociology of Education 24.4)

Whereas for Marxists the possibility of postmodernism leading to social change is a non sequitur, for Atkinson postmodernism is 'an inevitable agent for change' in that: it challenges the educator, the researcher, the social activist or the politician not only to deconstruct the certainties around which they might see as standing in need of change, but also to deconstruct their own certainties as to why they hold this view. (2002, p. 75) This sounds fine, but what do these constituencies actually do to effect meaningful societal change once their views have been challenged? What is constructed after the deconstruc-tion process? Atkinson provides no answer. Nor does Patti Lather (nor, as we shall see, does Judith Baxter). This is because neither postmodernism nor poststructuralism is capable of providing an answer (Hill, 2001, 2003; Rikowski, 2002, pp. 20-25). Decon-struction 'seeks to do justice to all positions ... by giving them the chance to be justified, to speak originarily for themselves and be chosen rather that enforced' (Zavarzadeh, 2002, p. 8). Indeed, for Derrida (1990), 'deconstruction is justice' (cited in Zavarzadeh, 2002, p. 8; emphasis added). Thus, once the deconstruction process has started, justice is already apparent and there is no discernible direction in which to head. In declaring on the first page of the Preface of her book Getting Smart: Feminist Research and Pedagogy With/In the Postmodern, her 'longtime interest in how to turn critical thought into emancipatory action' (Lather, 1991, p. xv), Lather is, in fact, wasting her time. After more than 200 pages of text, in which indications are made of the need for emancipatory research praxis, in which proclamations are made of how the goals of research should be to understand the maldistribution of power and resources in society, with a view to societal change, we are left wondering how all this is to come about. Postmodernism cannot provide strategies to achieve a different social order and hence, in buttressing capitalist exploitation, it is essentially reactionary. This is precisely what Marxists (and others) mean by the assertion that postmodernism serves to disempower the oppressed [7] According to Atkinson, postmodernism 'does not have, and could not have, a "single" project for social justice' (2002, p. 75). Socialism then, if not social change, is thus ruled out in a stroke [8]. Atkinson then rehearses the familiar postmodern position on multiple projects (2002, p. 75). Despite Atkinson's claims that postmodernism views 'the local as the product of the global and vice versa' and that postmodernism should not be interpreted as limiting its scope of enquiry to the local (2002, p. 81), since postmodernism rejects grand meta-narratives and since it rejects universal struggle, it can by definition concentrate only on the local. Localised struggle can, of course, be liberating for individuals and certain selected small groups, but postmodernism cannot set out any viable mass strategy or programme for an emancipated future. The importance of local as well as national and international struggle is recognised by Marxists, but the postmodern rejection of mass struggle ultimately plays into the hands of those whose interests lie in the maintenance of national and global systems of exploitation and oppression. Furthermore, 'as regards aims, the concern with autonomy, in terms of organisation', postmodernism comprises 'a tendency towards network forms, and, in terms of mentality, a tendency towards self-limitation' (Pieterse, 1992). While networking can aid in the promotion of solidarity, and in mass petitions, for example (Atkinson, 2001), it cannot replace mass action, in the sense, for example, of a general or major strike; or a significant demonstration or uprising that forces social change. Indeed, the postmodern depiction of mass action as totalitarian negates/renders illicit such action. Allied to its localism is postmodernism's non-dualism (Lather, 1991). This does have the advantage of recognising the struggles of groups oppressed on grounds in addition to or other than those of class. However, non-dualism prevents the recognition of a major duality in capitalist societies, that of social class (Cole & Hill, 1995, pp. 166-168, 2002; McLaren & Farahmandpur, 1999; Sanders et al., 1999: Hill et al., 2002b). This has, I believe, profoundly reactionary implications, in that it negates the notion of class struggle. Marxism, on the other hand, allows a future both to be envisioned and worked towards. This vision can and has been extended beyond the 'brotherhood of man' concept of early socialists, to include the complex subjectivities of all (subjectivities which the postmodernists are so keen to bring centre stage). Socialism can and should be conceived of as a project where subjective identities, such as gender, 'race', disability, non-exploitative sexual preference and age all have high importance in the struggle for genuine equality (Cole & Hill, 1999a, p. 42). In her attempt to present the case that '[p]ostmodern deconstruction ... is not the same as destruction' (Atkinson, 2002, p. 77), Atkinson cites Judith Butler (1992), who argues that: [t]o deconstruct is not to negate or to dismiss, but to call into question and, perhaps most importantly, to open up a term ... to a reusage or redeployment that previously has not been authorized. (cited in Atkinson, 2002, p. 77) This is precisely what Marxism does. The difference is that Marxist concepts such as, for example, the fetishism inherent in capitalist societies, whereby the relationships between things or commodities assume a mystical quality hiding the real (exploitative) relation-ships between human beings, provide a means of both analysing that society, under-standing its exploitative nature and pointing in the direction of a non-exploitative society. The Marxist concept of the Labour Theory of Value is a good example (see later for a discussion).

Link: Focus on critique t/off with material focus
The affirmatives overdetermination of critique displaces material analysis of economic relations providing the global spread of capital with political stability.  Only the alternative’s focus on a reflexive Marxist theory can reinvigorate class struggle while avoiding the dangerous essentialisms of traditional theory

Mclaren and Farahmandpur 2K

(Peter, Professor of Urban Schooling at UCLA and Ramin, Professor Department of Educational Leadership and Policy at Portland State University “Reconsidering Marx in Post-Marxist Times: A requiem for Postmodernism?” in Educational Researcher 29.3 April)

Despite its successes, postmodern dissent is symptomatic of the structural contradictions and problematic as-sumptions within postmodern theory itself. By too often displacing critique to a field of serial negation without fully grasping its prefigurative or emancipatory potential, postmodern criticism frequently traps intelligibility and meaning internally, that is, inside the texts of culture. In revealing the in-consistencies, aporias, and contradic-tions within the text of culture, post-modernism often fails to connect the significance of these contradictions, in-consistencies, and equivocations by comprehending their necessity. As a consequence, it often blunts an under-standing of contemporary society and unwittingly agitates for a reenactment of the fate of society that constitutes the object of its critique. This line of frac-ture is emblematic of the problem that has plagued the postmodern Left over the last several decades. At this mo-ment we are compelled to ask: Is the practice of ignoring these contradic-tions and inconsistencies of culture structurally advantageous to capitalist relations of exploitation? Do such con-tradictions left conspicuously unad-dressed merely-or mainly-provide ballast to reigning hegemons and the international division of labor? Post-modernists appear loathe to raise such questions yet continue unrepentantly to dismiss an analysis of the so-called economic "base" in favor of the cul-tural "superstructure."While postmod-ernists encourage an examination of the cultural discourses of capitalism as open-ended sites of desire, Marxists, by contrast, treat discourses not as sanctuaries of difference barricaded against the forces of history but as al-ways an interpretation naturalized by the libidinal circuits of desire wired into the culture of commerce and his-torically and socially produced within the crucible of class antagonisms. Marx-ist criticism uncoils the political econ-omy of texts by remapping and re-thinking systems of signification in relation to the material and historical practices that produce them (McLaren, 2000), thus valorizing the "structural endurance of histories" over the "con-tingent moment" (Ahmad, 1995, p. 15). In doing so it examines not the pre-sent's lack of coincidence with itself, or its lack of self-identity, but rather its ability to surpass its own limitations. The shift towards a postmodernism2 layered with a thin veneer of cultural Marxism, scaffolded by identity politics and postsocialist ideology, sprayed by aerosol terms such as "difference" and "indeterminacy," and dipped in the gurgling foam of jacuzzi socialism and window-dressing democracy, has wit-nessed the categories of cultural domi-nation and oppression replace those of class exploitation and imperialism as capitalism's reigning antagonisms. At the same time, a politics of representa- tion has deftly outflanked the issue of socioeconomic redistribution (Fraser, 1997). The postmodernist and postso-cialist assumption that culture has sud-denly found ways of winning inde-pendence from economic forces and that somehow the new globalized cap-italism has decapitated culture from the body of class exploitation by con-structing new desires and remaking old ones in ways that are currently un-mappable and unfactorable within the theoretical optics of political economy has not only contributed to the crisis of Western Marxism, but has effectively secured a long-term monopoly for capitalist market ideology. Gospelized and accorded a sacerdotal status in the temple of the new postsocialist Left, postmodern theory has failed to pro-vide an effective counterstrategy to the spread of neoliberal ideology that cur-rently holds educational policy and practice in its thrall. In fact, it has pro-vided neoliberalism with the political stability it needs to reproduce its most troublesome determinations. Our purpose here has not been to establish, evidentially, instance by in-stance, or in toto, the dilemmas, pit-falls, and shortcomings of postmodern theory, but rather to sound a rather basic caution with respect to its poten-tial for mounting an effective counter-hegemonic project against global capi-talism and its discontents. In doing so we raise the following questions echoed by the epigones of the mod-ernist project: Does returning to Marx reveal the ultimate sources of the pa-triarchal and colonizing venture of the West's master narratives? Will re-embracing Marxism somehow summon a new coherent identity for the patriar-chal West? Is Marxism a quixotically romantic quest for liberation that can only serve as a stimulant for the pas-sion of the Western master narrative? Can Marxist writings today be any-thing more than a dirge on the death of the communist dream? The position we take on the issues raised by these questions is unambigu-ous. We believe that Marxist analysis should serve as an axiomatic tool for contesting current social relations linked to the globalization of capital and the neoliberal education policies that follow in its wake. Educational re-searchers ignore Marxist analyses of globalization and the quotidian poetics of the everyday at their peril. At the same time, we admit that Marxist the-ory constitutes a social system of analy-sis that inscribes subjects and is seeped in the dross of everyday life. As such, it must continually be examined for its underlying assumptions. We believe that a critical reflexive Marxist theory-- undergirded by the categorical impera-tive of striving to overthrow all social conditions in which human beings are exploited and oppressed-can prove foundational in the development of current educational research traditions as well as pedagogies of liberation. 
Gender K 

