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1ac Contention 1 - History

Roosevelt’s New Deal representations a foundational shift in the history of American transportation infrastructure toward Keynesian management and integration of the capitalist market. Roads, airports and highways promised the end of unemployment but these infrastructure products instead enabled elite cooptation of infrastructure and ruthless global expansion

Smith 2008 [Jason Scott, assistant professor of history at the University of New Mexico, "The New Deal Order," Enterprise and Society Vol. 9 No. 3 2008, Muse]

By using the lens of political economy to focus on the New Deal's public works spending, we can begin to see the outlines of a different interpretation. The huge amount of funds devoted to public construction, the far-reaching federal efforts invested in directing this money, and the long-run impact of the infrastructure itself form the components of the story of a public works revolution.9 This revolution helped justify the new role of the federal government in American life, legitimizing—intellectually and physically—what has come to be known as Keynesian management of the economy. By sponsoring this infrastructure, New Dealers remade the built environment that managed the movement of people, goods, electricity, water, and [End Page 524] waste. Among the New Deal's projects were some of the largest and most significant structures ever built in human history.10 These programs not only anticipated the national highways and the military-industrial complex; in the postwar period government-sponsored economic development also looked abroad. For example, Harry Truman's Point IV program was conceived of as an international PWA, building roads and airports in countries like Afghanistan and Vietnam. Similarly, Lyndon Johnson's vision of exporting Keynesian style economic development to Southeast Asia by replicating the Tennessee Valley Authority on the Mekong Delta reflected the powerful example set by the New Deal. After World War II, construction firms like Bechtel and Brown & Root (today a subsidiary of Halliburton) took their expertise overseas as well. The New Deal's public works programs employed millions of unemployed workers, both urban and rural, while building the infrastructure that helped integrate the disparate regions of the country into a national market. From the beginning, then, New Dealers built a state that was both far more powerful and substantially less liberal than historians have realized: more powerful, in the scale and scope of the federal government's commitment to economic development, and less liberal, in the sense that the New Deal state was focused on state-sponsored economic development, and not, in contrast, centrally occupied with tasks like implementing its social security program (which began making payments only in 1942), or with more radical goals, such as the direct redistribution of wealth through tax policy. By reinterpreting the New Deal in this way through a political economic lens, we gain a new history of just how the New Deal's public works programs contributed to American economic development. Public works also had important ramifications for state building and political party building at the federal, state, and local levels. Harry Hopkins, the head of the WPA, once claimed that the New Deal was a political project that could "tax and tax, spend and spend, and elect and elect." We now know this phrase's descendant, the derisive expression "tax and spend liberalism," but at the time Hopkins made his statement it was pure genius—he succinctly identified the qualities that made New Deal liberalism so powerful and controversial: The taxing and spending functions of government could—and [End Page 525] did—remake the physical landscape of the nation. Even more striking, though, was that through using the taxing and spending powers of the state, New Dealers were able to remake a society's politics.11 These accomplishments raise a central question: how do we evaluate New Deal liberalism when we attend to its political economy and place its public works programs at its core? The New Deal's public works programs reflect a number of achievements and shortcomings. These programs built the infrastructure that made a national market more efficient, spurred dramatic advances in economic productivity, created a network of roads and airports, planned for national highways, improved military bases, foreshadowed the rise of the Sunbelt, and gave the New Dealers a policy tool that could be used to shape overseas development, from the ColdWar through the Vietnam War. Faced with the Great Depression, the New Deal and its public works projects helped save capitalism, an achievement subsequently consolidated by enormous public spending during World War II and the ensuing postwar economic boom.12 Bound up with these triumphs, however, were many limitations. Most notable, of course, was the failure of the public works programs to bring an end to mass unemployment during the Great Depression. Those that the New Deal did manage to employ were white men, for the most part. This was hardly surprising, given their disproportionate presence in the building trades and construction industry, generally. Surely, the New Deal had a remarkable chance to address the crisis of unemployment among African-Americans and women. Yet, in basing so much of their public policy on the building of public works projects, New Dealers largely reinforced the gender and racial boundaries already evident in the labor market, bypassing the maternalist legacies of Progressive Era social policy.13 When we turn to the environment, the New Deal's shortcomings are likewise apparent. While architectural historians have generally [End Page 526] praised the New Deal for creating a more democratic landscape, environmental historians have strongly disagreed. From their perspective, the New Deal spent far too much money on roads and not enough on developing alternative mass transportation technologies. They charge that the New Deal's large hydroelectric projects promoted an imperialist view of resources, leaving nature to be exploited by a coercive, undemocratic power elite composed of technically minded engineers and narrow-minded bureaucrats. Developments such as the TVA displaced thousands of people, while the affordable electrical power generated by dams led only to increased pollution. The main achievement of the New Deal, in this view, is its role in creating an "asphalt nation." To be sure, the environmental damage caused by the New Deal's public works projects was real, if difficult to measure. But to blame New Dealers such as Harry Hopkins for not being mindful of the environment is to fail to recognize the historical impact of the New Deal's public works projects.14
Further, Railroad expansion is yet another example of New Deal capitalist wrecking of the working class. Overtime, capitalism allowed these infrastructures to decline presenting the massive issues we see today.

Fraser 2012 [Steve,writer and historian @ Columbia "More than Greed," Dissent Vol 59 No. 1 2012, Muse]

Why? Maybe that decision stems from Madrick’s aversion to thinking of the crisis as systemic and to a related faith in the Democratic Party as the repository of the New Deal version of capitalism, a version many progressives would like to restore. But the New Deal not only civilized a broken-down economic system, it also sought successfully to extend the reach of the capitalist marketplace and credit networks not abolish them. It created the political and institutional foundations of mass consumption capitalism. Those foundations eventually crumbled as domestic opportunities for profitable enough capital accumulation grew scarce, a process that in turn exerted a relentless downward pressure on labor costs and the social wage. That is to say, in an increasingly fierce struggle to compete with lower cost foreign producers, American business began to undermine the foundations of “effective demand” among ordinary working people that had kept the system upright for so long. It set in motion a perverse dynamic of disaccumulation or what might be called the auto-cannibalism of an economy eating itself alive. The most developed economy in the world began a process of underdevelopment. Its infrastructure—road, bridges, tunnels, railroads, waterworks, dams, airports, electrical grids—were allowed to decay. The industrial core of the economy was hollowed out by precisely those “financial engineers” Madrick writes [End Page 103] about. Deindustrialization signaled that the old system had broken down. This became a long, secular crisis. Gradually and then at an accelerated rate, it elicited one overriding response; namely, to leverage everything in sight. Everything in this case included capital assets that produced debt-based asset bubbles in stocks or housing or other securities and commodities that provided a kind of “privatized Keynesian” stimulus package for elite financial institutions. Meanwhile, below, a working population found itself drowning in a sea of usurious credit.  

Also, Highway infrastructure enabled the economic integration of all aspects of the United States – this ideological plunge shaped social structures while wrecking the lifestyle of rural American workers

Hamilton 2006 [Shane, assistant professor of history at the University of Georgia, "Trucking Country: Food Politics and the Transformation of Rural Life in Postwar America," Trucking Country: Food Politics and the Transformation of Rural Life in Postwar America, Muse]

By showing how trucking reconfigured the technological, political, and cultural relationships between rural producers and urban consumers from the 1930s to the 1970s, my dissertation reveals the rural roots of a radical transformation of American capitalism in the midtwentieth century. Highway transportation provided the infrastructure for a transition from the New Deal–era political economy—based on centralized political authority, a highly regulated economy, and collective social values—to a post–New Deal capitalist culture marked by widespread antistatism, minimal market regulation, and fierce individualism. From the 1930s to the late 1970s, consumer demand for low-priced food, coupled with farmers' demands for high commodity prices, prompted the federal government to encourage agribusinesses to use long-haul trucks, piloted by fiercely independent "truck drivin' men," to privatize the politics of food. Western meatpackers and other agribusinesses were determined to shred government regulations and labor unions in the name of "free enterprise," low wages, and irresistibly low consumer prices for goods such as well-marbled steaks, jugs of milk, and frozen orange juice. The post–World War II highway-based food economy began unraveling the social fabric of rural America for the sake of low [End Page 666] consumer prices—long before Wal-Mart became infamous for said strategy.1 Trucks, I contend, were political technologies, used to define the contours of public policy regarding foods and farmers; at the same time, trucks as technologies shaped the economic and social structures underlying those political debates. In doing so, long-haul trucking in the rural countryside set the pace for the low-price, low-wage, "free-market" economic ideologies of late twentieth-century American capitalism. 

1ac Contention 2 - Trajectory

Capitalism is unsustainable. The first warrant is belief. Mass amounts of workers know the system is failing – the economic crisis has become second in its severity only to the Great Depression.

Socialist Equality Party 11 (a socialist political party in the US, “Labor Day 2011: The failure of capitalism and the Obama administration”, 5 September, http://wsws.org/articles/2011/sep2011/pers-s05.shtml, accessed 29, June 2012)-JN

There is a growing realization among tens of millions of working people that talk of an economic “recovery” is a lie. Trillions have been handed to the banks to safeguard the wealth of corporate executives and Wall Street speculators. Meanwhile, the economic situation facing the vast majority of the population is only getting worse. The present world crisis is the most serious since the Great Depression. There is one striking difference between now and the 1930s. In the 1930s, a section of the ruling class in the United States, under conditions of social upheaval, was compelled to advance an agenda of social reforms. The government oversaw significant federal works programs as well as the introduction of Social Security. Nothing of the sort is being offered today. Instead, under the leadership of the Obama administration, the economic crisis is being used as an opportunity to reverse all these previous gains. The Democrats and Republicans confine their “debate” to how many trillions of dollars to slash from federal spending on Medicare, Medicaid, food stamps and Social Security. The watchword from all the big business politicians is that there is “no money” to meet the social needs created by the economic crisis and mass unemployment. One fact shows the claims of “no money” to be a lie. Giant corporations and banks are sitting on a cash hoard now estimated at more than $2 trillion—an amount sufficient to wipe out the combined deficits of federal, state and local governments overnight, and enough money to hire every unemployed worker in America at a decent salary and benefits. The capitalists are now engaging in an investment strike, refusing to invest in new production or to hire new workers because it is more profitable to speculate in the financial markets. The weight of long-term mass unemployment helps the bosses drive down wages, benefits and working conditions. Both Obama and the Republicans agree that only the private sector can create jobs, and they offer variations on the same policy of tax cuts, deregulation and other favors to corporate interests. The universal agreement within the ruling class on the program of social counterrevolution is a product of 1) the long-term decline of American capitalism; and 2) the rise of a financial aristocracy that controls the political system and has an essentially parasitic relationship to society as a whole. The working class needs a program to fight the economic disaster we now confront. The Socialist Equality Party insists that there can be no solution to the economic and social crisis, in the United States and internationally, that does not attack the capitalist system and the profit interests of the giant corporations and banks.

This is specifically true in the context of transportation and the auto-industry

Joel Bergman 9 (La Riposte editorial board, In Defense of Marxism contributor, “The Financial Crisis and the Auto Sector”, January 16th, http://www.marxist.com/financial-crisis-and-auto-sector.htm)
The crisis in the auto industry has reached huge proportions and is now affecting nearly every country. Demand for vehicles has fallen sharply all over the globe, with sales reaching lows not seen for three decades. This is an extremely pressing issue. If the main auto manufacturing companies go under, there will be millions of jobs lost and a massive blow to the rest of the economy, which would have a disastrous effect on the living conditions of millions of workers around the globe. It is estimated that there are over seven jobs created for every job in manufacturing and that one in ten jobs in the United States is either directly or indirectly connected to auto manufacturing. This means that entire communities are at stake. Ordinary people all around the world are seriously questioning what is going on. What is happening? How can we save our jobs and our communities? Automobile sales have taken a sharp fall. Of the top six automakers in the US, Chrysler will see the biggest decline, with sales down 45.6% compared to December 2007. Nissan's sales are down 42.1%, GM's sales nearly 40%, Toyota's 38.8%, Honda's 37.7%, and Ford's sales will be down 33.8% when compared to December 2007. But this crisis is not only relegated to North America. In Germany, BMW's global sales slid 25% in November 2008 compared with November 2007. Daimler's global car sales also fell 25%. The Chinese state media says car sales in the world's second-largest auto market fell 10%. In Japan, the third largest domestic market for automobiles after the US and China, it is expected that demand for new cars, trucks and buses will fall below 5 million for the first time in 31 years. In Mexico, auto sales are also down. Mexico's new-car sales slipped 17.8% compared with November 2007, while light-truck demand slid 22.0%. In India, truck and buses sales in November were down by almost 50 per cent. Medium and heavy commercial vehicle sales fell by 62 per cent. Even light commercial vehicle sales, which were growing until recently, have posted a 33% fall in sales. The auto manufacturers, forced to increase production to maintain profits, could not simultaneously create a market that could keep up with these production levels. During this period, wages have stagnated or fell while manufacturers have massively overproduced cars, trucks, SUVs and minivans that no one could buy. People were forced to take out low-interest mortgages, second mortgages, extra credit cards and car loans in order to maintain the same standard of living they enjoyed in the past. As explained in the IMT world perspectives document of 2008, "The boom in the USA has largely been a consumer boom, fed by credit. As Marx explains, credit is a way of expanding the market beyond its natural confines. But this has its limits and these have now been reached. If the capitalists cannot find markets for their commodities, no surplus value will be realized and a crisis of overproduction will ensue." Credit was increased by an unprecedented amount at all levels. People were unable to pay off their debts as banks foreclosed on their mortgages, forcing them to go bankrupt and even live on the street.