Link Focus on race

Your focus on race places blinders on our analysis of racism that effaces discussions of class and gender

Hartigan, 2K5

(John, associate professor of anthropology at Texas Odd Tribes: Toward a Cultural Analysis of White People, pg. 257-258)

A central theme developed over the course of this book is that racism is an insufficient explanation for the continuing significance of race. Without discounting the prevalence of racism in society, I have argued that the imbrications of racial discourses, perceptions, identities, and boundaries in American culture far exceeds the capacity of either white supremacy or racist ideology to account entirely for the confounding ways race matters today or will matter in the future. There are cultural dynamics at work shaping racial notions of belonging and difference that exceed the construction and projections of Otherness or the operations of an ideology that delineates strictly between whiteness and nonwhiteness. The purpose of this chapter is to describe in detail how cultural analysis more adequately engages these charged and convoluted dimensions of life in the United States in the early twenty-first century. The value of this approach is that it may offer a way to lead whites who have turned a deaf ear to discussion of racism to recognize the immense, enduring significance of race. The power of cultural analysis lies in the ability to objectify a broad, pervasive phenomenon that informs people's daily lives and the multiple dimensions in which identities are posited, revised, and reproduced. Whether as patterns of behavior and belief or as discourses or worldviews, cultural analysis develops an attention to the forces that shape individual experiences and perceptions of sameness, as well as expressions and articulations of difference. This form of analysis provokes people to recognize dimensions of their lives that both exceed and inform their individuality: the idioms we speak, the ideas we express, the encounters that shape our biographies, all are socially contoured. This type of perception is crucial to the task of making sense of the enduring yet evolving significance of race, because of its capacity to link seemingly disparate domains, revealing similar dynamics constituting boundaries of belonging and difference that multiple aspects of social identity simultaneously (e.g., nationality, class, gender;, region, as well as race). Certainly, as some analysts assert, racism can be found everywhere in American culture, and such assertions are easily substantiated with evidence gleaned from an array of social settings (see Bonilla-Silva 2001). But such claims tell us little about how members of distinct classes relationally construct, negotiate, or police social boundaries; nor do they convey all we need to know about how gendered distinctions are learned and reproduced. l Cultural analysis demonstrates how the co construction of race, class, and gender distinctions operates according to place-specific dynamics that ground and facilitate the concurrent production and reproduction of multiple overlapping and mutually reinforcing identities.   

Their challenge white western knowledge production does not displace the phallocentrism.  The 1ac’s assertion to know woman a demonstrates a knowledge of woman that is rooted in the androcentric order

Yancy, 2K2

(George, Associate Professor of Philosophy at Duquesne University, “Lyotard and Irigaray: Challenging the (White) Male Philosophical Metanarrative Voice” Journal of Social Philosophy Winter 33.4)
Like Lyotard, Irigaray is aware of the androcentric semiotic space within which women have been constructed. For Irigaray women have been defined as passive objects within an economy of male dominance. Speaking of how women have been socially constructed Irigaray (1985) writes that their "lot is that of lack,' atrophy' (of the sexual organ), and 'penis envy,' the penis being the only sexual organ of recognized value" (23). Within the discursive economy of male power, women represent a hole which is devoid of fullness, a hole which, both literally and symbolically, can be filled only by men. Lyotard's reference to the spectator motif is important here; for the woman has nothing to be seen. Irigaray (1997! writes: Woman's castration is defined as her having nothing you can see, as her hoping nothing. In her having nothing penile, in seeing that she has No Thing. Nothing like man. That is to say, no sex/organ that can be seen in a form capable of founding its reality, reproducing its truth. Nothing lo be seen is equivalent to having no thing. No being and no truth. 4431) Irigaray is by no means unaware of the possibility of disrupting the economy of male representations and allowing for a space of playful heterogeneity; for even as a "nothing" women have the power 'that might cause the ultimate destruction, the splintering, the break in their (male) systems of 'presence,' of 're-presentation 'and 'representation'" (433). Critiquing Freud, Irigaray is not duped into accepting the| construction of women as a lack. Pointing to pro​found issues of power, control, and the epistemology of the ocular metaphor, Irigaray is aware of the tight links between 'the omnipotence of gazing, knowing ... the eye-penis... the phallic gaze" (428). As with Lyotard, Irigaray emphasizes the space of instabilities, ruptures, and new possibilities that are not mere reformations and reconfigurations of existing male philosophical metanarratives. But what, for Irigaray exists beyond the male hegemonic scopic economy? Critiquing the history of philosophy, at least Western philosophy, is part of the answer. The process involves a major reassessment of key philosophical discourse: Whence the necessity of "reopening" the figures of philosophical discourse—idea, substance, subject, transcendental subjectivity, abso​lute knowledge—in order to pry out of them what they have borrowed that is feminine, from its power to eradicate the difference between the sexes in systems that are self-representative of a "masculine subject." (Irigarav 1985,74) Irigaray is interested in disrupting the entire male dramaturgical structure of philosophy. She wants to expose the 'scenography" that makes male philo​sophical discourse intelligible. She wants to trace the meaning and source of 'representation as defined in philosophy, that is the architectonics of its theatre, its framing in space-time, its geometric organization, its props, its actors, their respective positions, their dialogues" (Irigaray 1985, 75). Part of the problem with answering the question of what exists for women on the other side, as it were, of male scopic economy involves the fact that women's experiences cannot be adequately expressed within an andro​centric semiotic (field of representation). This is evident where Irigaray is asked, "What is a woman?" She retorts, I believe I've already answered that there is no way I would 'answer' that question. The question 'what is ... ? is the question—the metaphysical question—to which the feminine does not allow itself to submit" (Irigaray 1985,122). In other words, the male norma​tive structure of the question already presupposes a certain normative andro​centric response Lyotard's (19991 delineation of the differend is significant here. As he explains: In the differend, something "asks" to be put into phrases, and suffers from the wrong of not being able to be put into phrases right away. This is when the human beings who thought they could use language as an instrument of communication learn through the feeling of pain which accompanies silence (and of pleasure which accompanies the invention of a new idiom), that they are summoned by language, not to augment to their profit the quantity of information communicable through exist​ing idioms, but to recognize that what remains to be phrased exceeds what they can presently phrase, and that they must be alloyed to insti​tute idioms which do not yet exist. (13) That which "does not yet exist" has part of its source in what Irigaray refers to as the "elsewhere." And is this "elsewhere" not also linked to what she refers to as "a disruptire excess"? The point here is that women must engage in a potentially revolutionary act of mimicry. It involves a form of resubmission: It means to resubmit herself—inasmuch as she is on the side of the "per​ceptible," of "matter"—to "ideas," in particular to ideas about herself, that are elaborated in/by a masculine logic, but so as to make "visible." by an effect of playful repetition, what was supposed to remain invisi​ble: the cover-up of a possible operation of the feminine in language. It also means "to unveil" the fact that, if women are such good mimics, it is because they are not simply resorbed in this function. They also remain elsewhere: another case of the persistence of "matter," but also of "sexual pleasure" (Irigaray 1985,76)

Link: Interpretation is never neutral
Interpretation assumes a unified subject which provides coherence to the act of interpretation- genealogy is always of subjectivity

Ferguson 91 

(Kathy, Professor of Political Science and Women’s Studies at the University of Hawaii-Manoa, “Interpretation and Genealogy in Feminism,” Signs 16.2 Winter, 322-339)

Interpretation is usually a subject-centered project. Its search for truth privileges the self-understanding of either the individual or the collective (or some individuals or some collectives), while at the same time acknowledging that there is always more to the self than the existing self-understanding makes available. Interpretation always has to balance the ability of power to distort the worldview of the powerless with the ability of the oppressed to comprehend and transcend their confinement. For example, in The Theory of Communicative Action Habermas distinguishes between modernization, which he defines as "colonization of the life world," and modernity, or "modem structures of consciousness."9 Habermas sees within the second a "potential for reason" that can be called upon to critique and transcend the first. In contrast, the genealogist problematizes the subject, claiming that our notion of the subject is itself an outcome of the disciplinary practices of modernity. "We knowers are unknown to ourselves," Nietzsche declares.?1 Subjectivity and intersubjectivity are themselves the effects of power and thus provide no secure foothold for struggling against power. Genealogy does not abandon the subject, but examines it as a function of discourse, asking "under what conditions and through what forms can an entity like the subject appear in the order of discourse; what position does it occupy; what functions does it exhibit; and what rules does it follow in each type of discourse?"" Genealogy takes the modern subject as data to be accounted for rather than as a source of privileged accounts of the world. Feminist theory entails both the problematizing and the embracing of subjectness. Those struggling for equity within existing structures and theories have done so in part by claiming entry for women into the world of the subject; Simone de Beauvoir, for example, stressed the importance of sharing with men the activities of transcendence and creativity that mark the uniquely human arena.'2 Other feminists, such as Hartsock and Carol Gilligan, have redefined the notion of the subject to emphasize persons-inrelations rather than autonomous selves and have given moral priority to responding to needs rather than defending rights.'3 While this position rejects the prevailing notion of the subject as excessively masculine, it holds onto the practice of privileging women's self-understanding. Still others, such as Julia Kristeva, call for a decentering of all social identities, including the (for others, primary) dualism of men and women, which she considers to be excessively metaphysical. The semiotic and symbolic processes that Kristeva discusses are not confined to differences between bodies or subjects; thus she looks not to women but to avant garde artists for resistance. Kristeva speaks of a subject in process in an effort to capture a difficult balance between the deconstructive subversion of the subject and its psychoanalytic reconstitution.'4
To speak is never neutral and the aff’s forgetting of sexual difference is part of the historical legacy of papering over sexual difference through the assertion of a universal paradigm for the liberation of the oppressed
Deutscher, 2K2

(Penelope, professor in French philosophy and gender at Northwestern A Politics of Impossible difference)

Irigaray's conclusion is that this long history inflects the terms in which women are able to take up positions in the public sphere. They exchange their role as not-men for that of like-men. We need an increased sensitivity to the conceptual terms in which women's participation in the public sphere is implicitly understood: In concrete terms, that means that women must of course continue to struggle for equal wages and social rights, against discrimination in em​ployment and education, and so forth. But that is not enough: women merely "equal" to men would be "like them," therefore not women. Once more, the difference between the sexes would be in that way cancelled out, ignored, papered over. So it is essential for women amongst themselves to invent new modes of organization, new forms of struggle, new challenges. (Irigaray 1985c, 165-66) Are women's politics satisfactory when the language and ideals of tra​ditionally male spheres are adopted? "When [women's] movements aim simply for a change in the distribution of power, leaving intact the power structure itself, then they are resubjecting themselves, deliberately or not, to a phallocratic order, This latter gesture must of course be denounced, and with determination, since it may constitute a more subtly concealed exploitation of women" (Irigaray 1985c, 81). Irigaray concludes that this "explains certain difficulties encountered by the liberation movements. If women allow themselves to be caught in the trap of power, in the game of authority, if they allow themselves to be contaminated by the 'paranoid' operations of masculine politics, they have nothing more to say or do as women" (166).