The second warrant for unsustainability is the environment. Capitalism is reaching its natural limit, collapse is imminent.

Erik Wallenberg 10 (SocialistWorker correspondent, reviewer of books, some sort of Marxist, “Capitalism is not sustainable”, April 22nd, http://socialistworker.org/2010/04/22/capitalism-is-not-sustainable, accessed 28, June 2012)

FOSTER MAKES the case, as he has done elsewhere, that environmental exploitation is a central part of Marx and Engels' thinking on the contradictions of capitalism--and that with the dawn of capitalism, there developed a "metabolic rift" between the nutrients being taken from the earth in the countryside and the dumping of great amounts of "waste" in the industrializing cities, where the working class was becoming concentrated in great numbers. In an example relevant for anyone living in the U.S. today, Foster notes that the agricultural chemist Justus von Liebig, whose work Marx was familiar with, "observed that there were hundreds, sometimes thousands, of miles in the United States between the centers of grain production and their markets. The constituent elements of the soil were, thus, shipped to locations far removed from their points of origin, making the reproduction of soil fertility that much more difficult." As Foster points out, "All life is based on metabolic processes between organisms and their environment," so when this relationship is broken, ecological catastrophe ensues. In relation to this argument, Foster makes a compelling case that Marx was a promoter of "sustainability." He quotes a letter from Marx, writing about what a sustainable world would look like: "[S]ocialized man, the associated producers, govern the human metabolism with nature in a rational way, bringing it under their collective control." Importantly, Foster addresses the debates within the Marxist tradition on whether environmental destruction will inherently cause economic crisis, and exactly how much ecological destruction figured into Marx and Engels' analysis. Foster explains the work of James O'Connor, a Marxist economist who pioneered the idea of "the second contradiction of capitalism." The idea is that the "first contradiction" is the economic contradiction arising from class inequality and the economic crisis generated by overproduction and "underconsumption." The "second contradiction" is that the pillaging of environmental inputs--which in part generates capital, and thus profits--ultimately destroys the very natural world on which capitalism depends for survival. As Foster explains, "Capitalism as a world economy...embodies a logic that accepts no boundaries on its own expansion and its exploitation of its environment. The earth as a planet...is by definition limited. This is an absolute contradiction from which there is no earthly escape." O'Connor suggests that there is a natural limit past which capitalism cannot or will not pass. Foster takes a different view--as he writes: We should not underestimate capitalism's capacity to accumulate in the midst of the most blatant ecological destruction, to profit from environmental degradation and to continue to destroy the earth at the point of no return--both for human society and for most of the worlds living species. In other words, the dangers of a deepening ecological problem are all the more serious because the system does not have an internal (or external) regulatory mechanism that causes it to reorganize. There is no ecological counterpart to the business cycle. In other words, capitalism as a system of unpaid costs will lead to barbarism in the form of ecological collapse, unless there's a movement for a different kind of system.

The third warrant is economics - Capitalism is failing economically – laundry list.

Kevin Carson 12 (research associate at the Center for a Stateless Society, “Why Corporate Capitalism is Unsustainable: When the Teat Runs Dry”, May 25-27, http://www.counterpunch.org/2012/05/25/why-corporate-capitalism-is-unsustainable/, accessed 28, June 2012)-JN

This system is reaching its limits of sustainability. Here are some reasons why: 1) The monopolies on which it depends are increasingly unenforceable. Especially “intellectual property.” 1a) Copyright-based industry has already lost the fight to end file-sharing. 1b) Industrial patents are only enforceable when oligopoly industry, oligopoly retail chains reduce transaction cost of enforcement — unenforceable against neighborhood garage factories using pirated CAD/CAM files. 2) Cheap production tools and soil-efficient horticulture are 2a) increasing competition from self-employment 2b) reducing profitable investment opportunities for surplus capital and destroying direct rate of profit (DROP) 3) State-subsidized production inputs leads to geometrically increasing demand for those inputs, outstripping the state’s ability to supply and driving it into chronic fiscal crisis. For centuries the state has provided large-scale capitalist agribusiness with privileged access to land stolen from the laboring classes. For 150 years, it has subsidized inputs like railroads, airports and highways for long-distance shipping, and irrigation water for factory farming. But as any student of Microecon 101 could tell you, subsidizing something means more and more of it gets consumed. So you get agribusiness that’s inefficient in its use of land and water, and industry that achieves false economies of scale by producing for artificially large market areas. Each year it takes a larger government subsidy to keep this business model profitable. 4) Worsening tendencies toward overaccumulation and stagnation increase the amount of chronic deficit spending necessary for Keynesian aggregate demand management, also worsening the fiscal crisis. The state has built a massive military-industrial complex and created entire other industries at state expense to absorb excess investment capital and overcome the system’s tendency toward surplus production and surplus capital, and sustained larger and larger deficits, just to prevent the collapse that otherwise would have already occurred. In short, capitalism depends on ever-growing amounts of state intervention in the market for its survival, and the system is hitting the point where the teat runs dry.

Capitalism is the root cause of environmental destruction, war, and the destruction of value to life. Capitalism instrumentalizes the environment and human beings reducing any concept of agency. It creates and sustains global crises and wars on a planetary scale. Climate change, economic crisis and resource wars are inevitable under capitalism.

Noah 2008 (De Lissovoy Capitalism Nature Socialism Volume 19, Issue 1, 2008, Capitalism Nature Socialism Volume 19, Issue 1, 2008, Dialectic of Emergency/Emergency of the Dialectic, accessed 28, June 2012)-JN

Emergency, as crisis, can in the first instance be understood in terms of the coming to fruition of the essential conflicts that are constitutive of capitalism as a historical process. Marx and Engels described the contradiction which drives history forward as that between the forces and the relations of production.7 In this account, the productive social capacities born within a mode of production eventually come to collide with the logic that organizes it as a system of social relationships. This contradiction can only be resolved in the transition to a different society. In the case of capitalism, its inherent course of development entails a process of production that is necessarily more and more collectivized and rationalized. This cannot be reconciled with social relations that depend upon an irrational immiseration of the majority along with an absolutely brutal individualism, both real and ideological.8 However, as Herbert Marcuse showed in developing the tradition of critical theory, the development of the forces of production cannot be separated from the destructive effects inherent in the relationship of exploitation at the core of the production of capital.9 In other words, technological rationality, scientific management, and organizational ‘‘efficiency’’ are not neutral historical developments that might characterize an authentically socialist as much as a capitalist society. Rather, they represent in themselves an instrumentalization of human being and social reason repeated in the reduction of human creativity to the commodity labor power and in the appropriation of surplus value through the labor process itself. Nevertheless, the idea that capitalism gives rise to an unprecedented social potential beyond its own capacity to manage remains immensely useful. As it continues its relentless expansion beyond all boundaries, capitalism initiates a new form of globalized sociality that it cannot rationally control, and whose potentials are increasingly realized as political and environmental destruction. Indeed, while globalization represents the point at which capital closes in on the complete subjugation of the world, as both culture and nature,10 it is also the stage at which its crises and failures also achieve a planetary scale and threaten systemic ecological collapse. Arguably, it is only at this historical moment that capitalism’s inherent contradictions are fully materialized, and it is only with the aggregation of human experience on a global scale that a truly international counter-force to capital can be imagined. In this sense, the ascendant emergency time of the new millennium is a step forward, so to speak, in the historical dialectic that leads ultimately to the overcoming of capitalism itself. In other words, in the same way that the development of manufacturing broke the bonds of feudalism and laid the groundwork for the appearance and organization of the proletariat,11 capitalism as globalization unwittingly creates the conditions for more powerful disruptions of the process of accumulation by newly crystallized and mobilized global forces. The extended crisis of empire that has come to be called the ‘‘war on terror,’’ the clash between the relentless assimilative drive of transnational capital and new forms of popular, environmental, and indigenous opposition, and even the natural catastrophes of earthquakes, hurricanes, and tsunamis (fundamentally mediated as they are by political-economic facts and relationships) would represent the terrible moments of this drama of history accelerating toward the resolution of its constitutive contradictions. At the same time, however, it is also an essential aspect of the temporality of emergency that it begins to appear that there is not enough ‘‘time’’ for this very dialectic to work itself out. There is first of all the literal boundary to history as development potentially presented by global climate change, the exhaustion of natural resources, ecological collapse, and war. In Istvan Meszaros’ terms, this is the ‘‘specter of total uncontrollability’’ of capital in the present, which threatens all life in its catastrophic self-expansionary logic and thus puts the lie to the putative wisdom of the market.12 In Meszaros’ analysis, the political crisis and the ecological crisis are joined. As capitalism increasingly shifts the allocation of resources from re-usable to immediately ‘‘used-up’’ goods, it establishes a spectacularly wasteful society.13 This principle is perfected in the military-industrial complex, which establishes a parasitic cycle of consumption that bypasses altogether the satisfaction of real human needs, while threatening actual apocalypse.14 But in addition to these limits on development, there is the problem that the dialectic of class struggle drawn by Marx has uncovered a deeper and more objective historical logic in the discontinuities and ruptures of capitalism without having yet produced a social agent capable of challenging capital’s rule. Certainly proletarian and peasant movements confront capital in different places all over the globe; but the consolidation and organization of a unified revolutionary class has not kept pace with capital’s own development. It is not so much that this counter-subject is empirically weak; the problem is rather its failure to become itself at the same pace that capital has accomplished its own becoming and expansion. The emergence of the historical subject and consciousness that would be able to confront and dismantle power then has to take place at an accelerated pace, indeed, almost suddenly.

1ac Contention 3 – Escape

Karl Marx and Frederick Engels write from the Manifesto of the Communist Party in 1848 that:

 http://www.anu.edu.au/polsci/marx/classics/manifesto.html
The communist revolution is the most radical rupture with traditional relations; no wonder that its development involved the most radical rupture with traditional ideas. But let us have done with the bourgeois objections to communism. We have seen above that the first step in the revolution by the working class is to raise the proletariat to the position of ruling class to win the battle of democracy. The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by degree, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralize all instruments of production in the hands of the state, i.e., of the proletariat organized as the ruling class; and to increase the total productive forces as rapidly as possible. Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be effected except by means of despotic inroads on the rights of property, and on the conditions of bourgeois production; by means of measures, therefore, which appear economically insufficient and untenable, but which, in the course of the movement, outstrip themselves, necessitate further inroads upon the old social order, and are unavoidable as a means of entirely revolutionizing the mode of production. These measures will, of course, be different in different countries. Nevertheless, in most advanced countries, the following will be pretty generally applicable. 1. Abolition of property in land and application of all rents of land to public purposes. 2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax. 3. Abolition of all rights of inheritance. 4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels. 5. Centralization of credit in the banks of the state, by means of a national bank with state capital and an exclusive monopoly. 6. Centralization of the means of communication and transport in the hands of the state. 7. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by the state; the bringing into cultivation of waste lands, and the improvement of the soil generally in accordance with a common plan. 8. Equal obligation of all to work. Establishment of industrial armies, especially for agriculture. 9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries; gradual abolition of all the distinction between town and country by a more equable distribution of the populace over the country. 10. Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition of children's factory labor in its present form. Combination of education with industrial production, etc. When, in the course of development, class distinctions have disappeared, and all production has been concentrated in the hands of a vast association of the whole nation, the public power will lose its political character. Political power, properly so called, is merely the organized power of one class for oppressing another. If the proletariat during its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by the force of circumstances, to organize itself as a class; if, by means of a revolution, it makes itself the ruling class, and, as such, sweeps away by force the old conditions of production, then it will, along with these conditions, have swept away the conditions for the existence of class antagonisms and of classes generally, and will thereby have abolished its own supremacy as a class. In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we shall have an association in which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all.

It is time that we began the abandonment of capitalist society. Resolved: The United States federal government should substantially increase its transportation infrastructure investment in the United States.
Capitalism has failed to organize transportation. We must begin socialization of transportation as a whole. Voting affirmative embraces the foundations for nationalizing transportation

Joel Bergman 09 (La Riposte editorial board, In Defense of Marxism contributor, “The Financial Crisis and the Auto Sector”, January 16th, http://www.marxist.com/financial-crisis-and-auto-sector.htm)
There is no band-aid solution to all of these problems. There is no solution that can save both the capitalist system and our standard of living. The capitalist system has miraculously failed. With unparalleled advances in technology and science, there opens up the possibility for the liberation of the entire planet from poverty, hunger, illness and deprivation. The demands of the system now stand in bare, glaring contradiction to material conditions. Workers all over the world are now being asked to take a hit because somehow this magic force of "the free market" demands it. The auto crisis is just the latest example of this. Capitalism is destroying our jobs and our communities. It is immoral and insane. It is shutting down the most productive auto manufacturing plants on the face of the planet. If these factories are allowed to be shut down, whole communities will be destroyed, families torn apart and millions of people forced into poverty. This would be a mortal blow to the CAW/UAW and the trade union movement as a whole in North America. The CAW workers have already shown the way forward with their actions in occupying factories being shut down. These disconnected, instinctual efforts of the workers must be brought together with a clear national trade union leadership. Any productive factory that is shut down must be occupied to save jobs. We must demand that any occupied factory, must then be nationalized and all nationalized plants be brought together in a socialized plan of production. Nationalization is part and parcel with worker's democracy. In the words of Leon Trotsky, "Democracy is to socialism, as oxygen is to the human body." We demand that the nationalization of these factories must come with the direct control and democratic planning by the workers and society as a whole. But even a nationalized factory or a whole nationalized industry cannot continue to produce for a non-existent capitalist market. The solution is not to try and re-establish the equilibrium of the past and build more cars. The only solution lies with the socialization of transportation as a whole. Capitalism is utterly incapable of organizing transportation. Any logical society wouldn't place such reliance on private automobiles, but would rely mainly on a massive public transit system. In any major city, the majority of people using private vehicles are all going to the same places. There are thousands of kilometers of roads and billions of dollars worth of vehicles, most of which are sitting idle for the majority of the day. We must grasp the massive capabilities present in our society and organize a socialist plan of production and transportation. All of these factories being shut down should be re-opened and converted into public production facilities for subway systems, environmentally friendly buses, tram lines and trains. The nationalization and planning of transportation and production goes hand in hand with the nationalization of the whole capitalist economy. We must end this anarchic system once and for all and use our vast knowledge and resources to organize our society along rational, socialist lines. Treating the transportation of workers to their jobs as an integral part of the productive process is a socialist solution that can save our jobs, communities and the environment from capitalist destruction. 

The advocacy of the resolution enables us to envision a different relationship toward capital and the knowledge it produces. We must situate ourselves as intellectuals in a way that envisions a different assemblage of decision making powers. This provides the necessary basis to challenge capital itself. Make no mistake, our affirmative is not simple reformism but is the actualization of radical critique being injected into political decisionmaking

Meszaros 2008 [Istvan, Chair of Philosophy at the University of Sussex, The Challenge and Burden of Historical Time, p323-328]
The unreality of postulation the sustainable solution of the grave problems of our social order within the formal and legal framework and corresponding constraints of parliamentary politics arises from the fundamental misconception of the structural determinations of capital’s rule, as represented in all varieties that assert the dualism of civil society and the political state. The difficulty, insurmountable within the parliamentary framework is this that since capital is actually in control of all vital aspects of the social metabolism, it can afford to define the separately constituted sphere of political legitimation as a strictly formal and legal matter, thereby necessarily excluding the possibility of being legitimately challenged in its substantive sphere of socioeconomic reproductive operation. Directly or indirectly, capital controls everything, including the parliamentary legislative process, even in the latter is supposed to be fully independent from capital in many theories that fictitiously hypostatize the “democratic equality” of all political forces participating in the legislative process. TO envisage a very different relationship to the powers of decision making in our societies, now completely dominated by the forces of capital in every domain, it is necessary to radically challenge capital itself as the overall controller of social metabolic reproduction. What makes this problem worse for all those who are looking for significant change on the margins of the established political system is that the later can claim for itself genuine constitutional legitimacy in its present mode of functioning, based on the historically constituted inversion of the actual state of the material reproductive affairs. For inasmuch as the capital is not only the “personification of capital” but simultaneously functions also “as the personification of the social character of labor, of the total workshop as such,” the system can claim to represent the vitally necessary productive power of society vis-à-vis the individuals as the basis of their continued existence, incorporating the interest of all. In this way capital asserts itself not only as the de facto but also the de jure power of society, in its capacity as the objectively given necessary condition of societal reproduction, and thereby as the constitutional foundation to its own political order. The fact that the constitutional legitimacy of capital is historically founded on the ruthless expropriation of the conditions of social metabolic reproduction- the means and material of labor-from the producers, and therefore capital’s claimed “constitutionality” (like the origin of all constitutions) is unconstitutional, is an unpalatable truth which fades away in the mist of a remote past. The “social productive powers of labor, or productive power or social labor, first develop historically with the specifically capitalist mode of production, hence appear as something immanent in the capital-relation and inseparable from it. This is how capital’s mode of social metabolic reproduction becomes eternalized and legitimated as a lawfully unchallengeable system. Legitimate contest is admissible only in relation to some minor aspects of the unalterable overall structure. The real state of affairs on thee plane of socioeconomic reproduction-i.e., the actually exercised productive power of labor and its absolute necessity for securing capital’s own reproduction- disappears from sight. Partly because of the ignorance of the very far from legitimate historical origin of capital’s “primitive accumulation” and the concomitant, frequently violent, expropriation of property as the precondition of the system’s present mode of functioning; and partly because of the mystifying nature of the established productive and distributive relations. As Marx notes: The objective conditions of labor do not appear as subsumed under the worker; rather, he appears as subsumed under them. Capital employs Labor. Even this relation is in its simplicity is a personification of things and a reification of persons. None of this can be challenged and remedied within the framework of parliamentary political reform. It would be quite absurd to expect the abolition of the “personification of things and the reification of persons” by political decree, and just as absurd to expect the proclamation of such an intended reform within the framework of capital’s political institutions. For the capital system cannot function without the perverse overturning of the relationship between persons and things: capital’s alienated and reified powers dominate the masses of the people. Similarly it would be a miracle if the workers who confront capital in the labor process as “isolated workers” could reacquire mastery over the social productive powers of their labor by some political decree, or even by a whole series of parliamentary reforms enacted under capital’s order of social metabolic control. For in these matters there can be no way of avoiding the irreconcilable conflict over the material stakes of “either/or” Capital can neither abdicate its-usurped-social productive powers in favor of labor, nor can I share them with labor, thanks to some wishful but utterly fictitious “political compromise.” For they constitute the overall controlling power of societal reproduction in the form of “the rule of wealth over society.” Thus it is impossible to escape, in the domain of the fundamental social metabolism, the severe logic of either/or. For either wealth, in the shape of capital, continues to rule over human society, taking it to the brink of self-destruction, or the society of associated producers learns to rule over alienated and reified wealth, with productive powers arising from the self-determinated social labor of its individual-but not longer isolated-members. Capital is the extra-parliamentary force par excellence. It cannot possibly be politically constrained by parliament in its power of social metabolic control. This is why the only mode of political representation compatible with capital’s mode of functioning is one that effectively denies the possibility of contesting its material power. And precisely because capital is the extra-parliamentary force par excellence, it has nothing to fear from the reforms that can be enacted within its parliamentary political framework. Since the vital issue on which everything else hinges is that “the objective conditions of labor do not appear as subsumed under the worker” buy, on the contrary, “he appears as subsumed under them,” no meaningful change is feasible without addressing the issue both in a form of politics capable of matching capital’s extra-parliamentary powers and modes of action, and in the domain of material reproduction. Thus the only challenge that could affect the power of capital, in a sustainable manner, is one which would simultaneously aim at assuming the system’s key productive functions, and at acquiring control over the corresponding political decision making processes in all spheres, instead of being hopelessly constrained by the circular confinement of institutionally legitimated political action to parliamentary legislation. There is a great deal of critique of formerly leftwing political figures and of their now fully accommodating parties in the political debates of the last decades. However, what is problematic about such debates is that by overemphasizing the role of personal ambition and failure, they often continue to envisage remedying the situation with in the same political institutional framework that, in fact, greatly favors the criticized “personal betrayals” and the painful “party derailments.” Unfortunately, though the advocated and hoped for personal and government changes tend to reproduce the same deplorable results. All this could not be very surprising. The reason why the now established political institutions successfully resist significant change for the better is because they are themselves part of the problem and not of the solution. For in their immanent nature they are the embodiment of the underlying structural determinations and contradictions through which the modern capitalist state- with its ubiquitous network of bureaucratic constituents- has been articulated and stabilized in the course of the last four hundred years. Naturally, the state was formed not as a one-sided mechanical result but through its necessary reciprocal interrelationship to the material ground of capital’s historical unfolding, as not only being shaped by the latter but also actively shaping it as much as historically feasible under the prevailing- and precisely through the interrelationship also changing- circumstances. Given the insuperably centrifugal determination of capital’s productive microcosms, even at the level of the giant quasi-monopolistic transnational corporations, only the modern state could assume and fulfill the required function of being the overall command structure of the capital system. Inevitably, that meant the complete alienation of the power of overall decision making from the producers. Even the “particular personifications of capital” were strictly mandated to act in accord with the structural imperatives of their system. Indeed the modern state, as constituted on the material ground of the capital system, is the paradigm of alienation as regards the power of comprehensive decision making. It would be therefore extremely naïve to imagine that the capitalist state could willingly hand over the alienated power of systemic decision making to any rival actor who operates within the legislative framework of parliament. Thus, in order to envisage a meaningful and historically sustainable societal change, it is necessary to submit to a radical critique both the material reproductive and the political inter-determinations of the entire system, and not simply some of the contingent and limited political practices. The combined totality of the material reproductive determinations and the all-embracing political command structure of the state together constitutes the overpowering reality of the capital system. In this sense, in view of the unavoidable question arising from the challenge of systemic determinations, with regard to both socioeconomic reproduction and the state, the need for a comprehensive political transformation-in close conjunction to the meaningful exercise of society’s vital productive functions without which far-reaching and lasting political change is inconceivable-becomes inseparable from the problem characterized as the wither away of the state. Accordingly, in the historic task of accomplishing “the withering away of the state,” self-management through full participation, and the permanently sustainable overcoming of parliamentarism by a positive form of substantive decision-making are inseparable. This is a vital concern and not “romantic faithfulness to Marx’s unrealizable dream,” as some people try to discredit and dismiss it. In truth, the “withering away of the state” refers to nothing mysterious or remote but to a perfectly tangible process that must be initiated right in our own historical time. It means, in plain language, the progressive reacquisition of the alienated power of political decision making by the individuals in their enterprise of moving toward a genuine socialist society. Without the reacquisition of this power- to which not only the capitalist state but also the paralyzing inertia of the structurally well-entrenched material reproductive practices are fundamentally opposed- neither the new mode of political control of society as a whole by its individuals is conceivable, nor indeed the nonadversarial and thereby cohesive and plannable everyday operation of the particular productive and distributive units by the self-managing freely associated producers. Radically superseding adversariality, and thereby securing the material and political ground of globally viable planning- an absolute must for the very survival of humanity, not to mention the potentially enriched self realization- of its individual members- its synonymous with the withering away of the state as an ongoing historical enterprise. 

Our affirmation of the resolution aligns transportation politics with concrete utopian thinking. Ethics is situated as the driving force but enables us opportunistic socialist reimagination of the social sphere.

Panitch 2008 (Leo-, Professor of political science at York University, Co-founder and board member of Studies in Political Economy, Distinguished Research Professor [in Canada], Renewing Socialism: Transforming Democracy, Strategy and Imagination, p.184-186 ISBN: 978-0-85036-591-7, Acc: 06/29/12, LD)

But if such a healthy pessimism about capitalist progress was indeed growing as we entered the new century, what has persisted alongside it, even through repeated capitalist crises and despite the World Social Forum slogan of another world is possible' is actually a profound pessimism about how to realize any better world. This debilitating pessimism derives not only from the feeling that nothing can be done, or even that nothing other than capitalism is possible, but also from a fear, well-honed by twentieth century experience as well as ruling class propaganda, of the perverse consequences of the attempt to put utopian visions into practice. This is not surprising in light of the experience with Communist regimes in this century, where there occurred, as The Principle of Hope already suggested, 'an undernourishment of revolutionary imagination' and 'a schematic pragmatic reduction of totality' through an over-emphasis on science and technology 'such that the pillar of fire in utopias, the thing which was powerfully leading the way, could be liquidated.' 'All the worse', as Bloch later wrote after his self exile from East Germany, was that once it became clear that the ‘revolutionary capacity is not there to execute ideals which have been represented abstractly,’ the Communist regimes acted so as ‘to discredit or even destroy with catastrophic means ideals which have not appeared in the concrete.’ This stifled 'transitional tendencies' within them which would have" been able to move towards 'active freedom only if the utopian goal is clearly visible, unadulterated and unrenounced.'9 It must be said, of course, that Bloch's remarks only implicitly identified the weakest aspect of the classical Marxian legacy in this respect: the theorization of the role of the political in the transition to socialism. Marx's central concepts of the 'dictatorship of the proletariat', 'smashing the bourgeois state' and 'the withering away of the state' all obscured rather than clarified the fundamental issues; and Marxists in the twentieth century did not go nearly far enough in overcoming the limits of this legacy.' Yet it is at the level of the political that transitions from one socio-economic order to another are effected- or come to grief in the attempt. But whether the socialist utopian goal can be revived must obviously depend on much more than a clarification and enrichment of socialist political theory. It will above all depend on agency, that is, on what human beings can still discover about their potential. For all the valuable insights, promising signposts and rich hints that the 'warm stream' of Marxism bequeaths, it must be said that the historical optimism in Marx that inspired generations of socialists came with an underestimation of the chasm between the scale and scope of the utopian dream and the capitalism-created agency honoured - or saddled with carrying it out: the working class. Between Marx's broad historically inspired vision of revolution/transformation and his detailed critique of political economy, there was an analytical and strategic gap - unbridgeable without addressing the problematic of working-class capacities - which later Marxists sometimes addressed, but never overcame.'' Nor has the problem been overcome by recent social movement theory. For the rethinking that is required must be more profound than just imagining that the problem can be resolved by substituting a plurality of new social movements for the old workers' movements. The compensatory stifling of ideals we saw in the institutions of the labour movement has also appeared in the new social movements. Every progressive social movement must, sooner or later, confront the inescapable fact that capitalism cripples our capacities, stunts our dreams, and incorporates our politics. Where then can socialism, as a movement linking the present with the possible, once again find the air to breathe and space to grow? To answer this we need both to clarify the socialist 'utopian goal' today and to develop a clearer sense of where our potential capacities to create that better world will come from. The socialist ‘utopian goal’ is built around realizing our potential to be full human beings. What separates this ideal from its liberal roots is not only socialism’s commitment to extending this principle to all members of society, but also its insistence that the flowering of human capacities isn’t a liberation of the individual from the social, but is only achievable through the social. Ideals are always linked to some notion of justice and freedom. Notions of justice revolve around the egalitarianism of certain outcomes (like distribution of income or wealth) or the legitimacy of a process for reaching goals even if the ultimate results are unequal (equal access to opportunities). Notions of freedom generally divide into freedom from an external arbitrary authority (the state) or the freedom to participate in setting the broad parameters that frame the context of our lives (as in current liberal democracies). The socialist ideal does not exclude those other moral spaces, but locates them on the specific terrain of capacities: capitalism is unjust and undemocratic not because of this or that imperfection in relation to equality or freedom, but because at its core it involves the control by some of the use and development of the potential of others, and because the competition it fosters frustrates humanity’s capacity for liberation through the social. And what is especially important is that conceiving freedom and justice on the terrain of capacities leads beyond mere dreaming: it links the ideal to the possibility of change and so to what is politically achievable. This is what Bloch meant by ‘concrete utopias’ which, always operating on the level of ‘possibility as capacity’, incorporate the objective contradictions that create an opening or socialist goals (‘capability-of-being-done’), the subjective element of agency (‘capability-of-doing-other’), and therefore the possibility of changing ourselves and the world (‘capability-of-becoming-other’).