Alt: Must challenge masculine history
The first step in deconstructing andocentric historical accounts of colonialism is to understand how what we say and do not say about women entrenches misogynist gender constructions

Vieira Powers, Northern Arizona University, 2K2
(Karen, “Conquering Discourses of “Sexual Conquest”: Of Women, Language and Mestizaie” Colonial Latin American Review Vol. 11, No. 1)
In order to uncover the interior, cultural and gendered meanings of the experiences of women whose social construction is both culturally and temporally differentiated from that of the contemporary “West”, many scholars must step outside established categories of knowledge. To accomplish this effectively, it is first necessary to pay more serious attention to the language we use to describe women. At the same time, however, it is imperative to make strategic use of appropriate feminist theory and some of its terminology to deconstruct and reinterpret women’s experience, in order to dismantle longstanding and current, male-centric discursive frames that have been superimposed onto colonized women in the Americas, the sexist and racist historical contents of which have become naturalized over time.

The discourse still used today in Latin American history has a particular epistemological genealogy that can be traced back to the Spaniards’ arrival. And it is not only marked by overt usage of masculinist terminology, such as that described earlier, but continues to engage in major sins of omission that serve to maintain androcentric histories. As has been a persistent feminist critique, it is not only what we say about women and how we say it, but what we do not say.8 Of course, these omissions permeated sixteenth-century discourse, both in Iberia and in its colonies, owing to European gender constructions of the time.

But what is our excuse for omitting women now?
Our challenging of the negative’s methodology is central to de-masculinizing historiography 

Vieira Powers, Northern Arizona University, 2K2
(Karen, “Conquering Discourses of “Sexual Conquest”: Of Women, Language and Mestizaie” Colonial Latin American Review Vol. 11, No. 1)
Studying the intersection of gender, race, and class and how that intersection engages with cultural, regional, temporal and other historical contingencies is what will probably bear the most fruit.24 This type of research may force us to rethink some of the premises of long-held assumptions about women and men, with regard to whatever historiographical tenet we choose to test. Indeed, it also provides an opportunity to interrogate (and hopefully sustain) feminist claims that gender analysis has the power to fundamentally transform existing historical paradigms. Can it “force a critical re-examination of the premises and standards of previous scholarly work?” “Does a new history of women imply a new history” (Scott 1999)? Surely, for Latin America, studying the intersection of all three units of analysis is a very challenging methodology that shall have the power to change existing historical constructs.
Latino K

Links: Civil Rights and Segregation

The focus on patterns of civil rights and segregation creates a black/white binary that ignores the history and oppression of latinos
Perea, 97

(Juan F, professor of law university of Florida,  RACE, ETHNICITY & NATIONHOOD: ARTICLE: The Black/White Binary Paradigm of Race: The "Normal Science" of American Racial Thought October 85 Calif. L. Rev. 1213)
The Black/White Binary Paradigm of race has become the subject of increasing interest and scrutiny among some scholars of color. This Article uses Thomas Kuhn's notions of paradigm and the properties of paradigms to explore several leading works on race. The works the author explores demonstrate the Black/White paradigm of race and some of its properties, among them extensive paradigm elaboration over the years. Paradigms have limitations, however. Among them is a tendency to truncate history for the sake of telling a linear story of progress. The author demonstrates how one constitutional law text truncates history, by omitting entirely Mexican-American struggles for desegregation, and presenting a linear story of the Black struggle for civil rights. Omitting important history from the narrative of civil rights history becomes extraordinarily damaging, since it distorts history and contributes to the marginalization of non-Black peoples of color. While recognizing the centrality of slavery and White racism against Blacks at the core of American history and society, this Article seeks to expand our understanding of racism through the use of legal history. The author contends that mutual and particularized understanding of racism as it affects all people of color has the potential to enhance our abilities to understand each other and to join together to fight the common evil of racism.American society has no social technique for handling partly colored races. We have a place for the Negro and a place for the white man:the Mexican is not a Negro, and the white man refuses him an equal status.   n1 [*1214]  This Article is about how we are taught to think about race. In particular, I intend to analyze the role of books and texts on race in structuring our racial discourse. I believe that much writing on racism is structured by a paradigm that is widely held but rarely recognized for what it is and what it does. This paradigm shapes our understanding of what race and racism mean and the nature of our discussions about race. It is crucial, therefore, to identify and describe this paradigm and to demonstrate how it binds and organizes racial discourse, limiting both the scope and the range of legitimate viewpoints in that discourse. In this Article, I identify and criticize one of the most salient features of past and current discourse about race in the United States, the Black/White binary paradigm of race. A small but growing number of writers have recognized the paradigm and its limiting effect on racial discourse.   n2 I believe that its dominant and pervasive character has not been well established nor discussed in legal literature.

 I intend to demonstrate the existence of a Black/White paradigm and to show its breadth and seemingly pervasive ordering of racial [*1215]  discourse and legitimacy. Further, I intend to show how the Black/White binary paradigm operates to exclude Latinos/as   n3 from full membership and participation in racial discourse, and how that exclusion serves to perpetuate not only the paradigm itself but also negative stereotypes of Latinos/as. Full membership in society for Latinos/as will require a paradigm shift away from the binary paradigm and towards a new and evolving understanding of race and race relations.

Links: Focus on Whiteness
The affirmatives focus on whiteness creates a black white paradigm that excludes the oppression of other races
Perea, 97

(Juan F, professor of law university of Florida,  RACE, ETHNICITY & NATIONHOOD: ARTICLE: The Black/White Binary Paradigm of Race: The "Normal Science" of American Racial Thought October 85 Calif. L. Rev. 1213)
Thomas Kuhn, in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, n4 describes the properties of paradigms and their power in structuring scientific research and knowledge. While Kuhn develops his understanding of paradigms in evaluating the development of scientific knowledge, many of his insights are useful in understanding paradigms and their effects more generally. A paradigm is a shared set of understandings or premises which permits the definition, elaboration, and solution of a set of problems defined within the paradigm. n5 A paradigm is an accepted model or pattern that, "like an accepted judicial decision in the common law...is an object for further articulation and specification under new or more stringent conditions." n6 Paradigms exist, therefore, not just in the sciences but also in law and other disciplines. n7 Thus, a paradigm is the set of shared understandings that permits us to distinguish those facts that matter in the solution of a problem from those facts that do not. As Kuhn writes, in the absence of a paradigm or some candidate for paradigm, all of the facts that could possibly pertain to the development of a given science are likely to seem equally relevant. As a result, early fact-gathering is a far more nearly random activity than the one that subsequent scientific development makes familiar. n8 Paradigms thus define relevancy. In so doing, paradigms control fact-gathering and investigation. Data-gathering efforts and research are focused on understanding the facts and circumstances that the relevant paradigm teaches us are important. n9 Paradigms are crucial in the development of science and knowledge because, by setting boundaries within which problems can be [*1217] understood, they permit detailed inquiry into these problems. In Kuhn's words, a "paradigm forces scientists to investigate some part of nature in a detail and depth that would otherwise be unimaginable." n10 Indeed, it is this depth of research that eventually yields anomalies and discontinuities and, ultimately, the necessity to develop new paradigms. However, as a paradigm becomes the widely accepted way of thinking and of producing knowledge on a subject, it tends to exclude or ignore alternative facts or theories that do not fit the expectations produced by the paradigm. n11 Kuhn uses the concept of "normal science" to describe the elaboration of the paradigm and the solution of problems that the paradigm allows us to perceive. n12 Scientists and researchers spend almost all of their time engaged in normal science, conducting their research under the rules prescribed by the paradigm and attempting to solve problems cognizable and derivable from the paradigm. However, normal science "often suppresses fundamental novelties because they are necessarily subversive of its basic commitments." n13 As Kuhn describes, normal science "seems an attempt to force nature into the performed and relatively inflexible box that the paradigm supplies. No part of the aim of normal science is to call forth new sorts of phenomena; indeed those that will not fit the box are often not seen at all." n14 As normal research progresses in depth and detail within a paradigm, researchers make unexpected discoveries, yielding anomalies that the current paradigm does not adequately explain. In time, and in the face of problems not adequately explained by the paradigm, scientists are forced to abandon the old paradigm and replace it with some new understanding that better explains the observed anomalies. n15 Literature and textbooks play an important role in producing and reproducing paradigms. Kuhn identifies textbooks and popular literature, which convey scientific knowledge in a language more accessible to the general public, as authoritative sources of established paradigms. n16 Textbooks and derivative literature intend to communicate the particular [*1218] paradigm or set of paradigms that constitute the current tradition of a science. n17 Interestingly, Kuhn observes that textbooks must distort history significantly in order to convey the current state of a discipline in a linear, coherent way. n18 Textbooks truncate "the scientist's sense of his discipline's history and then proceed to supply a substitute for what they have eliminated." n19 In order to do this, textbooks present only a small part of history - the portion of history that authors can easily present as contributing to the development and solution of today's paradigm problems. n20 "The result," in Kuhn's words, "is a persistent tendency to make the history of science look linear or cumulative." n21 In other words, textbooks distort history to make it appear that the current paradigm, or current knowledge, is the result of a linear, related series of discoveries or events in which each subsequent event is causally linked to the prior events. n22 This distortion requires leaving out all of the historical complexity and the revolutionary questions and ideas on which new scientific discoveries and new paradigms depend. Kuhn terms this distortion of history "depreciation of historical fact." n23 Although Kuhn suggests that science is more vulnerable to textbook distortions of history than other disciplines because of the assumed objectivity of scientific inquiry, n24 I believe his insights regarding paradigms, "normal science," and textbooks are extremely useful in explaining the persistent focus of race scholarship on Blacks and Whites, and the resulting omission of Latinos/as, Asian Americans, Native Americans, and other racialized groups from such scholarship. If science as a discipline is more vulnerable to textbook distortions of history, I believe this is only a matter of degree, as law, through its reliance on precedent, is also highly dependent on paradigms. Kuhn recognized as much when he used judicial precedent, and subsequent decisions based on precedent, as an example of paradigm elaboration. n25 Although Kuhn felt that the extent to which the social sciences had developed paradigms was an open question, n26 I suggest in this Article that [*1219] race scholarship both inside and outside of law is dominated by a binary paradigm of race. Like science textbooks, constitutional law textbooks also distort history for the sake of a paradigmatic, linear presentation of the evolution of equality doctrines.

Impact: Marginalization

The black/white paradigm pushes non-black racism “out of the box,” discounts and marginalizes racism

Perea, 97

(Juan F, professor of law university of Florida,  RACE, ETHNICITY & NATIONHOOD: ARTICLE: The Black/White Binary Paradigm of Race: The "Normal Science" of American Racial Thought October 85 Calif. L. Rev. 1213)
Paradigms of race shape our understanding of race and our definition of racial problems. The most pervasive and powerful paradigm of race in the United States is the Black/White binary paradigm. I define this paradigm as the conception that race in America consists, either exclusively or primarily, of only two constituent racial groups, the Black and the White. Many scholars of race reproduce this paradigm when they write and act as though only the Black and the White races matter for purposes of discussing race and social policy with regard to race. The mere recognition that "other people of color" exist, without careful attention to their voices, their histories, and their real presence, is merely a reassertion of the Black/White paradigm. If one conceives of race and racism as primarily of concern only to Blacks and Whites, and understands "other people of color" only through some unclear analogy to the "real" races, this just restates the binary paradigm with a slight concession to demographics. My assertion is that our shared understanding of race and racism is essentially limited to this Black/White binary paradigm. n27 This paradigm defines, but also limits, the set of problems that may be recognized in racial discourse. Kuhn's notion of "normal science," which further articulates the paradigm and seeks to solve the problems perceivable because of the paradigm, also applies to "normal research" on race. Given the Black/White paradigm, we would expect to find that much research on race is concerned with understanding the dynamics of the Black and White races and attempting to solve the problems between [*1220] Blacks and Whites. Within the paradigm, the relevant material facts are facts about Blacks and Whites. In addition, the paradigm dictates that all other racial identities and groups in the United States are best understood through the Black/White binary paradigm. Only a few writers even recognize that they use a Black/White paradigm as the frame of reference through which to understand racial relations. n28 Most writers simply assume the importance and correctness of the paradigm, and leave the reader grasping for whatever significance descriptions of the Black/White relationship have for other people of color. As I shall discuss, because the Black/White binary paradigm is so widely accepted, other racialized groups like Latinos/as, Asian Americans, and Native Americans are often marginalized or ignored altogether. As Kuhn writes, "those that will not fit the box are often not seen at all."

Impact: Must reject

Need to understand history and oppression of all peoples

Perea, 97

(Juan F, professor of law university of Florida,  RACE, ETHNICITY & NATIONHOOD: ARTICLE: The Black/White Binary Paradigm of Race: The "Normal Science" of American Racial Thought October 85 Calif. L. Rev. 1213)
I believe that study and criticism of White racism against Blacks is crucial and contributes in important ways to our understanding of how racism works.   n31 The problem that I perceive in much literature on race is that it comprehends only the study of White racism against Blacks as the legitimate scope of racism. I will show in this section how this reliance on the binary paradigm leads to the exclusion and marginalization of other racialized people who also suffer from racism. What is necessary, in the end, is an appreciation for the particular histories of all racialized peoples, and a broader concept of racism that encompasses the different ways that racism afflicts different people.

Whiteness Case Debate

Racial Constructions Inevitable

Racial constructions are inevitable- means the aff only conceals the underlying structures of whiteness
Sullivan 8

(Shannon, Head of Philosophy and Professor of Philosophy, Women's Studies, and African and African American Studies at Pennsylvania State University, Spring 2008, “Whiteness as Wise Provincialism: Royce and the Rehabilitation of a Racial Category,” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society: A Quarterly Journal in American Philosophy, 44.2)

While much more can and needs to be said about how to develop a wise form of whiteness, the answer to the main question with which I began this essay is “yes”: the racial category of whiteness can be concretely transformed into wise whiteness, which means that efforts to critically conserve whiteness need not inadvertently fuel white domination. Efforts to rehabilitate the racial category of whiteness admittedly will be politically and existentially dangerous. When words such as “loyalty” are used in the context of whiteness, for example, there is an inevitable and significant risk that they will be heard and/or used as endorsements of white supremacy. But I think this risk should be taken—indeed, that it must be taken—because even though there is nothing ahistorically essential about whiteness, it is not likely to disappear any time soon.53 Rejecting racial essentialism, as Royce did and most contemporary philosophers do, does not mean that problems associated with whiteness simply evaporate. White people do not have sole control over their whiteness; other racial groups have contributed and will continue to contribute to the meaning of whiteness.54 But white people are uniquely responsible for their whiteness. The question for them thus is how will they take up that responsibility. And Royce’s essay on provincialism can help them begin to figure out an answer.

Challenging Whiteness Fails- Whiteness Comes Back

The 1ac’s attempt to open the debate activity to questions of race, racism and to challenge the dominant ideology will result in a buttressing of white privilege.  They ignore the ontologically expansive nature of whiteness and in their attempt to create an environment to disrupt white privilege which provides the perfect means for whiteness to assert itself

Sullivan, 2K7

(Shannon, , associate professor of philosophy and women’s studies at Penn State University Revealing Whiteness: The Unconscious Habits of Racial Privilege pg. 10-11)

In particular, relocating out of geographical, literary, political, and other environments that encourage the white solipsism ofliving as if only white people existed or mattered can be a powerful way of disrupting and transforming unconscious habits of white privilege. 14 It can also be, paradoxically, one of the most powerful ways to reinforce them. This is because one of the predominant unconscious habits of white privilege is that of ontological expansiveness. As ontologically expansive, white people tend to act and think as if all spaces-whether geographical, psychical, linguistic, economic, spiritual, bodily, or otherwise-are or should be available for them to move in and out of as they wish. Ontological expansiveness is a particular co-constitutive relationship between self and environment in which the self assumes that it can and should have totally mastery over its environment. Here can be seen the devious maneuvers of unconscious habits of white privilege to obstruct their transformation. The very act of giving up (direct) total control over one's habits can be an attempt to take (indirect) total control over them by dominating the environment. The very act of changing one's environment so as to disrupt white privilege paradoxically can be a disruption that only reinforces that which it disrupts. When a white person makes a well-intentioned decision not to live in an all-white neighborhood, for example, doing so can simultaneously disrupt her habit of always interacting with white neighbors and augment her racial privilege by increasing her ontological expansiveness. The sheer fact that she is able to make a choice about which neighborhood in which she lives is, after all, an effect of the privilege she has because of her race and economic class. That privilege is only strengthened by attempts to change her environment. This paradox cannot be completely eliminated. There is no way to ensure that a challenge to white privilege does not simultaneously support it, and in part, this is because there is no way in any particular situation to totally master the complex organism-world transaction that is habit. I do not think that this realization should lead to despair, although it does snuff out any Pollyannaish dreams of the easy elimination of racism. I also do not think that it should lead to the conclusion that one should never try to alter one's environments in an attempt to alter one's habits. While the need for control is a significant aspect of habits of white privilege, giving up all attempts to control or impact one's environment only ensures that those habits will continue relatively unchanged. Since habits constitute agency and will, the attempt to eliminate white privilege must involve habits of white privilege themselves. Rather than despairing or giving up, a person needs to engage in an ongoing struggle to find ways to use white privilege against itself. 
Challenging Whiteness Fails- New Forms of Discrimination
The affirmative’s support for whitenesses ontologically expansive nature allows for the rearrangement of stereotypes and scapegoating- they are merely a new manifestation of the dominant ideology, not a challenge to it

Sullivan, 2K7

(Shannon, , associate professor of philosophy and women’s studies at Penn State University Revealing Whiteness: The Unconscious Habits of Racial Privilege pg. 10-11)