We do not believe the plan text is the end all of the socialist movement, quite the contrary it is a new beginning. It enables us to expand the possibilities for a relationship to the economy. We must realize that the process of democratizing class structure through utopian visions is bound for instances of failure, but justice requires flexibility in our strategy while taking advantage of any victories.

Erik Olin Wright 2010 (Erik Olin Wright is an American analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism. He is the current President of the American Sociological Association, Envisioning Real Utopias, 2010, 2012, VP)  367-371

3. The socialist hybrid The pivotal thesis of this book is that transcending capitalism in a way that robustly expands the possibilities for realizing radical democratic egalitarian conceptions of social and political justice requires social empowerment over the economy. This means taking democracy very seriously. A broad and deep social empowerment means, first, subordinating state power to social power rooted in civil society. This is the ordinary meaning of the idea of "democracy." Rule by the people means that power derived from voluntary association in civil society controls power rooted in the state. Social empowerment, however, is not restricted to meaningful democratic control of the state; it also means the subordination of economic power to social power. Fundamentally this means that private ownership of the means of production ceases to govern the allocation and use of productive resources. Finally, and perhaps most elusively, social empowerment means democratizing civil society itself: creating an associationally thick civil society populated by both narrow and encompassing associations organized on democratic egalitarian principles. Taken together, these processes of democratization would constitute a fundamental transformation of the class structure, for the core of the class relations of capitalism involves economic power linked to private ownership of the means of production. The full subordination of that power to social power means the end of the subordination of the working class to the capitalist class. 4. Institutional pluralism and heterogeneity: multiple pathways of social empowerment The long-term project of social empowerment over the economy involves enhancing social power through a variety of distinct kinds of institutional and structural transformations. Socialism should not be thought of as a unitary institutional model of how an economy should be organized, but rather as a pluralistic model with many different kinds of institutional pathways for realizing a common underlying principle. In chapter 5 I identified seven such pathways: statist socialism, social democratic economic regulation, associational democracy, social capitalism, social economy, cooperative market economy, and participatory socialism. These pathways are embodied in different ways in the specific real utopian innovations and proposals we explored in chapters 6 and 7: urban participatory budgeting, Wikipedia, the Quebec social economy for childcare and eldercare, unconditional basic income, solidarity funds, share-levy wage-earner funds, Mondragon, market socialism, and "parecon." No one of these pathways and specific proposals by itself is likely to constitute a viable framework for a socialist economy, but taken in combination they have the potential to shift the underlying configuration of power that controls economic activity. 5. There are no guarantees: Socialism is a terrain for working for social and political justice, not a guarantee for realizing those ideals Social justice, as I defined it in chapter 2, requires that all people have equal access to the necessary social and material means to live flourishing lives; political justice entails that all people have equal access to the political means to participate in decisions that affect their lives. The dominance of social power over the economy does not guarantee the realization of these radical democratic egalitarian ideals. Civil society is an arena not only for the formation of democratic egalitarian associations, but also for exclusionary associations rooted in particularistic identities opposed to universalizing the conditions for human flourishing. Enhancing the role and power of associations within an economic structure could have the effect of reproducing oppressions within civil society rather than eroding them. The argument for socialism defined as democratic power over the allocation and use of productive resources is thus not that socialism guarantees social and political justice, but rather that it creates the most favorable socioeconomic terrain on which to struggle for justice. This, basically, rests on what might be termed "faith in democracy": the belief that the more democratic the distribution of power is in a system the more likely it is that humane and egalitarian values will prevail. This presupposes not a belief in the innate goodness of people, but rather the belief that under conditions of a wide and deep democracy people will interact in ways in which the more humane impulses of our nature are more likely to prevail. But democracy can be hijacked. Exclusionary solidarities can be fostered as well as universalistic ones. There are no guarantees. Philosophers and political activists share a common fantasy: If only we can design institutions in the perfect manner we can relax. If we had the best possible institutional form of democracy it would generate self-reinforcing dynamics which would continually strengthen democracy. Economists have fantasized the self-reproducing market: if only we designed the institutions of property rights just right, then markets would be self-reproducing, perpetually generating precisely the kinds of incentives and motivations needed for markets to function well. And at least some socialists have hoped that if capitalist power were destroyed and the new economic institutions run by workers were designed in just the right way then socialism would be self-reinforcing: the kinds of people needed to make socialism work smoothly would be engendered by those institutions, and the conflicts in society which might undermine those institutions would gradually disappear. This kind of aspiration underlay Marx's famous prediction of the "withering away of the state" as socialism evolved into communism. All of these visions imagine that institutions can be designed in such a way as to produce precisely the kinds of people needed for those institutions to run smoothly and to marginalize any social processes which might undermine or disrupt the institutions. In short, they imagine a social system without contradictions, without destructive unintended consequences of individual and collective action, a system in a self-sustaining emancipatory equilibrium. I do not believe that any complex social system, including certainly any socialist system, could ever conform to this ideal. Of course the design of institutions matters. The whole point of envisioning real utopias and thinking about the relationship between institutional designs and emancipatory ideals is to improve the chances of realizing certain values. But in the end the realization of those ideals will depend on human agency, on the creative willingness of people to participate in making a better world, learning from the inevitable mistakes, and vigorously defending the advances that are made. A fully realized socialism in which the arenas of power in society-the state, the economy, civil societyhave been radically democratized may foster such willingness and increase the learning capacity of people to cope with unanticipated problems, but no institutional design can ever be perfectly self-correcting. We can never relax. 6. Strategic indeterminacy: there is no one way Movement towards radical democratic egalitarian ideals of social and political justice will not happen simply as an accidental by-product of unintended social change; if this is to be our future, it will be brought about by the conscious actions of people acting collectively to bring it about. This implies that a theory of transformation needs to include a theory of conscious agency and strategy. Just as there are multiple institutional forms through which social power can be increased, there are multiple strategic logics through which these institutions can be constructed and advanced. We have examined three strategic logics of transformation: ruptural, interstitial, and symbiotic. No one of these strategic logics of transformation is likely to be adequate for the task of enhancing social power. Any plausible long-term trajectory of transformation needs to draw elements from all three. I argued in chapter 8 that at least within developed liberal democratic capitalist societies, systemic ruptures are implausible strategies for democratic egalitarianism. This does not imply, however, a rejection of all aspects of the ruptural logic of transformation. Partial ruptures, institutional breaks, and decisive innovations in specific spheres may be possible, particularly in periods of severe economic crisis. Above all, the conception of struggle within ruptural visions struggle as challenge and confrontation, involving victories and defeats, rather than just collaborative problem-solving-remains essential for a realistic project of social empowerment. These aspects of the ruptural logic must be combined with interstitial and symbiotic strategies. Interstitial strategies make possible the creation and deepening of socially empowered institutions from the bottom up. These new relations both function as practical demonstrations that another world is possible, and can potentially expand in ways which erode economic power. When this happens they are likely eventually to hit limits and confront organized opposition from capitalist forces, in which case the kind of political mobilizations and confrontations characteristic of ruptural strategies may be required in order to enlarge the spaces within which interstitial transformations can occur. Symbiotic strategies and transformations link ruling class interests to enlarged social power, thus stabilizing the institutional basis for social empowerment. This creates contexts for "positive class compromises" involving positive-sum games and active forms of problem-solving collaboration between opposing interests. Such contexts, however, are themselves embedded within rules of the game that make defections by powerful groups costly, and these rules are often the result of victories and defeats within more confrontational struggles. How these strategic elements are best combined within a political project of social empowerment is highly dependent on specific historical settings and the real possibilities for (and limits on) "making history" that those settings create. What is more, given both the complexity of even the most favorable historical settings and the Pandora's box of unintended consequences, it is unlikely that even the most astute people in any setting will really know precisely how best to configure these strategic visions. Flexible strategic pluralism is the best we can do.
Also, prefer Marxist methodology. Only by rejecting the ideology of capital can we lay bare the structural causes of oppression and spark the revolutionary praxis necessary to build a classless society.

Stephen Tumino, prof. of English at Pitt, Spring 2001, “What is Orthodox Marxism and Why it Matters Now More Than Ever Before,” The Red Critique 1, Spring, http://www.redcritique.org/spring2001/whatisorthodoxmarxism.htm
The "original" ideas of Marxism are inseparable from their effect as "demystification" of ideology—for example the deployment of "class" that allows a demystification of daily life from the haze of consumption. Class is thus an "original idea" of Marxism in the sense that it cuts through the hype of cultural agency under capitalism and reveals how culture and consumption are tied to labor, the everyday determined by the workday: how the amount of time workers spend engaging in surplus-labor determines the amount of time they get for reproducing and cultivating their needs. Without changing this division of labor social change is impossible. Orthodoxy is a rejection of the ideological annotations: hence, on the one hand, the resistance to orthodoxy as "rigid" and "dogmatic" "determinism," and, on the other, its hybridization by the flexodox as the result of which it has become almost impossible today to read the original ideas of Marxism, such as "exploitation"; "surplus-value"; "class"; "class antagonism"; "class struggle"; "revolution"; "science" (i.e., objective knowledge); "ideology" (as "false consciousness"). Yet, it is these ideas alone that clarify the elemental truths through which theory ceases to be a gray activism of tropes, desire and affect, and becomes, instead, a red, revolutionary guide to praxis for a new society freed from exploitation and injustice. Marx's original scientific discovery was his labor theory of value. Marx's labor theory of value is an elemental truth of Orthodox Marxism that is rejected by the flexodox left as the central dogmatism of a "totalitarian" Marxism. It is only Marx's labor theory of value, however, that exposes the mystification of the wages system that disguises exploitation as a "fair exchange" between capital and labor and reveals the truth about this relation as one of exploitation. Only Orthodox Marxism explains how what the workers sell to the capitalist is not labor, a commodity like any other whose price is determined by fluctuations in supply and demand, but their labor-power—their ability to labor in a system which has systematically "freed" them from the means of production so they are forced to work or starve—whose value is determined by the amount of time socially necessary to reproduce it daily. The value of labor-power is equivalent to the value of wages workers consume daily in the form of commodities that keep them alive to be exploited tomorrow. Given the technical composition of production today this amount of time is a slight fraction of the workday the majority of which workers spend producing surplus-value over and above their needs. The surplus-value is what is pocketed by the capitalists in the form of profit when the commodities are sold. Class is the antagonistic division thus established between the exploited and their exploiters. Without Marx's labor theory of value one could only contest the after effects of this outright theft of social labor-power rather than its cause lying in the private ownership of production. The flexodox rejection of the labor theory of value as the "dogmatic" core of a totalitarian Marxism therefore is a not so subtle rejection of the principled defense of the (scientific) knowledge workers need for their emancipation from exploitation because only the labor theory of value exposes the opportunism of knowledges (ideology) that occult this exploitation. Without the labor theory of value socialism would only be a moral dogma that appeals to the sentiments of "fairness" and "equality" for a "just" distribution of the social wealth that does the work of capital by naturalizing the exploitation of labor under capitalism giving it an acceptable "human face."  It is only Orthodox Marxism that explains socialism as an historical inevitability that is tied to the development of social production itself and its requirements. Orthodox Marxism makes socialism scientific because it explains how in the capitalist system, based on the private consumption of labor-power (competition), the objective tendency is to reduce the amount of time labor spends in reproducing itself (necessary labor) while expanding the amount of time labor is engaged in producing surplus-value (surplus-labor) for the capitalist through the introduction of machinery into the production process by the capitalists themselves to lower their own labor costs. Because of the competitive drive for profits under capitalism it is historically inevitable that a point is reached when the technical mastery—the amount of time socially necessary on average to meet the needs of society through the processing of natural resources—is such that the conditions of the workers worsen relative to the owners and becomes an unbearable global social contradiction in the midst of the ever greater ofwealth produced. It is therefore just as inevitable that at such a moment it obviously makes more sense to socialize production and meet the needs of all to avoid the explosive social conflicts perpetually generated by private property than to maintain the system at the risk of total social collapse on a world scale. "Socialism or barbarism" (Luxemburg) is the inevitable choice faced by humanity because of capitalism. Either maintain private property and the exploitation of labor in production, in which case more and more social resources will go into policing the growingly desperate surplus-population generated by the technical efficiency of social production, or socialize production and inaugurate a society whose founding principle is "from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs" (Marx, Critique of the Gotha Program, Selected Works, 325) and "in which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all" (Manifesto of the Communist Party, Selected Works, 53).  The time has come to state it clearly so that even the flexodox opportunists may grasp it: Orthodox Marxism is not a free-floating "language-game" or "meta-narrative" for arbitrarily constructing local utopian communities or spectral activist inversions of ideology meant to seduce "desire" and "mobilize" (glorify) subjectivity—it is an absolute prerequisite for our emancipation from exploitation and a new society freed from necessity! Orthodox Marxism is the only global theory of social change. Only Orthodox Marxism has explained why under the system of wage-labor and capital communism is not "an ideal to which reality will have to adjust itself" but "the real movement which abolishes the present state of things" (The German Ideology 57) because of its objective explanation of and ceaseless commitment to "the self-conscious, independent movement of the immense majority, in the interest of the immense majority" (Manifesto of the Communist Party, Selected Works, 45) to end social inequality forever.   

Finally, you cannot separate your ethical orientation from the way in which you come to understand politics. Voting affirmative ties ethics and practicality together. 

Meszaros 95 [Istavan, Prof. Emeritus @ U of Sussex, Beyond Capital: Towards a Theory of Transition, p 409-410]

Politics and morality are so closely intertwined in the real world that it is hardly imaginable to confront and resolve the conflicts of any age without bringing into play the crucial dimensions of both. Thus, whenever it is difficult to face the problems and contradictions of politics in the prevailing social order, theories of morality are also bound to suffer the consequences. Naturally, this relationship tends to prevail also in the positive direction. As the entire history of philosophy testifies, the authors of all major ethical works are also the originators of the seminal theoretical works on politics; and vice versa, all serious conceptualizations of politics have their necessary corollaries on the plane of moral discourse. This goes for Aristotle as much as for Hobbes and Spinoza, and for Rousseau and Kant as much as for Hegel. Indeed, in the case of Hegel we find his ethics fully integrated into his Philosophy of Right, i.e. his theory of the state. This is why it is so astonishing to read in Lukácss ‘Tactics and Ethics’ that ‘Hegel’s system is devoid of ethics’: a view which he later mellows to saying that the Hegelian treatment of ethics suffers the consequences of his system and the conservative bias of his theory of the state. It would be much more correct to say that — despite the conservative bias of his political conception — Hegel is the author of the last great systematic treatment of ethics. Compared to that, the twentieth century in the field of ethics (as well as in that of political philosophy) is very problematical. No doubt this has a great deal to do ‘eith the ever narrowing margin of alternatives allowed by the necessary mode of functioning of the global capital system which produces the wisdom of ‘there is no alternative’. For, evidently, there can be no meaningful moral discourse on the premiss that ‘there is no alternative’. Ethics is concerned with the evaluation and implementation of alternative goals which individuals and social groups can actually set themselves in their confrontations with the problems of their age. And this is where the inescapability of politics makes its impact. For even the most intensely committed investigation of ethics cannot be a substitute for a radical critique of politics in its frustrating and alienating contemporary reality. The slogan of ‘there is no alternative did not originate in ethics; nor is it enough to reassert in ethical/ontolog!cal terms the need for alternatives, no matter how passionately this is felt and predicated. The pursuit of viable alternatives to the destructive reality of capital’s social order in all its forms without which the socialist project is utterly pointless —is a practical matter. The role of morality and ethics is crucial to the success of this enterprise. But there can be no hope of success without the joint re-articulation of socialist moral discourse and political strategy, taking fully on board the painful lessons of the recent past. For the left, on the other hand, politics must be the art of building social force in opposition to the system. The left must not, therefore, see the people or popular social force as something given that can be manipulated and only needs to be stirred up, but as something that has to be built. 

***TRANSPORTATION/History Section
Status quo lacks imagination out of capitalism

In the squo, workers default to defending old versions of capitalism instead of seeking new alternative methods

Panitch 2008 (Leo-, Professor of political science at York University, Co-founder and board member of Studies in Political Economy, Distinguished Research Professor [in Canada], Renewing Socialism: Transforming Democracy, Strategy and Imagination, p.113 ISBN: 978-0-85036-591-7, Acc: 06/29/12, LD)

What certainly will become clear from such analyses is that through the processes of globalization the 'social power' of Western labour has decline and impoverishment - or the threat and fear of it- has returned. The ‘Chinese walls’ that are now being 'battered down' by cheap goods are no longer only the pre-capitalist social structures at the periphery, but also those protecting high wages and welfare-state benefits of all workers - including those in the West--with no more than average global skills. 34 The world taken as a whole has indeed now begun to resemble the pattern Marx's logic led him to foresee, and the conditions that used to sustain the reforms won by the strongest of Jabot movements in Europe have been undermined. What might replace that reformism is very hard even to imagine. Throughout the post-war era everyone assumed that a return to mass unemployment would lead to a renewed loss of legitimacy for capitalism; even the Western bourgeoisie delayed turning to unemployment as a means of stemming inflation and driving down the price of labour and, even when it did, it watched with apprehension to see how high unemployment had to go before the back of wage militancy was broken. But the legitimacy of capitalism was not brought into question. Many workers saw that they were dependent on 'the goose that laid the golden egg' and accepted the case the goose's owners made for making it well again. They were unfortunately encouraged in this by 'post-Fordist' intellectuals who saw in ‘flexible specialization' the path to a new regime of accumulation. Most leaders and activists were less prepared to accept the capitalists' arguments and insisted on the continued viability of the old Keynesian and corporatist arrangements; in effect , they struggled to defend the old managed capitalism. This should not have been surprising: workers have often confronted new insecurities by appealing to idealized memories of earlier times, recalling 'the shadowy image of a benevolent corporate state';36 and in this they too were encouraged by social democratic intellectuals who fostered the illusion that stability could be had by clinging to (or imitating) Swedish or German or Austrian corporatism.

Labor internal

Labor must counter capital
Evans 2010 (Peter, UC Berkeley, Institute for Research on Labor and Employment, Is It Labor’s Turn to Globalize? Twenty-first Century Opportunities and Strategic Responses, Global Labour Journal, Volume 1 Issue 3, 10-29-10, Acc: 06/27/12, LD)
Neoliberal (and classical liberal) privileging of individual agency over collective action is indeed ideologically inimical to the political culture that labor needs to counter the power of capital. Nevertheless, the global diffusion of ideological frames that assert the universal right of all human beings to being treated with dignity and to having democratic control over collective rule making is hardly a gift to capital. The very thoroughness with which these ideologies have been spread to every corner of the globe makes them powerful collective tools for shaping common agendas, building cross-border solidarities and making claims on those in power who profess to believe in them. They are as much a part of labor’s new global playing field as the technological effects of globalization and, despite their abuse, they can give labor a powerful discursive advantage, especially in contexts where overt state repression is the major obstacle to mobilization. Economically, globalized production gives capital new opportunities for threatening labor, but the global transformation of the structure of employment may eventually trump capital’s advantage. Even though some service sector jobs (such as call centers) have become geographically mobile, the global shrinking of manufacturing jobs and the growth of service sector jobs in areas like health and education have created a global workforce in which ‘placebased’ employment dominates. For the growing proportion of jobs, in both North and South, in which cross-border competition is not an issue there is no structural conflict of interest based on the ‘geography of jobs’ to stand in the way of global solidarity.

***SUSTAINABILITY section

Collapse inevitable

Capitalism’s collapse  is inevitable — multiple in depth warrants subsume the possibility for recovery

Farrell 2011 (Paul, writes the column on behavioral economics. He's the author of nine books on personal finance, economics and psychology, Farrell was an investment banker with Morgan Stanley; executive vice president of the Financial News Network; executive vice president of Mercury Entertainment Corp; and associate editor of the Los Angeles Herald Examiner. He has a Juris Doctor and a Doctorate in Psychology, 8/23/11, http://www.marketwatch.com/story/a-no-growth-boom-will-follow-2012-global-crash-2011-08-23)

But folks, that is the coded message in many recent warnings from environmental economists who finally realize that nothing will wake up the public. Nothing but a catastrophic system failure. Only then, a path to reform, recovery, a new boom. Click to Play Newmark: Why I'm bullish on the markets WSJ Columnist Evan Newmark argues for his stance on bullish markets. It's a good time to buy and to focus on the long-term, he says. (Photo: Reuters.) But wait, you ask: If the consequences are worse than an asteroid slamming into Earth, why don’t we just plan ahead? Avoid the Black Swan? Why wait for some “creative destruction” to wipe out capitalism, reduce the global population to 5 billion? Why? Because our human genes are not good at planning ahead for catastrophes. Our brains are designed for fight-or-flight. Otherwise we procrastinate. We respond best when our backs are against the wall. Then we rally the troops, go to war, so to speak. Until we reach that point, we focus on everyday stuff, like jobs, the kids, short-term buy-sells and ideological stuff like today’s anti-science, anti-intellectual political rhetoric. Free-market capitalism. Don’t tread on me. Stuff like that keeps us in denial about the future. No, we don’t plan, don’t act until a crisis. Not till the asteroid is about to hit. Even then, we pray for divine intervention to rescue us. Or a Churchill to emerge, take charge of the impossible challenge, get people energized and focused on a common cause. Then we’ll charge ahead, solve the problem. Until then, our brains can only think short-term. Massive denial of global catastrophe dead ahead And yet, the facts about the coming catastrophe are so obvious. Just apply a little grade-school math and economic common sense: Our planet’s natural resources can reasonably support about 5 billion people. That’s a fact. Another: Today we have 7 billion. That’s a problem, 2 billion too many. We’re consuming commodities and natural resources at a rate of 1.5 Earths, according to estimates by the Global Footprint Network of scientists and economists. Click to Play China leads on renewable energy Armed with cheap steel, China is gaining ground in the renewable energy industry, while American companies are lagging in the sector. (Photo: Reuters.) Flash forward: This scenario gets scarier than a horror film, very fast. United Nations demographers warn the Earth’s population will reach 10 billion in just one generation, around 2050. That’s two times the 5 billion the Earth can reasonably support. But the equation gets even scarier: Those 10 billion people will demand lifestyle improvements. That increases their consumption of scarce resources by 300% per person. Bottom line: 10 billion people will be consuming the equivalent of six Earths. Very bad news. “You really do have to wonder whether a few years from now we’ll look back at the first decade of the 21st century,” writes Thomas Friedman, a New York Times columnist and author of “Hot, Flat, Crowded,” “when food prices spiked, energy prices soared, world population surged, tornados plowed through cities, floods and droughts set records, populations were displaced and governments were threatened by the confluence of it all — and ask ourselves: What were we thinking? How did we not panic when the evidence was so obvious that we’d crossed some growth/climate/natural-resource/population redlines all at once?” Friedman quotes Paul Gilding, the veteran Australian environmentalist-entrepreneur, who described this moment in a new book called “The Great Disruption: Why the Climate Crisis Will Bring On the End of Shopping and the Birth of a New World.” “The only answer can be denial,” says Gilding. “When you are surrounded by something so big that requires you to change everything about the way you think and see the world, then denial is the natural response. But the longer we wait, the bigger the response required.” Forget global warming — it’s too late Gilding’s “Great Disruption” is an eye-opener. But have no illusions that his or any book will be the wake-up call that will force us to plan ahead for a catastrophe. A former chief executive of Greenpeace, he admits screaming for 30 years to get the public’s attention. He now confesses that his efforts had little impact. Why? The world is too deep in denial. So, finally, he gave up. Nothing was working: “We tried. We failed.” Today his message is simple and blunt: “It’s time to stop worrying about climate change. Instead we need to brace for impact.” Yes, an economic asteroid is closing fast. What will trigger “The Crash” he sees coming? “If you grow an economy or any system up against its limits, it then stops growing and either changes form or breaks down … As our system hits its limits, the following pressures will combine, in varied and unpredictable ways, to trigger a system breakdown and a major economic crisis (or series of smaller crises) that will see us slide into a sustained economic downturn and a global emergency lasting decades.” As Gilding sees it, the coming crash is “not a doom and gloom prediction, but an inevitable physical reality.” And yet, paradoxically, while the faint-hearted panic, this “perfect storm” also signals sell and buy opportunities for savvy investors. Shocks. “A series of ecological, social and economic shocks driven by climate change, particularly melting polar regions, extreme weather events…changes to agricultural output…severe economic stresses…deep concern [among] the public and the global elites…government intervention… a sense of global crisis.” Food. “Increasing demand and lower agricultural output driven by climate change ...sustained increases in food prices…economic and geopolitical instability and tension…developing countries blaming the West for causing climate change.” Water. “A deeply degraded global ecosystem will further reduce the capacity of key ecosystem services, water, fisheries and agricultural land … impact food and water supply … political stability … global security.”  Energy. “Rapid increases in oil prices as peak oil is breached. …The trend will be clear… enormous, system-wide economic and political pressure…great conflict.” Surprises. “For example, a serious global terrorist attack wiping out a major city...or a pandemic shutting down global travel...shocks upon shocks upon shocks.” Fear. “As this unfolds, our deeply intertwined and complex global financial market, prone to panic, driven by fear and uncertainty, will suddenly wake up to the long-term implications of all of this…Perhaps driven by a series of major corporate collapses or national economic crises, they will then simply re-price risk in global share markets…This will lead to a dramatic drop in global share markets and a tightening of capital supply.” Markets and economies will crash. 

unsustainable - ecology

Capitalism and the world hegemons are failing the majority, and the environment. A Marxist revolution must occur to save the environment and the majority.