Willett has suggested Foucault, but what also, turning to Mills's main question, about a non-class-reductionist Marxism as another possible partner for my project? And how important do I think unconscious motivations are in determining white behavior that reproduces white domination? Could there be a Marxist explanation that does not much need psychoanalytic theory? First, to respond to Mills's request for clarification: I agree with him that white privilege (in the standard sense of the term: the edge that the system of white supremacy provides white people) has been a constant from the start. It is primarily an issue of terminology here, as Mills points out. But I wonder if our terminological disagreement also hints of a more substantial disagreement that gets to Mills's questions about class and a Marxist approach to critical philosophy of race. When Mills quotes my sentence about white privilege being in the body—the nose, back, neck, and so on—and then claims, “So this is not white privilege in the sense of white racial advantage” (222), I was somewhat puzzled because I would tend to say that this is an example of white racial advantage in its psychosomatic manifestation: the edge or advantage that the system of white domination provides in terms of having the “right” kind of body with the “right” kind of senses, kinesthetic responses to the world, and so on. Some of those responses might not be pleasant feeling for white people—the involuntary tensing up or bodily awkwardness when in a group of black people, for example—but they are a part of their racial privilege. They are material, but they are not particularly tied to the economic—and the economic (money, jobs, wealth) is what I think Mills is after when he says “in the sense of white racial advantage.” If I am right, then this would be the biggest difference between my approach and his. While not dismissing the importance of racial disparities in wealth, for example, I am more interested in the material dimensions of class that are psychological, cultural, and symbolic rather than straightforwardly or simply economic.This interest does not show up much in Revealing Whiteness, but it is becoming increasingly important in the work I am currently doing on transforming the lived category of whiteness into something other than a category of racial domination. I do not have space for the full argument here, but I think that intraracial, including class, distinctions within the group of white people are key to that transformation, especially given the problem of ontological expansiveness. (The title of one recent book summarizes the concern nicely: Everything but the Burden: What White People Are Taking from Black Culture [Tate 2003].) As Mills asked in an earlier version of his comments, expressing his concern about the difficulty of self-transformation through transformation of one's environment, “What would changing one's environment mean? Hanging out with black people? Immersing oneself in texts from the experience of people of color? Well, undoubtedly, these can make some difference, but how deep?” As the second half of Revealing Whiteness details, even as a psychoanalytic-pragmatist concept of habit reveals the important role that environment plays in human ontology, including its transformation, I too am concerned about white relocation into nonwhite [End Page 237] spaces. My argument is not that white people should seal themselves off from the worlds and lives of people of color, but I do think that white movement into nonwhite environments often is part of the problem, not the solution to white privilege. So rather than traveling away from (= avoiding) one's whiteness, what if white people stayed home, so to speak, and examined the way that relationships between different classes of white people are crucial to the maintenance of white domination of people of color? I am particularly concerned lately with the contemporary “good liberal,” middle-class white person who considers him- or herself an antiracist and yet—often precisely for that reason—avoids associating with lower-class white people, whose views on race and racism seem crude and offensive. White people who have acknowledged white privilege and want to work against it sometimes prefer to struggle exclusively alongside people of color rather than interact with allegedly racist white people (Stubblefield 2005, 173). This avoidance creates a chasm between different groups of white people as if they were absolutely and irremediably different from one another. The crude, lower classes are racist, and the enlightened middle and upper classes are not—with this conviction, so-called intelligent white liberals often pit themselves against other white people, who are posited as the main source of racist evil. This chasm involves wealth and other economic factors, but those factors are not the main issue at work here. As feminist ethnographer Steph Lawlor has argued, “The inequalities of a class society do not end with economic inequality: indeed, economics may not necessarily be the most meaningful way to talk about class” (1999, 4). And sociologists Sennett and Cobb in The Hidden Injuries of Class write, “The activities which keep people moving in a class society, which make them seek more money, more possessions, higher-status jobs, do not originate in a materialistic desire, or even sensuous appreciation of things, but out of an attempt to restore a psychological deprivation that the class structure has effected in their lives” (1973, 171). Like gender, race, and a host of other components of contemporary human ontology, class is found in the psychosomatic habits of one's bodily self. It is not, quoting cultural theorist Annette Kuhn, “just about the way you talk or dress, or furnish your home, it is not just about the job you do or how much money you make doing it; nor is it merely about whether or not you went to university, nor which university you went to. Class is something beneath your clothes, under your skin, in your psyche, at the very core of your being” (quoted in Lawlor 1999, 5). And so I disagree with Mills when he says, “Class is not inscribed on the body the way race is” (225). I am not claiming that class and race are identical, but I do think that an orthodox Marxist revolution that eliminated bourgeois ownership of property would leave many class structures (habits) in place, even as such a huge economic transformation would affect those habits. As cultural anthropologist John Hartigan demonstrates, “intraracial distinctions are a primary medium through which whites think about race” and manage the boundaries between white and nonwhite (1999, 17). And although not often [End Page 238] acknowledged as such, intraracial distinctions between white people have their origins in and often continue to be located along regional fault lines in the United States. “Hillbillies” and “rednecks,” for example, originated as names for southern whites whose speech, diet, and lifestyle were perceived as (too) similar to those of southern blacks and thus who tended to be “objects of contempt for transgressing a racial order that was rapidly losing its semblance of naturalness” (Hartigan 1999, 28). The racial category of “white trash,” which characterizes those who transgress white social etiquette based on decorum and hygiene, generates an even deeper wellspring of loathing because of the threat of pollution that it represents (Hartigan 2005, 99, 123). All three categories support what historian Joel Williamson has called the “grits thesis”: a view of politics and race in the South promoted by white elites that blamed racial violence on poor whites rather than examining racism as an institutional problem (Hartigan 2005, 118). Hillbillies, rednecks, and especially white trash—these are the class of white people that good white liberals depend on (without acknowledgment or even much conscious awareness of it) to ensure their moral status and secure the distance between white and nonwhite. These are the despicable, “bad” white people who are responsible for the continuing existence of racism and white supremacy, not “us.” It will come as no surprise that I think psychosomatic habits based on intraracial class distinctions between white people can operate unconsciously—but perhaps not as often as habits of racial domination given that class prejudice is not frowned on the same way that racial prejudice is. As Jim Goad charges in his Redneck Manifesto: How Hillbillies, Hicks, and White Trash Became America's Scapegoats, “Day after cotton-pickin’ day, we are invited to hate white trash. . . . Cartoon people. These days, we hardly ever see the redneck as anything but a caricature. . . . The trailer park has become the media's cultural toilet, the only acceptable place to dump one's racist inclinations” (1998, 15–16). Goad's manifesto is dangerously wrongheaded as it pits classism against racism and claims that the former is America's real social problem. It fails to acknowledge how classism can buttress racism and racism can both support and require classism. But it does show how prejudice against “white trash” is more overtly acceptable than racial prejudice. And so class prejudice has not gone underground in contemporary Western democracies to the extent that racial prejudice has done. 
Challenging Whiteness Fails- Leads to Whiteness
The affirmatives interrogation of race, racism and dominant ideology precludes the possibility for white’s to examine the ontological expansive nature of whiteness.  We should reject the affirmative’s universal approach to fighting the oppression of the dominant ideology to allow space for white’s to ensure their entrance into the discussion is not already an affirmation of white privilege 

Sullivan, Penn State University, 2K4
(Shannon, “White World Traveling” The Journal of Speculative Philosophy 18.4)

Although he ultimately wants to risk inviting white people into Black semiotic space, Yancy clearly shares my friend's concern.3 As he explains, African American Language and song often have functioned as powerful counterhegemonic expressions because they are a code that white people generally do not understand (Yancy 2004, 287-88). While white people thought that Black people were meekly singing of the glory of God and heaven, for example, Negro spirituals were surreptitiously encouraging and planning rebellious escape from slavery. The linguistic resistance of Negro spirituals was possible only because white people did not understand the language being spoken. Let "the ofay" (Yancy 2004, 287, 288, 296) into the secret of the code and an important form of resistance to white domination is eliminated. Letting white people into the code also risks reinforcing a particular habit of white privilege, that of ontological expansiveness (Sullivan 2001). As ontologically expansive, white people often manifest a way of being in the world (often nonconscious) in which they presume the right to occupy any and all geographical, moral, psychological, linguistic, and other spaces. From the point of view of white ontological expansiveness, the existence of a linguistic space off-limits to white people is an "unjust" violation of the "natural" order of the world that must be rectified. From an antiracist perspective, however, white ontological expansiveness not only presumes a "right" grounded in white supremacy, but also tends to damage and destroy spaces of resistance to white domination. White people's knowledge of the code of African American Language thus can strengthen their sense that it is appropriate for them to inhabit any space they choose to enter. 

In contrast to white people, Black people tend to be ontologically constrained by a racist world, needing "documented reasons for excursioning into neighborhoods where they do not live, for venturing beyond the bounds of the zones to which they are supposedly confined" (Williams 1991, 68). Given that one important way that human beings control how they see themselves is to control their own language (Yancy 2004, 294), Smitherman's and Yancy's arguments [End Page 302]for African American Language can be seen as resisting racist ontological constraint by staking a claim in the onto-linguistic space that nonwhite people are not "supposed" to authoritatively inhabit. By using African American Language, Black people effectively demonstrate that white people do not have a monopoly on ontological creation. 

To combat white ontological expansiveness, white people need to accept that there are spaces in which they do not belong. This idea tends to produce a sense of dis-ease for many white people, who are accustomed to being in a position of mastery and control vis-à-vis nonwhite people. I am fairly sure, for example, that as a white person, I am one of the ofay to which Yancy refers. I do not know, however, exactly what the word means, and so I do not know exactly what I am saying about myself when I acknowledge myself as an ofay. Here is a perfect instance of whiteness as mystery to white people, described by bell hooks. Given the history of white control of the Black gaze, white people generally do not think of themselves as the object of Black vision and judgment. White people tend to "think they are seen by black folks only as they want to appear" (hooks 1992, 169). For white people to identify themselves as ofay is for them to recognize a linguistic space in which they do not belong but that nevertheless has power over them. This recognition thus requires them to give up the related racist fantasies of total mastery of language and singular control of ontology. 
Bluntly put, white people sometimes just need to leave Black people alone. Yet the appropriate response to the dangers of white world-traveling is not always for a white person to decline the invitation to do so. This is because white people's distancing themselves from the interests, lives, and languages of nonwhite people can function as a racist dismissiveness of them. This attitude can be found Yancy's APA encounter in which a white philosopher criticized him for using "slang" in his presentation. Dismissing African American Language as "too Black" to be appropriate in a formal conference setting manifests a "distance of unconcern" (Kruks 2001, 154-55), rather than the respectful distancing that might combat white ontological expansiveness. Instead of dismantling white privilege, a distancing way of living one's whiteness can shore it up. 

Given that both accepting and rejecting Yancy's invitation to enter Black linguistic space present significant dangers, what should a white person do? There is no categorical answer to this question, in my view. Whether to say "yes" or "no" to the invitation depends on the specific situation at hand, and for white people to be well intentioned in their acceptance does not guarantee that their presence in nonwhite worlds will serve antiracist ends. For these reasons, I appreciate Yancy's insistance that "an invitation is not the same as a forced introduction" (Yancy 2004, 275). Because Yancy's invitation is not a mandate for white people to learn African American Language, it creates an important opening for white people to think about the implications of their acceptance of it. Just as Black philosophers must be knowledgeable and responsible when issuing invitations to white people, white people also must be strive to be knowledgeable [End Page 303]and responsible when accepting them: knowledgeable of the racist harm they can inflict with their acceptance, responsible for that damage and to those in Black worlds who are harmed, and finally knowledgeable of when such an invitation should be responsibly declined. 

I have decided to continue learning Spanish. I also have decided to accept Yancy's invitation to enter African American semiotic space. I want to learn more about the Latino/a and African American worlds that I dismissed while growing up even though I was surrounded (and unconsciously constituted) by them, which entails learning more about my onto-linguistic existence as an Anglo (gringo) and an ofay. Of course, there are no guarantees that in doing so, I am not merely reinforcing my ontological expansiveness and the related need to feel in control of the nonwhite worlds that help compose who I am. I can hope, however, that on the whole, my new knowledge will help create a solidarity of many voices born of discursive difference and overlap that combats cultural imperialism. 

Challenging Whiteness Fails- Monolithic
Reject the affirmative- they are an inappropriate method for analyzing social relations- their monolithic conception of whiteness and white privilege short-circuits access to solvency and leads to the duplication of stereotypes

Hartigan, 2K5

(John, associate professor of anthropology at Texas, Odd Tribes: Toward a Cultural Analysis of White People, pg. 279-282)

At stake in these various critiques of whiteness is the matter of whether this mode of inquiry is a reliable means for depicting the world and its racial inflections; as well, does it provide us with a means of actually learning from situations in the past or current, unfolding cultural moments? In Fields's criticism that "whiteness leads to no conclusion that it does not begin with as assumptions;' I hear a concern that this approach presupposes too much, formulating answers in advance that only ratify the initial suspicions of the researcher rather than providing a heuristic means for adequately learning something about how the world works. Kolchin's concern over reifications of whiteness that lead researchers "to ignore other forms of oppression, exploitation, and inequality" strikes me as an important reminder that, rather than simple conveyors of racism or automatons domirlated by a racial ideology, whites' racial actions and beliefs involve, as with any cultural dynamic, interpretive work, made more or less precarious depending on the types of reinforcements provided by particular social settings. Racial interpretations are always competing with (and often conflating with) other interpretive repertoires such as class and gender and neighborhood and nation; as well, white attitudes and behavior often are not only about race, but result from multiple, overlapping, at times mutually reinforcing or contradictory frames of reference that inform social judgments and actions. When Kolchin raises the concern that whiteness studies is "focusing so heavily on representations:' it is the subsequent inattention to these competing, conflating, and mutable circumstances that undermines the value of these research projects. In Kolchin's point about "portraying race as a ubiquitous and unchanging transhistorical force rather than a shifting and contingent 'construction:" I sense a similar uneasiness that the concept of whiteness will not really advance our abilities to think through the complexities, ambiguities, and nuances of fast-changing racial situations. That is, formulating problems in terms of whiteness, though importantly compensating for devastating myopia in regard to race, is not adequate to the dynamism of social relations. The question of whether social relations are adequately framed and analyzed via racial analytics raises another question, one that Kolchin brought into view when he addressed the "tricky problems centering on the reality, pervasiveness, and permanence of whiteness:' Simply put, are we getting it right when we describe the world via abstractions such as whiteness and blackness? Certainly, these terms are relevant and revealing, but only to a point. That limit is sketched in another area of recent scholarship, one that has gained less attention than whiteness studies but that can perhaps be equally profound in its implications. In the early 1990S, and stemming from the same intellectual ferment that spawned the critique of culture, Occidentalism was formulated as a related problematic to Said's critique of Orientalism (see Gewertz and Errington 1991; Carrier 1995). Constituting a similar operation, Occidentalism connotes the process of constructing essentialized, unified, and absolutist depictions of the West or Westerners. The sources, functions, and effects of Occidentalism can be construed variously as mirroring, stemming from, or diverging from those of Orientalism, but the basic formulation suggests that we participate in a similarly delimited and compromised representational practice when we wield the abstraction such as the West or whiteness. Anthropologist James Carrier (1995, vii) describes how he came to use the term to characterize "the ways that some anthropologists typified the United States in particular and Western societies in general:' In response to the growing recognition of Orientalizing practice in the discipline, anthropologists further compounded the problem by construing a generic West that was to blame for such depictions. "These were conscientious scholars who devoted great effort to uncovering. the nuances, complexities, and interconnection of the societies they studied. Yet they would casually and superficially characterize Western society in terms so simplistic that they would not be tolerated of an anthropologist speaking about a village society" (viiviii). And although such depictions certainly pertain to broadly construed global power dynamics, their relevance to particular, nuanced social settings remains questionable (Stewart 1996). Nor was it just Westerners participating in Occidentalism. Xiaomei Chen (1992, 688) described early on how "the Chinese Orient has produced a new discourse marked by a particular combination of the Western construction of China with the Chinese construction of the West, with both of these components interacting and interpenetrating each other. This seemingly unified discursive practice of Occidentalism exists in a paradoxical relationship to the discursive practices of Orientalism, and in fact shares with it many ideological techniques and strategies." This form of Occidentalism has particularly powerful effects, as Chen observed in relation to its uses by the Chinese government, which studiously invests and mobilizes this discourse: "In this process, the Western Other is constructed by a Chinese imagination, not for purposes of dominating it, but in order to discipline, and ultimately to dominate the Chinese self at home" (688). This divergence in the objects of domination in relation to these mirroring and overlapping discourses is significant, but it does not undermine the basic resonance between these two modes of objectification.9 In the wake of September 11 in the United States, this incipient focus on Occidentalism received a surge of attention. Occidentalism is now discernable in a broad range of political reactions, from Shinto-based, Japanese nativism of the 1930S and 1940S to the recent round of Al-Qaeda terrorist attacks against the United States. A common thread of critical disdain for capitalism, humanism, individualism, consumerism, and a host of other ideologies associated with the West links these disparate representations. As Avishai Margalit and Ian Buruma (2002, 2) note, "Occidentalism, which played such a large part in the attacks of September 11, is a cluster of images and ideas of the West in the minds of its haters. Four features of Occidentalism can be seen in' most versions of it; we call them the City, the Bourgeois, Reason, and Feminism. Each contains a set of attributes, such as arrogance, feebleness, greed, depravity, and decadence, which are invoked as typically Western, or even American, characteristics." Whatever basis exists for such characterizations, Margalit and Buruma are quick to note that we must regard these as we have learned to recognize Orientalist depictions: as interested representations that work on multiple levels to operationalize a range of politically charged, lower-laden distinctions that quite exceed the simple notion that they are either accurate or not. Margalit and Buruma (2002, -2) recognize in Occidentalist discourse certain thematics, such as a deep hatred of urban life, with its "commerce, mixed populations, artistic freedom, sexual license, scientific pursuits, leisure, personal safety, wealth, and its usual concomitant, power:' In response to such unruly circumstances, championed solutions consistently feature restoring purity of soil and blood, typically at the expense of immigrants and minorities. As well, Occidentalists promote spiritualism over Western materialism: "Occidentalists extol soul or spirit but despise intellectuals and intellectual life:' Margalit and Buruma see this as another variant of the "fairly common belief among all peoples that 'others' don't have the same feelings we do" (3). Occidentalism also features "heroic creeds" to sharply contrast with images of "the settled bourgeois:' which also turns on gendered ideals of masculinity. In contrast to the forms of discipline promoted as the basis for opposition to the West, "the power of female sexuality will be seen as a direct threat" (4). Each of these themes conflate i!lto a powerful interpretive repertoire that works to reduce the heterogeneity or discrepancies among citizens and nations in the West into a charged, politically useful. depiction of Otherness. The parallels between this critique of Occidentalism and those of whiteness delineated above I hope are apparent. Each stands charged with promoting abstract generalizations, singularly attending to forms of homogeneity, and distortingly depicting static entities in the face of more fluid social relations. Is it surprising that this sketch also covers the broad charges levied against the culture concept? Overstatements of conformity and coherence are a problem for whiteness and Occidentalism, just as the earlier allegations against culture have charged. And whiteness, too, stands accused of being predetermined in its findings. What accounts for the uniformity of these critiques? They each are formulated in terms of representation, its limits and its problematic tendencies. Whiteness and Occidentalism share fundamental dynamics with representations of culture criticized above as too abstract or as interested depictions that tell more about the subjects producing the representations than those being represented. As a critical concept, whiteness offers no better chance of breaking the circular dynamics of representation than any other form of objectification; indeed, it may be even more compromised because it features so little basis for self-reflection about these types of problems. 