Chris Williams 12 (author of Ecology and Socialism: Solutions to Capitalist Ecological Crisis, “A tale of two conferences”, June 26th, http://socialistworker.org/2012/06/26/tale-of-two-conferences, accessed June 29, 2012)-JN

Sometimes, the calendar of international conferences attended by global elites serves up potent lessons for the rest of us, when they shine a spotlight on the deliberately murky affairs of the people who run the system. As the 20 most powerful world leaders deliberate on economic issues in Los Cabos, Mexico for the G20 summit, representatives of the rest will be simultaneously converging on Rio de Janeiro to consider how to follow up on the original Earth Summit, 20 years ago this year. At these seemingly separate gatherings, we in truth observe the two sides of the capitalist coin. Namely, how can the capitalist elite continue the necessary work of exploiting both humans and the natural world in the service of profit, while cloaking their intentions in the benign language of growth, development and sustainability? Fine words to cover nefarious ends. No doubt, as people’s livelihoods and world decay around them as a direct consequence of the system the elite oversee, and in response the flame of revolt is rekindled from Cairo to Athens, political elites in the two locations will reflect on the fact that it’s not getting any easier. From the other side, critics and commentators of the two conferences are missing an important and significant lesson when they consider them in isolation. At the original Earth Summit in Rio, it was generally accepted that environmental questions could not be separated from economic ones. This year, the two conferences, occurring concurrently at different ends of the South American continent, bring to light how this thinking has been undermined. Furthermore, they indicate with geographical and political precision where the priorities of the global elite lie. While the most important world leaders hot-foot it to Mexico to discuss global economic development, they send low-level delegates to Brazil to discuss issues they deem less vital; to be exact, planetary ecological crisis. Indeed, so desperate were the Brazilian organizers of Rio+20 to cajole the British premier to attend, they changed the date of the conference so as to avoid conflicting with the much more important and worthy 60th anniversary celebrations of the Queen of England’s ascension to the throne. An attempt that proved ultimately and embarrassingly futile, as British Prime Minister, David Cameron, chose to cling to the coattails of President Obama and other G20 leaders in Los Cabos, as they calculate, connive and concoct the further dismemberment and disenfranchisement of communities of workers and peasants around the world. In a further sad irony, to enhance attendance at Rio, Brazil is providing flights courtesy of the Brazilian air-force to those countries too poor to send delegates. It’s hard to imagine that the countries who can’t afford to send delegates to an environmental conference will have the financial capacity to take action to preserve biodiversity and a stable climate without international funding and technology transfer. But the concept or even use of the word “transfer” is exactly what the United States delegation is trying to excise from any document emerging from Rio+20. In Los Cabos, 20 people wielding enormous economic power gather to ensure that nothing stands in the way of the international accumulation of money by their respective corporations; that capitalist growth continues, uninterrupted by paltry considerations such as democracy. Scheming and plotting in Los Cabos, the 20 leaders will huddle, concerned that their plans have been exposed by the people of Greece. As they jet to Mexico, one of the first countries to be devastated by the neoliberal prescription of privatization, deregulation and cuts to social spending, the election results in Greece ring in their ears as a collective rebuke to austerity and unemployment. In unprecedented numbers, Greeks exercised their democratic rights by voting for a previously obscure and marginal left coalition, SYRIZA and against handing the welfare of their country over to unelected technocrats governing from afar. A vote, it should be emphasized, carried out in the teeth of apocalyptic warnings of doom from central bank acolytes of the 1%, desperate to stop the people voting ‘the wrong way’. As for the Global South, capitalist economic development, particularly since its neoliberal mutation, has been a disaster of gigantic proportions as money and natural wealth are siphoned into Western financial institutions. According to Oxfam, gross capital flows to developing countries fell from $309 billion in 2010 to $170 billion in 2011. Last year, aid donations from major donors experienced the first decrease in 14 years, dropping by $3.4 billion; overall aid was $16 billion below what the G8 committed to delivering in 2009. The drop in aid, along with legal and illicit financial transfers out of the developing world, mean that for every dollar received in aid (much of it tied to the purchase of materials from the West), 7-10 dollars go out. In 2009 alone, the developing world saw $903 billion disappear overseas thanks to a rigged system from which the majority cannot benefit. While 16 of the 20 members of the G20 have seen inequality increase over the last 20 years, as complement to that process, is it any wonder that developing countries seem to be permanently ‘developing’ even as social and ecological conditions there also worsen? The violent dispossession that characterized the bloody dawn of capitalism captured by Marx in his writings on the enforced removal of peasants in the 1500’s amid the first acts of privatization – the land enclosures, is repeated in contemporary form through land grabs; his writing has a remarkably contemporary ring to it: “Thus were the agricultural people, first forcibly expropriated from the soil, driven from their homes, turned into vagabonds, and then whipped, branded, tortured by laws grotesquely terrible, into the discipline necessary for the wage system.” In the 20 years since the optimism of the first Earth Summit in Rio, carbon emissions have increased by 50% and, since 1950, while the rest of the world has seen an average increase in temperature of 0.70C, the arctic, due to various positive feedback loops, has experienced double that. Absent serious action, whereas the world is now on track for 20C of warming, the arctic is on course for a truly calamitous 3-60C. The June 16th 2012 special edition of The Economist pondered an ice-free arctic with a mixture of trepidation, casual racist indifference and a general leaning toward monetary excitement: “In the long run the unfrozen north could cause devastation. But, paradoxically, in the meantime, no arctic species will profit from it as much as the one causing it: humans. Disappearing sea ice may spell the end of the last Eskimo cultures, but hardly anyone lives in an igloo these days anyway. And the great melt is going to make a lot of people rich.” Yes, to The Economist, while the change may be “devastating” to ancient and indigenous cultures, along with cold-adapted species, a certain small subset of humans will become rich while ‘making a killing’ – in all senses of the phrase. We and the land have certainly changed and the continuation planned by the capitalists and their political representatives has unquestionably become impossible, as further capitalist development begins to contradict not just human rights or a sense of social progress, but the thermodynamic laws of the universe, which underpin a stable biosphere, upon which all life ultimately depends.

Unsustainable – too big

Capitalism has become way too big.  It will fail based on the size of the corporate entities that sustain it.  It has angered the working class.  They will rise up.  The time is now.

Bob Burnett 11 (writer and activist in Berkeley, California, “5 Reasons Capitalism Has Failed”, August 21st, http://www.alternet.org/story/152118/5_reasons_capitalism_has_failed?page=entire, accessed 29 August, 2012)

Five factors are responsible for the failure of global corporate capitalism. First, global corporations are too big. We're living in the age of corporate dinosaurs. (The largest multinational is JP Morgan Chase with assets of $2 Trillion, 240,000 employees, and offices in 100 countries.) The original dinosaurs perished because their huge bodies possessed tiny brains. Modern dinosaurs are failing because their massive bureaucracies possess miniscule hearts. Since the Reagan era global corporations have followed the path of least resistance to profit; they've swallowed up their competitors and created monopolies, which have produced humongous bureaucracies. In the short-term, scale helps corporations grow profitable, but in the long-term it makes them inflexible and difficult to manage. Gigantism creates a culture where workers are encouraged to take enormous risks in order to create greater profits; it's based upon the notion that the corporation is "too big to fail." Second, global corporations disdain civil society. They've created a culture of organizational narcissism, where workers pledge allegiance to the enterprise. Corporate employees live in a bubble, where they log obscene hours and then vacation with their co-workers. Multinationals develop their own code of ethics and worldview separate from that of any national state. Corporate executives don't care about the success or failure of any particular country, only the growth and profitability of their global corporation. (Many large corporations pay no U.S. income tax; in 2009 Exxon Mobil actually got a $156 M rebate.) Third, global corporations are modern outlaws, living outside the law. There is no invisible hand that regulates multinationals. In 1759 Philosopher Adam Smith argued that while wealthy individuals and corporations were motivated by self interest, an "invisible hand" was operating in the background ensuring that capitalist activities ultimately benefited society. In modern times this concept became the basis for the pronouncements of the Chicago School of Economics that markets were inherently self regulating. However, the last five years have demonstrated that there is no "invisible hand" -- unregulated markets have spelled disaster for the average person. The "recovery" of 2009-10 ensured that "too big to fail" institutions would survive and the rich would continue to be rich. Meanwhile millions of good jobs were either eliminated or replaced by low-wage jobs with poor or no benefits. Fourth, global corporations are ruining our natural capital. Four of the top 10 multinational corporations are energy companies, with Exxon Mobil leading the list. But there are many indications that our oil reserves are gone. Meanwhile, other forms of natural capital have been depleted -- arable land, water, minerals, forests, fish, and so forth. Multinational corporations have treated the environment as a free resource. When the timberlands of North America began to be depleted, lumber corporations moved to South America and then Asia. Now, the "easy pickings" are gone. Global corporations have ravished the world and citizens of every nation live with the consequences: dirty air, foul water, and pollution of every sort. Fifth, global corporations have angered the world community. The world GDP is $63 Trillion but multinational corporations garner a disproportionate share -- with banks accounting for an estimated $4 trillion (bank assets are $100 trillion). Global black markets make $2 trillion -- illegal drugs account for at least $300 billion. In many parts of the world, a worker is not able to earn a living wage, have a bank account or drive a car, but can always obtain drugs, sex, and weapons. And while the world may not be one big village in terms of lifestyle, it shares an image of "the good life" that's proffered in movies, TV, and the Internet. That's what teenagers in Afghanistan have in common with teenagers in England; they've been fed the same image of success in the global community and they know it's inaccessible. They are angry and, ultimately, their anger has the same target -- multinational corporations (and the governments that support them). We live in interesting times. The good news is we're witnessing the failure of global corporate capitalism. The bad news is we don't know what will replace it.

***IMPACT Section

Impact – ecology

Capitalism contradicts nature. It does not, will not and cannot support the workforce or the poor. Socialism is reemerging as a completely viable alternative around the world. We must consider the ecological impacts of capitalism. The neglect of capital will lead to environmental collapse through endless expansionism and exploitation. Capitalism will fail if it is doesn’t grow.  Capitalism’s only motivation for saving the environment is profit. Capitalism will lead to extinction through environmental destruction. Only a transition to communism will resolve this.

Chris Williams 12 (author of Ecology and Socialism: Solutions to Capitalist Ecological Crisis, “A tale of two conferences”, June 26th, http://socialistworker.org/2012/06/26/tale-of-two-conferences, accessed June 29, 2012)-JN

We and the land have certainly changed and the continuation planned by the capitalists and their political representatives has unquestionably become impossible, as further capitalist development begins to contradict not just human rights or a sense of social progress, but the thermodynamic laws of the universe, which underpin a stable biosphere, upon which all life ultimately depends. To quote British journalist George Monbiot on the reasons for the failure of so many environmental conferences, “These summits have failed for the same reason that the banks have failed. Political systems that were supposed to represent everyone now return governments of millionaires, financed by and acting on behalf of billionaires. The past 20 years have been a billionaires’ banquet. At the behest of corporations and the ultra-rich, governments have removed the constraining decencies – the laws and regulations – which prevent one person from destroying another. To expect governments funded and appointed by this class to protect the biosphere and defend the poor is like expecting a lion to live on gazpacho.” From the other side of the political spectrum, representatives of the US environmental organization, Environmental Defense Fund, writing in a New York Times op-ed concede that “As the Arctic becomes ice-free, we can expect that it will be drilled for oil”. But, nevertheless, despite two decades of failure, hold out hope that with just a little more effort and market reforms such as cap and trade, 10 years from now we’ll be okay “with determination and the right policies, by the time Rio+30 rolls around, optimism might be the order of the day.” Now, socialists are often decried as Utopians. We are told, our ideas may sound good in theory, but humans living equitably with one another in a democratic system based on cooperation, in a society that lives in harmony with the natural world, will simply never work in practice. Is it more realistic to believe that the same system that got us to this point will extricate us? The message from the ‘realists’ seems to be that while we may well have covered the arctic in drilling rigs by then, just give it another 10 years and things will be fine. Going beyond the wrong-headed pronouncements of the EDF, UN Secretary-General, Ban Ki-moon managed a level of fervor that would have put Dr. Pangloss himself to shame, “Increasingly, we understand that, with smart public policies, governments can grow their economies, alleviate poverty, create decent jobs and accelerate social progress in a way that respects the earth’s finite natural resources.” One has to ask, who are the real Utopians? To many people around the world, leftwing and explicitly socialist ideas, along with class-based revolt, are re-emerging as real alternatives precisely because our rulers quite clearly have no answer other than an extension of the market into whole new areas. Meena Raman of the Malaysia-based Third World Network, was unequivocal in her denunciation of the US’s role in derailing climate negotiations in Durban in 2002 and in Rio+20: “Given the US stance, we do not want President Obama or any US leader to come to Rio to bury what was agreed in 1992 in Rio. We cannot expect the US to show any leadership in truly wanting to save the planet and the poor. So it is better for President Obama to stay at home.” Meanwhile, 105 scientific institutions are urging action at Rio on population and consumption “For too long population and consumption have been left off the table due to political and ethical sensitivities. These are issues that affect developed and developing nations alike, and we must take responsibility for them together,” said Charles Godfray, a fellow of the Royal Society. Except that population growth is a function of poverty and it is in fact the countries with the largest levels of consumption, such as the United States and Europe, that not only are the historical cause of the ecological crisis, but are helping to drive it to its logical conclusion – a cascading collapse of ecosystems – by advocating continual economic expansion and the generation of poverty through the promotion of financial and trade agreements that accentuate inequality. Capitalism is like a shark; just as these animals can never stop moving forward for fear of drowning, so capitalism must grow or die. It’s important to understand why negotiators see the primary way to save the environment is through putting a price on it. This is the main thrust of the talks and accepted by all negotiating parties inside the conference, representing a major schism with the tens of thousands of protesters attending the Rio+20 People’s Summit who are being forcibly kept out of the deliberations by armed riot police. The argument goes that only by giving natural resources “value” in monetary terms can the environment be protected. On the one hand, it’s easy to see the further privatization of every molecule of water, every tree and every piece of land as dovetailing beautifully with the desires of the corporations. Extending the “free” market to new areas for exploitation is a tried and true method to enhance profits. Those who run the corporations are not slow to catch on and self-advocate: “For companies this is enlightened self interest…Those who can afford water should pay. Water is essentially over exploited because we are not valuing it as an economic good. Introducing methodologies such as escalating tariffs, which some countries have already done, will help in terms of using water intelligently, often for the first time.” So said, Gavin Power, deputy director of the UN Global Compact, which is acting as an umbrella group for 45 of the most powerful CEO’s, from such well-known environmentally conscious concerns as Coca Cola, Glaxo-SmithKline, Nestle, Merck and Bayer, to ensure their voice is heard at Rio+20. But advocacy for the “valuation” of natural resources occurs not just or even primarily because it coincides with what corporations want. Many of the people arguing for such quantization of nature genuinely believe it will help preserve biodiversity, slow climate change and reduce the pressure on natural resources. More fundamentally, the need to place “fair value” on everything is part of the ideological foundation of capitalism. Within the philosophy of capitalism, if something does not have a price, it cannot have value. Hence, putting the correct price, otherwise known as internalizing the cost, of a natural good, is to make possible its rational exploitation and simultaneous conservation. To those mired deep within the labyrinth of a capitalistic value system, there is no contradiction between these two aims: the commodification of nature can be seen both as a way of making money from it, and as a way of saving it, as perfectly expressed by Ban Ki-moon. The quantification of nature is the rational end-point of capitalism’s philosophical approach to nature and hence a practical approach to ‘saving nature’. The non-quantifiable, qualitative side of nature, the purely spiritual and awe-inducing beauty of watching a sunrise for example, is not only entirely absent, or under-appreciated, it is essentially unknowable. Hence, assuming you’re not prepared to advocate regulatory reforms to place limits on the operation of corporations and boundaries beyond which they cannot cross, or you’re not advocating revolution, then extending the market becomes the only option left, consequently the focus at Rio+20 on doing exactly that. However, for those of us who truly want to see a better world, the extension of its commodification to every single particle of nature cannot be an answer. Taking our inspiration from the rising struggles of 2011 around the globe, it is imperative that we link up the movements of social resistance, and forge new alliances with organized labor and the disenfranchised of the planet to force regulatory changes onto those who would foist false solutions on us. Only by linking social and ecological change and fighting on both fronts, autonomous of mainstream political parties, while creating our own independent battle organizations, can we hope to make progress. Ultimately, however, it is just as vital that fighters for social emancipation, human freedom and ecological sanity, recognize that capitalism represents the annihilation of nature and, thus, humanity. A system based on cooperation, real democracy, long-term planning, and production for need not profit, i.e., socialism, represents the reconciliation of humanity with nature. And its achievement will, as Marx pointed out, of necessity be much less violent than the process by which capitalism was born in the first place: “The transformation of scattered private property, arising from individual labor, into capitalist private property is, naturally, a process, incomparably more protracted, violent, and difficult, than the transformation of capitalistic private property, already practically resting on socialized production, into socialized [common] property. In the former case, we had the expropriation of the mass of the people by a few usurpers; in the latter, we have the expropriation of a few usurpers by the mass of the people.” We currently live in an age that has been characterized as the Anthropocene, the Age of Man, by some scientists to take into account how drastically human civilization has altered the biosphere on a geological time scale. Only by overthrowing capitalism and moving toward a cooperative, planned economy based on democracy and sustainability can we move toward an age characterized, after Epicurus, as the Oikeiotocene – The Age of Conformity to Nature.