A2: Gotta focus on experience of oppression

The 1AC engages in dangerous politics of prioritizing methodology and assisting intellectual prerequisites political strategy. Their use of the experience of oppression as the status that defines those who should guide politics harms progressive political strategies. Their particular strategy is part of a larger discourse of recapturing agency through privileging experience as the basis for politics.
Ireland, (Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada) postdoctoral fellow at the Université de Sherbrooke, 2K2
(Craig, “The Appeal to Experience and Its Consequences: Variations on a Persistent Thompsonian Theme” Cultural Critique 52 (2002) 86-107)

Once an arcane philosophical term, experience over the last three decades has become a general buzzword. By the 1970s, experience spilled over into the streets, so to speak, and it has since then become the stuff of programmatic manifestos and has been enlisted as the ground from which microstrategies of resistance and subaltern counterhistories can be erected. But for all the blows and counterblows that have carried on for over three decades between those who appeal to the counterhegemonic potential of experience and those who see such appeals as naive voluntarism, such debates show no signs of abating. On the contrary, they have become yet more strident, as can be seen by Michael Pickering's recent attempt to rehabilitate the viability of the term "experience" for subaltern historiography by turning to E. P. Thompson and Dilthey and, more recently still, by Sonia Kruks's polemical defense of experience for subaltern inquiry by way of a reminder that poststructuralist critics of experience owe much to those very thinkers, from Sartre to Merleau-Ponty, whom they have debunked as if in oedipal rebellion against their begetters. Such debates over experience have so far gravitated around issues of epistemology and agency, pitting those who debunk experience as the stuff of an antiquated philosophy of consciousness against those who argue that subaltern experience provides an enclave against strong structural determination. Lost in such debates, however, have been the potential consequences of appeals to immediate experience as a ground for subaltern agency and specificity. And it is just such potential consequences that will be examined here. These indeed demand our attention, for more is at stake in the appeal to experience than some epistemological faux pas. By so wagering on the perceived immediacy of experience as the evidence for subaltern specificity and counterhegemonic action, appeals to immediate experience, however laudable their goal, end up unwittingly naturalizing what is in fact historical, and, in so doing, they leave the door as wide-open to a progressive politics of identity as to a retreat to neoethnic tribalism. Most alarming about such appeals to [End Page 87] experience is not some failure of epistemological nerve—it is instead their ambiguous political and social ramifications. And these have reverberated beyond academia and found an echo in para-academia— so much so that experience has increasingly become the core concept or key word of subaltern groups and the rallying call for what Craig Calhoun calls the "new social movements" in which "experience is made the pure ground of knowledge, the basis of an essentialized standpoint of critical awareness" (468 n.64). The consequences of such appeals to experience can best be addressed not by individually considering disparate currents, but by seeking their common denominator. And in this regard, E. P. Thompson will occupy the foreground. It is safe to say that what started as an altercation between Thompson and Althusser has since spawned academic and para-academic "histories from below" and subaltern cultural inquiries that, for all their differences, share the idea that the identities and counterhistories of the disenfranchised can be buttressed by the specificity of a group's concrete experiences. Much theorizing on experience by certain cultural and historiographical trends, as many have already pointed out, has been but a variation on a persistent Thompsonian theme in which Thompson's "kind of use of experience has the same foundational status if we substitute 'women's' or 'black' or 'lesbian' or 'homosexual' for 'working class'" (Scott, 786). 
Their fetishization of lived experience degenerates into a crude biologism which manifests itself in racial violence
Ireland 2K2

(Craig, Social Sciences and Humanities postdoctoral fellow at the Université de Sherbrooke,” The Appeal to Experience and Its Consequences Variations on a Persistent Thompsonian Theme”  Cultural Critique 52) 

More is involved here than some epistemological blunder. In their bid to circumvent ideological mediation by turning to the presumed immediacy of experience, Thompsonian experience-oriented theories advance an argument that is not so much theoretically specious as it is potentially dangerous: there is nothing within the logic of such an argument that precludes the hypostatization of other nondiscursive bases for group membership and specificity—bases that can as readily be those of a group's immediate experiences as they can be those of a group's presumed materially immediate biological characteristics or physical markers of ethnicity and sexuality. If the criterion for the disruptive antihegemonic potential of experience is its immediacy, and if, as we have just seen, such a criterion can readily lead to a fetishization of the material body itself, then what starts out as an attempt to account for a nonmediated locus of resistance and agency [End Page 95] can end up as a surenchère of immediacy that by but a nudge of a cluster of circumstances can propel toward what Michael Piore's Beyond Individualism calls "biologism"—an increasingly common trend whereby "a person's entire identity resides in a single physical characteristic, whether it be of blackness, of deafness or of homosexuality" (quoted in Gitlin, 6). Blut und Boden seem but a step away.  The step from a wager on immediate experience, whether from theories hoping to account for agency or from groups struggling for cultural recognition, to rabid neoethnic fundamentalisms is only a possible step and not a necessary one; and the link between these two trends is certainly not one of affinity, and still less one of causality. What the parallelism between the two does suggest, however, is that in spite of their divergent motivations and means, they both attempt to ground group specificity by appealing to immediacy—by appealing, in other words, to something that is less a historical product or a mediated construct than it is an immediately given natural entity, whether it be the essence of a Volk, as in current tribalisms, or the essence of material experiences specific to groups, as in strains of Alltagsgeschichte and certain subaltern endeavors. If a potential for biologism and the specter of neoethnic tribalism are close at hand in certain cultural theories and social movements, it is because the recourse to immediate experience opens the back door to what was booted out the front door—it inadvertently naturalizes what it initially set out to historicize.  The tendency in appeals to experience toward naturalizing the historical have already been repeatedly pointed out by those most sympathetic to the motivations behind such appeals. Joan W. Scott—hardly an antisubaltern historian—has argued, as have Nancy Fraser, Rita Felski, and others, that it is precisely by predicating identity and agency on shared nonmediated experiences that certain historians of difference and cultural theorists in fact "locate resistance outside its discursive construction and reify agency as an inherent attribute of individuals"—a move that, when pushed to its logical conclusion, "naturalizes categories such as woman, black, white, heterosexual and homosexual by treating them as given characteristics of individuals" (Scott, 777). Although such a tendency within experience oriented theories is rarely thematized, and rarer still is it intended, it nevertheless logically follows from the argument according to which [End Page 96] group identity, specificity, and concerted political action have as their condition of possibility the nonmediated experiences that bind or are shared by their members. On the basis of such a stance, it is hardly surprising that currents of gay identity politics (to take but one of the more recent examples) should treat homosexuality, as Nancy Fraser has noted, "as a substantive, cultural, identificatory positivity, much like an ethnicity" (83).  It may seem unfair to impute to certain experience-oriented theories an argument that, when carried to its logical conclusion, can as readily foster an emancipatory politics of identity as it can neoethnic tribalism. The potential for biologism hardly represents the intentions of experience-oriented theories; these, after all, focus on the immediacy of experience, rather than on the essence of a group, in order to avoid strong structural determination on the one hand, and the naturalizing of class or subaltern groups on the other. But if there cannot be a discursive differentiation of one experience from another—the counterhegemonic potential of experience is predicated on its prediscursive immediacy, and mediation is relegated to a supplemental and retrospective operation—and if a nondiscursive or ideologically uncontaminated common ground becomes the guarantor of group authenticity, then the criterion for group specificiy must be those elements that unite groups in nondiscursive ways. And such elements can as readily be those of a group's shared nonmediated experience, such as oppression, as they can be those of a group's biological characteristics. At best, "the evidence of experience," Scott notes, "becomes the evidence for the fact of difference, rather than a way of exploring how differences are established" (796); at worst, the wager on the immediacy of experience fosters tribalistic reflexes that need but a little prodding before turning into those rabid, neoethnic "micro fascisms" against which Félix Guattari warned in his last essay before his death (26-27).  

A2: Race Consciousness Good
Race consciousness disconnects us from ourselves and reinforces existing hierarchies

Robinson, 2K

(Reginald Leamon, Professor of Law at Harvard University, “SYMPOSIUM: The First National Meeting of the Regional People of Color Legal Scholarship Conferences: Celebrating Our Emerging Voices: People of Color Speak: "Expert" Knowledge: Introductory Comments on Race Consciousness” Boston College Third World Law Journal Winter 20 B.C. Third World L.J. 145)

Perhaps I have hit on our existential difficulty. Given the manner in which we have been socially constructed through race, sex, gender, class, ethnicity, culture, or racialized experiences, we have become experts. We think through this expertise about who we must be. This thinking reinforces how we must act. Who we must love. What we must say. Where we must live. Why we must think as we do. 12
Once we acquire this expertise, especially as young children, we do not devote much time to questioning it. 13 At this point, the "beginner's mind" 14 dies. That mind knows emptiness. It fears nothing. It loves everything. It gleefully lives without habits. It readily accepts. It openly doubts. It embraces all possibilities. 15 After one becomes an expert, however, one operates within obvious boundaries and deals with "common sense." 16 Life is not only three-dimensional, but it is also self-evident. Rather than strike out into the supposedly stable world, questioning all and doubting everything, the expert prefers the safety of conventions, and thus she has no inner strength. She prefers  [*148]  what is known and accepted, and she embraces the madness of mainstream conformity, avoiding the heresy of the wayward thinker. She lives not in the lonely place of the true artist or scientist, 17 but rather in a crowded room filled with racialized lemmings who, in mantra-like fashion, can name their race as they await the order to leap to their mainstream deaths. The expert needs no new answers because she never asks critical questions. 18
Given the foregoing thesis, I question in this essay the need for race consciousness and challenge the "expert" knowledge about what race and its consciousness mean and whether we need a racialized lens in order to operate in this country, this world. 19 As a corollary to this argument, I also ask historically marginalized people to reject using white racist behavior or racialized experiences as reasons for their current behavior. 20 I do not deny a white supremacist context exists out of which black, white, and other behavior or experiences might originate. 21 I take the position, however, that blacks, for example,  [*149]  must move beyond behaviors or experiences that reinforce the power of race consciousness, principally because I posit that we need not have such a consciousness in order to know who we really are. 22 If true, then I seek to empower minorities in a manner little different from the way Derrick Bell's Slave Scrolls empower the fictional blacks in his allegorical move. 23 From my perspective, however, I do not think that sinking blacks, for example, further into race consciousness moves historically marginalized people toward a self-empowerment 24 that does not depend on white recognition and acceptance of oppressed minorities and on black paralysis toward white oppression. 25
Unfortunately, this essay lacks the depth of analysis or breadth of research to alter our current course of thinking -- a lofty goal indeed. Despite this limitation and my doubts, I will continue my crusade, my mission, to destabilize race and its consciousness so that we all -- blacks, whites, and others -- can be free to know ourselves again. In so doing, I risk madness 26 and beckon professional isolation. 27 