Impact - environment

Capitalism’s prioritization of growth means it can’t solve environmental problems

Ingerid S. Straume 2011 (The Political Imaginary of Global Capitalism, 2011, chapter in depoliticization
Then again, in October 2008, when the global ﬁnancial crisis was brought on by the collapse of the US credit market, a similar concern arose in Western countries whose economies are fuelled by consumption. The greatest threat, one that would render all policy measures pointless, was stagnated consumption, which would mean stalled growth. In Norway, the Minister of Finance – a representative of the Norwegian Socialist Left Party – gave the following advice to citizens on how to respond to the threatening crisis: Act as usual, and above all, keep shopping! This message was delivered on national television with the smiling socialist minister carrying shopping bags. The ﬁnancial crisis could have been a golden opportunity to create new economic institutions, systems, and practices. Indeed, it would have seemed logical to attempt to replace global capitalism with a more stable system. The problems connected to capitalist development, like ﬁnancial crises, mass unemployment, concentration of capital, resource depletion, and various environmental problems, are well known, even though scholars argue whether these problems are internal or external to the capitalist system. Neoclassical economic theory, the theory currently taught in institutions of higher education, typically considers many factors irrelevant and external to its model of ‘the economy.’ One attempt to account for – and neutralize – externalities is the policy of environmental decoupling, meaning to ‘decouple’ economic growth from environmental pressure, so that growth can take place without costs to the environment. The concept is aligned with the principles of the Brundtland Report, where policy makers attempt to meet the demands of environmental activists without compromising economic growth. Environmental decoupling, primarily through technological innovation and recycling, is said to create a win–win situation for the environment and the general economy, while present environmental problems are alleviated. An example of such technological innovation is the growing industry for carbon capture and storage (CSS) connected to fossil fuel power plants; while a ﬁnancial innovation is the emissions trading system (the ‘carbon market’) of the Kyoto protocol. In any of these cases – like in the Brundtland Report– the premise of growth and expected revenue is kept intact. Carbon capture and emissions trading are merely new mechanisms in the same system; the system itself is not questioned. Since the capitalist economy depends on growth, even slower growth rates – which, of course, still represent growth – would be detrimental to many capitalist institutions, such as commercial and ﬁnancial banks. To prevent capitalist investors from the continued exploitation of resources, therefore, an inﬁnitely expanding regime of regulations would most certainly be needed.
Economic contradiction force short-term thinking that results in environmental catastrophe

Foster 2011 (John B, “Capitalism and Degrowth-An Impossibility Theorem”, Monthly Review Vol. 62, Iss. 8; pg. 26, 8 pgs , January 2011, proquest)

In the opening paragraph to his 2009 book, Storms of My Grandchildren, James Hansen, the world's foremost scientific authority on global warming, declared: "Planet Earth, creation, the world in which civilization developed, the world with climate patterns that we know and stable shorelines, is in imminent peril . . . .The startling conclusion is that continued exploitation of all fossil fuels on Earth threatens not only the other millions of species on the planet but also the survival of humanity itself - and the timetable is shorter than we thought."1 In making this declaration, however, Hansen was only speaking of a part of the global environmental crisis currently threatening the planet, namely, climate change. Recently, leading scientists (including Hansen) have proposed nine planetary boundaries, which mark the safe operating space for the planet. Three of these boundaries (climate change, biodiversity, and the nitrogen cycle) have already been crossed, while others, such as fresh water use and ocean accidification, are emerging planetary rifts. In ecological terms, the economy has now grown to a scale and intrusiveness that is both overshooting planetary boundaries and tearing apart the biogeochemical cycles of the planet.2 Hence, almost four decades after the Club of Rome raised the issue of "the limits to growth," the economic growth idol of modern society is once again facing a formidable challenge.3 What is known as "degrowth economics," associated with the work of Serge Latouche in particular, emerged as a major European intellectual movement in 2008 with the historic conference in Paris on "Economic De-Growth for Ecological Sustainability and Social Equity," and has since inspired a revival of radical Green thought, as epitomized by the 2010 "Degrowth Declaration" in Barcelona. Ironically, the meteoric rise of degrowth (décroissance in French) as a concept has coincided over the last three years with the reappearance of economic crisis and stagnation on a scale not seen since the 1930s. The degrowth concept therefore forces us to confront the questions: Is degrowth feasible in a capitalist grow-or-die society - and if not, what does this say about the transition to a new society? According to the Web site of the European degrowth project, "degrowth carries the idea of a voluntary reduction of the size of the economic system which implies a reduction of the GDP."4 "Voluntary" here points to the emphasis on voluntaristic solutions - though not as individualistic and unplanned in the European conception as the "voluntary simplicity" movement in the United States, where individuals (usually well-to-do) simply choose to opt out of the high-consumption market model. For Latouche, the concept of "degrowth" signifies a major social change: a radical shift from growth as the main objective of the modern economy, toward its opposite (contraction, downshifting). An underlying premise of this movement is that, in the face of a planetary ecological emergency, the promise of green technology has proven false. This can be attributed to the Jevons Paradox, according to which greater efficiency in the use of energy and resources leads not to conservation but to greater economic growth, and hence more pressure on the environment.5 The unavoidable conclusion - associated with a wide variety of political-economic and environmental thinkers, not just those connected directly to the European degrowth project - is that there needs to be a drastic alteration in the economic trends operative since the Industrial Revolution. As Marxist economist Paul Sweezy put it more than two decades ago: "Since there is no way to increase the capacity of the environment to bear the [economic and population] burdens placed on it, it follows that the adjustment must come entirely from the other side of the equation. And since the disequilibrium has already reached dangerous proportions, it also follows that what is essential for success is a reversal, not merely a slowing down, of the underlying trends of the last few centuries."6 Given that wealthy countries are already characterized by ecological overshoot, it is becoming more and more apparent that there is indeed no alternative, as Sweezy emphasized, but a reversal in the demands placed on the environment by the economy. This is consistent with the argument of ecological economist Herman Daly, who has long insisted on the need for a steady-state economy. Daly traces this perspective to John Stuart Mill's famous discussion of the "stationary state" in his Principles of Political Economy, which argued that if economic expansion was to level off (as the classical economists expected), the economic goal of society could then shift to the qualitative aspects of existence, rather than mere quantitative expansion. A century after Mill, Lewis Mumford insisted in his Condition of Man, first published in 1944, that not only was a stationary state in Mill's sense ecologically necessary, but that it should also be linked to a concept of "basic communism . . . [that] applies to the whole community the standards of the household," distributing "benefits according to need" (a view that drew upon Marx). Today this recognition of the need to bring economic growth in overdeveloped economies to a halt, and even to shrink these economies, is seen as rooted theoretically in Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen's The Entropy Law and the Economic Process, which established the basis of modern ecological economics.7 Degrowth as such is not viewed, even by its proponents, as a stable solution, but one aimed at reducing the size of the economy to a level of output that can be maintained perpetually at a steady-state. This might mean shrinking the rich economies by as much as a third from today's levels by a process that would amount to negative investment (since not only would new net investment cease but also only some, not all, worn-out capital stock would be replaced). A steady-state economy, in contrast, would carry out replacement investment but would stop short of new net investment. As Daly defines it, "a steady-state economy" is "an economy with constant stocks of people and artifacts, maintained at some desired, sufficient levels by low rates of maintenance 'throughput,' that is, by the lowest feasible flows of matter and energy."8 Needless to say, none of this would come easily, given today's capitalist economy. In particular, Latouche's work, which can be viewed as exemplary of the European degrowth project, is beset with contradictions, resulting not from the concept of degrowth perse, but from his attempt to skirt the question of capitalism. This can be seen in his 2006 article, "The Globe Downshifted," where he argues in convoluted form: For some on the far left, the stock answer is that capitalism is the problem, leaving us stuck in a rut and powerless to move towards a better society. Is economic contraction compatible with capitalism? This is a key question, but one that it is important to answer without resort to dogma, if the real obstacles are to be understood .... Eco-compatible capitalism is conceivable in theory, but unrealistic in practice. Capitalism would require a high level of regulation to bring about the reduction of our ecological footprint. The market system, dominated by huge multinational corporations, will never set off down the virtuous path of eco-capitalism of its own accord .... Mechanisms for countering power with power, as existed under the Keynes-Fordist regulations of the Social-Democratic era, are conceivable and desirable. But the class struggle seems to have broken down. The problem is: capital won .... A society based on economic contraction cannot exist under capitalism. But capitalism is a deceptively simple word for a long, complex history. Getting rid of the capitalists and banning wage labour, currency and private ownership of the means of production would plunge society into chaos. It would bring large-scale terrorism. . ..We need to find another way out of development, economism (a belief in the primacy of economic causes and factors) and growth: one that does not mean forsaking the social institutions that have been annexed by the economy (currency, markets, even wages) but reframes them according to different principles.9 

Impact - environment

Capitalism is a profit-driven juggernaut that requires the exploitation of nature to externalize costs, inevitably undermining the ability of the planet to sustain life.