Focus on white supremacy and marking racial spaces actively creates conditions for further oppression as insidious that of unmarked cultural practices
Robinson, 2K

(Reginald Leamon, Professor of Law at Harvard University, “SYMPOSIUM: The First National Meeting of the Regional People of Color Legal Scholarship Conferences: Celebrating Our Emerging Voices: People of Color Speak: "Expert" Knowledge: Introductory Comments on Race Consciousness” Boston College Third World Law Journal Winter 20 B.C. Third World L.J. 145)

Regardless of what I might experience professionally or personally, I believe that race consciousness hinders, if not destroys, us all. We cannot liberate ourselves by using race because, by its inner logic, we must position ourselves against whites or blame others for our predominant experiences; 28 if we take Kimberle Crenshaw's argument  [*150]  seriously, we must assign the moment-to-moment oppression experiences not to liberal legal consciousness but to white supremacy. 29 I cannot imagine blaming white racism for the totality of such experiences. 30 Such blaming belies that experiences function dynamically. 31 I think that blacks, especially those who rely heavily on race consciousness, actively participate in creating their oppression experiences. (As a corollary, I also implicitly argue that an unconscious race identity aggregates us toward an expert knowledge of race and its consciousness in a manner little different from the legal arguments that Race Crits have leveled against white unconscious racism.) However, I cannot make these statements in polite company without committing a major intellectual faux pas. Alas, so be it. 

Unmarked cultural spaces are not whiteness they are a radical new imagination of how we can be in the world – only this opening of space allows us to transcend existential death and racialized violence

Robinson, 2K

(Reginald Leamon, Professor of Law at Harvard University, “SYMPOSIUM: The First National Meeting of the Regional People of Color Legal Scholarship Conferences: Celebrating Our Emerging Voices: People of Color Speak: "Expert" Knowledge: Introductory Comments on Race Consciousness” Boston College Third World Law Journal Winter 20 B.C. Third World L.J. 145)

Can blacks, whites, and others who have for hundreds of years immersed themselves in horror, pain, guilt, and fear of white supremacy and racial oppression transcend an expert knowledge about race and its consciousness? In order to transcend this expert knowledge, blacks must do at least two things. First, they must imagine, i.e., really visualize, a new self in a new future, one in which they operate from a spiritual, raceless center. Second, they must change how they perceive [*171] race as nature. If blacks can weaken race as nature, then they can perhaps engage race and its consciousness deconstructively, reading the text of race as nature in order to destroy race altogether, 133 thereby moving toward a human consciousness. By human consciousness, I mean an awareness of the Great Creator's expression. As such, through a long-term process of deconstructing an expert knowledge of race and its consciousness, we can choose to return to a beginner's mind and, thus, to nonsense, an era in which we live spirit-created justice because we -- all people -- believe in it as a person's "search for meaning." 134 It is not by attaining the end but by enduring the search that we again experience a beginner's mind or nonsense. Without this long-term process, we would not place such expert knowledge under erasure; nor would we deliberately reunite with our human consciousness. In order to place this expert knowledge under erasure, we -- blacks, whites, others -- must accept that our racial identity and the way we think about that identity emanate from social language and purposeful action. Such language and action lead to habitual and unconscious practices, all of which result in social conventions that undergird "all reflective or conscious thought." 135 What is most challenging is to accept that language, habits, and practices exist interdependently. If this statement is true, we must acknowledge that expert knowledge lacks an objective foundation and essential meaning. As such, an expert knowledge depends on culture and context which, like experience, function fluidly and dynamically. 136 With this fluidity, we can shift from an expert knowledge toward a human consciousness, but it requires that we begin by accepting that this expertise locates itself in unconscious, habitual practices of racism that inform how we experience others. 137 [*172] How then do we, blacks, whites, and others, experience another person when we operate from an expert knowledge of race and its consciousness? 138 In seeking a human consciousness, we must address this question. 139 A move to human consciousness represents a purposeful act, designed to interrogate an expert knowledge's continued value. On this point, Ronald D. Laing instructively writes that after we are born, we become damaged personalities, bearing an injured consciousness. 140 Why? For Laing, "we are born into a world where alienation awaits us. We are potentially men, but are in an alienated state, and this state is not simply a natural system. Alienation as our present destiny is achieved only by outrageous violence perpetrated by human beings on human beings." 141 One form of this violence must be racial oppression. This violence imposes added injury when blacks and whites tell their children in words or by deeds who they must be -- racialized personalities. In so doing, blacks and whites pass on their damaged personalities and injured psyches to their children, and, in effect, their children operate within such limited horizons. As such, Laing can properly ask: "Can human beings be persons today? . . . Is love possible? Is freedom possible?" 142 
We solve the aff- rejecting the aff’s call for a resistance to whiteness is vital to forging the beginner’s mind which transforms human consciousness to overcome racial hierarchies

Robinson, 2K

(Reginald Leamon, Professor of Law at Harvard University, “SYMPOSIUM: The First National Meeting of the Regional People of Color Legal Scholarship Conferences: Celebrating Our Emerging Voices: People of Color Speak: "Expert" Knowledge: Introductory Comments on Race Consciousness” Boston College Third World Law Journal Winter 20 B.C. Third World L.J. 145)

In the end, we -- blacks, whites, and others -- must accept that our expert knowledge of race and its consciousness keeps us focused not on our "non-beingness" and its potentialities -- a beginner's mind -- but on the immediate or historical past where most of us learned about the evil ways of the other races. It is too bad that we have not learned to move collectively away from such expertise. But why should we? At present, our society and its laws require us to examine the racialized Other in terms of legal protections and social benefits. In so doing, we rely on our expertise and, thus, on our inherent prejudices and cognitive limitations. We do not appreciate that each of us reinforces our racialized experiences and fears by co-creating and transferring our expectations to the other person. Thereafter, we rationalize our experiences, racial or otherwise, by assigning blame and responsibility to others such as whites. In this essay, I directed my remarks principally toward blacks. I did so for one vital reason: America will in all likelihood be a racist nation for at least the next forty years, and by assigning blame and responsibility to whites for black experiences, blacks have abdicated their powerful agency. By and large, blacks operate like impotent victims. As such, they have consigned themselves to waiting for help, for recognition, for justice. Justice remains an active concept, and I believe that blacks must accept that they co-create racialized experiences. If it "just happens" to them, then they are victims, bearing no personal responsibility for their fate. In this case, justice, liberty, and freedom remain the exclusive province of whites, and they will not acknowledge finger-pointing guilt accusation. As such, neither of the groups will come close to accessing their "non-beingness," nor will they progress to human consciousness as a collective, dialogic process. In the end, both groups will remain fixated on their expert knowledge about the other.
 [*181]  However, a beginner's mind or nonsense thinking can move us beyond this expert knowledge. Let us first consider a popular example, and then a historical one. Recall Linda Hamilton's character, "Sarah Connor," in Terminator 2. 182 She faced certain death from an apparently unstoppable Terminator 2000, and Earth and her inhabitants were doomed to Armageddon. In Connor's despair, especially for her son, she blamed everyone. She felt that she could not do anything. For whatever reason, Connor refused to concede fate to an event larger than herself. Before deciding to assassinate the scientist at Cyberdyne, she etched in the picnic table: "Fate is what you make." She attempted the assassination and failed. Thereafter, Connor and the T1 model educated the scientist about what he and his company had done from the perspective of a probable, horrible future. The scientist understood, and Connor relented in her desire to kill him. Rather than lob fault, they worked together, facing certain death to change their future. They changed their position by remaining open to new ways that did not consign either of them to idle hand wringing, emotional paralysis, and political finger pointing. In so doing, Connor had to let go of her expert knowledge of how the enemy would act and what her future held. In the end, Earth's future would terminate in the year 2000, unless people like the Sarah Connor character -- you and me -- take personal responsibility for contributing to a different, better one. It took a beginner's mind -- nonsensical thinking -- to make a future, thus granting us all a chance to move beyond our expert knowledge -- nuclear Armageddon -- to human consciousness (e.g., social peace and personal responsibility).
Like this popular fictional story, history also proffers an example of the beginner's mind or nonsense thinking, all in the pursuit of eradicating our expert knowledge and moving us toward a human consciousness. Consider Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr. Although whites and blacks angrily resisted him, he advanced a message of love, peace, forgiveness, and racial tolerance. Perhaps he had accessed his non-beingness, and he saw beyond the expert knowledge of race and its consciousness that was held by whites (i.e., powerful agents) and blacks (i.e., impotent victims). Perhaps he viewed a human consciousness in which people were "judged [not] by the color of their skin but by the content of their character." 183 In the end, our society in the  [*182]  person of James Earle Ray killed this self-actualizing visionary. However, Reverend King knew the risks, and, despite what must have been prolonged moments of deep mortality, he preached love and peace anyway. Like other civil rights leaders, Reverend King refused to concede our future to self-hatred by both whites and blacks and to white supremacy and institutional racism. Rather, he took personal responsibility for recognizing the limits of an expert knowledge of race and its consciousness, and he shared his vision of a society oriented toward human consciousness. Before this recognition and vision, however, Reverend King must have acquired a beginner's mind. He must have allowed himself to question race as nature. He openly doubted and readily accepted. He truly embraced possibilities. He loved everything. In this way, Reverend King exemplifies how a beginner's mind reorients us away from expert knowledge to human consciousness, a cognitive and epistemological process that begins, not just with blameful finger pointing, but also with personal responsibility. 184 