Foster Clark and York August 2008 [John Bellamy Foster, editor of Monthly Review and professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, Brett Clark, assistant professor of sociology at North Carolina State University, and Richard York, coeditor of Organization & Environment and associate professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, “Ecology: The Moment of Truth—An Introduction,” The Monthly Review, http://monthlyreview.org/080701foster-clark-york.php]

None of this should surprise us. Capitalism since its birth, as Paul Sweezy wrote in “Capitalism and the Environment,” has been “a juggernaut driven by the concentrated energy of individuals and small groups single-mindedly pursuing their own interests, checked only by their mutual competition, and controlled in the short run by the impersonal forces of the market and in the longer run, when the market fails, by devastating crises.” The inner logic of such a system manifests itself in the form of an incessant drive for economic expansion for the sake of class-based profits and accumulation. Nature and human labor are exploited to the fullest to fuel this juggernaut, while the destruction wrought on each is externalized so as to not fall on the system’s own accounts. “Implicit in the very concept of this system,” Sweezy continued, “are interlocked and enormously powerful drives to both creation and destruction. On the plus side, the creative drive relates to what humankind can get out of nature for its own uses; on the negative side, the destructive drive bears most heavily on nature’s capacity to respond to the demands placed on it. Sooner or later, of course, these two drives are contradictory and incompatible.” Capitalism’s overexploitation of nature’s resource taps and waste sinks eventually produces the negative result of undermining both, first on a merely regional, but later on a world and even planetary basis (affecting the climate itself). Seriously addressing environmental crises requires “a reversal, not merely a slowing down, of the underlying trends of the last few centuries.” This, however, cannot be accomplished without economic regime change.11

Impact – value to life

Capitalism kills value to life

Kovel 2002 (Joel, Professor of Social Studies at Bard, “The Enemy of Nature,” p140-141)

The precondition of an ecologically rational attitude toward nature is the recognition that nature far surpasses us and has its own intrinsic value, irreducible to our practice. Thus we achieve differentiation from nature. It is in this light that we would approach the question of transforming practice ecologically — or, as we now recognize to be the same thing, dialectically. The monster that now bestrides the world was born of the conjugation of value and dominated labour. From the former arose the quantification of reality, and, with this, the loss of the differentiated recognition essential for ecosystemic integrity; from the latter emerged a kind of selfhood that could swim in these icy waters. From this standpoint one might call capitalism a ‘regime of the ego’, meaning that under its auspices a kind of estranged self emerges as the mode of capital’s reproduction. This self is not merely prideful the ordinary connotation of ‘egotistical’ — more fully, it is the ensemble of those relations that embody the domination of nature from one side, and, from the other, ensure the reproduction of capital. This ego is the latest version of the purified male principle, emerging aeons after the initial gendered domination became absorbed and rationalized as profit​ability and self-maximization (allowing suitable ‘power-women’ to join the dance). It is a pure culture of splitting and non-recognition: of itself, of the otherness of nature and of the nature of others. In terms of the preceding discussion, it is the elevation of the merely individual and isolated mind-as-ego into a reigning principle. ‘~ Capital produces egoic relations, which reproduce capital. The isolated selves of the capitalist order can choose to become personifications of capital, or may have the role thrust upon them. In either case, they embark upon a pattern of non-recognition mandated by the fact that the almighty dollar interposes itself between all elements of experience: all things in the world, all other persons, and between the self and its world: nothing really exists except in and through monetization. This set-up provides an ideal culture medium for the bacillus of competition and ruthless self-maximization. Because money is all that ‘counts’, a peculiar heartlessness characterizes capitalists, a tough-minded and cold abstraction that will sacrifice species, whole continents (viz. Africa) or inconvenient sub-sets of the population (viz. black urban males) who add too little to the great march of surplus value or may be seen as standing in its way. The presence of value screens out genuine fellow-feeling or compassion, replacing it with the calculus of profit-expansion. Never has a holocaust been carried out so impersonally. When the Nazis killed their victims, the crimes were accom​panied 

The reduction of basic needs to paid goods destroys value to life.  Marxist can represent the freedom of the human imagination to wander and engage in earthly mysticism.  The communist society is, like the “pre-modern” society of the communal Native Americans, the absolute conceptual counterweight to capitalist domination.

Chris Hedges 12 (Pulitzer Prize-winning reporter, a senior fellow at the Nation Institute, “Hedges: How Our Demented Capitalist System Made America Insane”, May 14th, Alternet, http://www.alternet.org/environment/155213/hedges:_how_our_demented_capitalist_system_made_america_insane/?page=entire, accessed 29, June 2012)-JN

When the most basic elements that sustain life are reduced to a cash product, life has no intrinsic value. The extinguishing of “primitive” societies, those that were defined by animism and mysticism, those that celebrated ambiguity and mystery, those that respected the centrality of the human imagination, removed the only ideological counterweight to a self-devouring capitalist ideology. Those who held on to pre-modern beliefs, such as Native Americans, who structured themselves around a communal life and self-sacrifice rather than hoarding and wage exploitation, could not be accommodated within the ethic of capitalist exploitation, the cult of the self and the lust for imperial expansion. The prosaic was pitted against the allegorical. And as we race toward the collapse of the planet’s ecosystem we must restore this older vision of life if we are to survive. The war on the Native Americans, like the wars waged by colonialists around the globe, was waged to eradicate not only a people but a competing ethic. The older form of human community was antithetical and hostile to capitalism, the primacy of the technological state and the demands of empire. This struggle between belief systems was not lost on Marx. “The Ethnological Notebooks of Karl Marx” is a series of observations derived from Marx’s reading of works by historians and anthropologists. He took notes about the traditions, practices, social structure, economic systems and beliefs of numerous indigenous cultures targeted for destruction. Marx noted arcane details about the formation of Native American society, but also that “lands [were] owned by the tribes in common, while tenement-houses [were] owned jointly by their occupants.” He wrote of the Aztecs, “Commune tenure of lands; Life in large households composed of a number of related families.” He went on, “… reasons for believing they practiced communism in living in the household.” Native Americans, especially the Iroquois, provided the governing model for the union of the American colonies, and also proved vital to Marx and Engel’s vision of communism. Marx, though he placed a naive faith in the power of the state to create his workers’ utopia and discounted important social and cultural forces outside of economics, was acutely aware that something essential to human dignity and independence had been lost with the destruction of pre-modern societies. The Iroquois Council of the Gens, where Indians came together to be heard as ancient Athenians did, was, Marx noted, a “democratic assembly where every adult male and female member had a voice upon all questions brought before it.” Marx lauded the active participation of women in tribal affairs, writing, “The women [were] allowed to express their wishes and opinions through an orator of their own election. Decision given by the Council. Unanimity was a fundamental law of its action among the Iroquois.” European women on the Continent and in the colonies had no equivalent power. Rebuilding this older vision of community, one based on cooperation rather than exploitation, will be as important to our survival as changing our patterns of consumption, growing food locally and ending our dependence on fossil fuels. The pre-modern societies of Sitting Bull and Crazy Horse—although they were not always idyllic and performed acts of cruelty including the mutilation, torture and execution of captives—did not subordinate the sacred to the technical. The deities they worshipped were not outside of or separate from nature.

A2: Cap Key Value to Life

Recent studies prove this is not true

Speth 2008 (James Gustave, Former dean of the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies, Former Chairman of the Council on Environmental Quality, co-founder, Natural Resources Defense Council, The Bridge at the End of the World: Capitalism, the Environment and Crossing from Crisis to Sustainability, page 130)

A good place to begin is with studies that compare levels of happiness and life satisfaction among nations at diff erent stages of economic development. They find that the citizens of wealthier countries do report higher levels of life satisfaction, although the correlation is rather poor and is even poorer when such factors as quality of government are statistically controlled. Moreover, this positive relationship between national well-being and national per capita income virtually disappears when one looks only at countries with GDP per capita over ten thousand per year.10 In short, once a country achieves a moderate level of income, further growth does not significantly improve perceived well-being (fi g. 1).11 Diener and Seligman report that peoples with the highest well-being are not those in the richest countries but those who live where political institutions are eff ective and human rights are protected, where corruption is low and mutual trust is high. Other factors positively associated with a sense of well-being at the national level are low divorce rates, high participation in voluntary associations, and strong religious affi liations.12

False—Rates of depression directly correlate with income.

Speth 2008 (James Gustave, Former dean of the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies, Former Chairman of the Council on Environmental Quality, co-founder, Natural Resources Defense Council, The Bridge at the End of the World: Capitalism, the Environment and Crossing from Crisis to Sustainability, 137)

In recent decades, then, economic output per person in the United States has risen sharply, but there has been no increase in life satisfaction, while levels of distrust and depression have increased substantially. Lane, Whybrow, and others depict American society as having gone astray and lost its way. Patterns that once brought happiness now do just the opposite. One of our most perceptive national observers, author Bill McKibben, has reached a similar conclusion. He notes that “our single-minded focus on increasing wealth has succeeded in driving the planet’s ecological systems to the brink of failure, even as it’s failed to make us happier.” How did it happen? he asks. “The answer is pretty obvious—we kept doing something past the point that it worked. Since happiness had increased with income in the past, we assumed it would inevitably do so in the future.” Instead, McKibben notes, it had led us to becoming more thoroughly individualistic than we really wanted to be, increasing social isolation and undermining our sense of community.24 

Impact – alienation/suffering

The impact of capitalism is alienation of society and suffering

Straume 2011 (Ingerid S. Straume, PhD in the philosophy of education, Papers by Ingerid S. Chapter in "Depoliticization; The Political Imaginary of Global Capitalism", edited by Straume and Humphrey, NSU Press 2011, http://uio.academia.edu/IngeridSStraume/Papers/401266/The_Political_Imaginary_of_Global_Capitalism, Acc: 06/27/2012, LD)
Depoliticization, as we have seen, rests on the inability of existing institutions to provide sufficiently robust meaning to act as resources for addressing the political problems of the society in question. Put differently: when a society is not able to justify its own significations, it is alienated from itself and its own creative capacity. Under these circumstances, social reproduction becomes very problematic. The instituting society has given birth to a monster – here, the institution of capitalism – and is paralyzed by it. The deepest effect of depoliticization, therefore, is society’s abdication of its own creative capacity, which, as I have argued, also implies cultural and personal suffering.

Impact – laundry list

 All established capitalisms’ prioritization of profit creates following injustices – solution must be the consideration of egalitarian society 

Erik Olin Wright 2010 (Erik Olin Wright is an American analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism. He is the current President of the American Sociological Association, Envisioning Real Utopias, 2010, 2012, VP)  

Capitalism is a particular way of organizing the economic activities of a society. It can be defined along two primary dimensions, in terms of the nature of its class relations and its central mechanisms of economic coordination. Class relations are the social relations through which the means of production are owned and power is exercised over their use. In capitalism, the means of production are privately owned and their use is controlled by the owners or their surrogates. The means of production by themselves, of course, cannot produce anything; they have to be set in motion by human laboring activity of one sort or another. In capitalism, this labor is provided by workers who do not own the means of production and who, in order to acquire an income, are hired by capitalist firms to use the means of production. The fundamental class relation of capitalism, therefore, is the social relation between capitalists and workers. Economic coordination in capitalism is accomplished primarily through mechanisms of decentralized voluntary exchange by privately contracting parties-or what is generally called "free markets"-through which the prices and quantities of the goods and services produced are determined. Market coordination is conventionally contrasted with authoritative state coordination, in which the power of the state is used to command the allocations of resources for different purposes. The famous metaphor of "the invisible hand" captures the basic idea: individuals and firms, simply pursuing their own private interests, engage in bargaining and voluntary exchanges with other individuals and firms, and out of this uncoordinated set of micro-interactions comes an economic system that is more or less coordinated at the aggregate level. The combination of these two features of capitalism-class relations defined by private ownership and propertyless workers, and coordination organized through decentralized market exchanges-generates the characteristic competitive drive for profits and capital accumulation of capitalist firms. Each firm, in order to survive over time, must compete successfully with other firms. Firms that innovate, lower their costs of production, and increase their productivity can undercut their rivals, increase their profits and thus expand at the expense of other firms. Each firm faces these competitive pressures, and thus in general all firms are forced to seek innovations of one sort or another in order to survive. The resulting relentless drive for profits generates the striking dynamism of capitalism relative to all earlier forms of economic organization. Actual capitalist economies, of course, are much more complex than this. As economic sociologists stress, no capitalist economy could function effectively, or even survive, if it consisted exclusively of the institutions of private property and market competition. Many other institutional arrangements are needed to make capitalism actually work and are present in the social organization of all real capitalist economies. These institutional properties of real capitalist economies vary considerably over time and place. The result is a wide variety of real-world capitalisms, all of which differ from the abstract model of "pure" capitalism. Some capital- isms, for example, have strong, affirmative states which regulate many aspects of the market and empower workers in various ways to control certain aspects of the labor process. These are capitalist economies in which the "private" in "private owner-ship" has been partially eroded, and the voluntary exchange in markets is constrained by various institutional devices. In some capitalisms both firms and workers are organized into various kinds of collective associations that provide significant forms of coordination distinct from both market and state coordination. These variations are important; they matter for the lives of people within capitalist societies and for the dynamics of the economy. And, as we shall see in chapter 5, some of these variations can be understood as reducing the "capitalisticness" of the economy: some capitalist societies are in a meaningful sense less capitalistic than other. Nevertheless, to the extent that these variations all retain the core elements of the institution of private property in the means of production and markets as the central mechanism of economic coordination, they remain varieties of capitalism. Capitalism is, for most people, simply taken for granted as part of the natural order of things. Particular behaviors by corporations or particular economic policies of the government might be the object of criticism, but capitalism itself is simply not the sort of thing that one criticizes. One of the central tasks for socialists, therefore, has always been to convince people that capitalism as such generates a range of undesirable consequences and that, as a result, one should at least entertain the idea that an alternative to capitalism might be desirable and possible. The central criticisms of capitalism as an economic system can be organized into eleven basic propositions: Capitalist class relations perpetuate eliminable forms of human suffering. Capitalism blocks the universalization of conditions for expansive human flourishing. Capitalism perpetuates eliminable deficits in individual freedom and autonomy. Capitalism violates liberal egalitarian principles of social justice. Capitalism is inefficient in certain crucial respects. Capitalism has a systematic bias towards consumerism. Capitalism is environmentally destructive. None of these criticisms is simple and straightforward, and certainly none of them is uncontroversial. They all involve a diagnosis of certain kinds of negative consequences that are hypothesized to be generated by the basic structure of capitalism as a system of production with class relations defined by private ownership and propertyless workers, and economic coordination organized through decentralized market exchanges.
Impact - poverty

Capitalism inherently generates poverty exploitation and marginalization
Erik Olin Wright 2010 (Erik Olin Wright is an American analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism. He is the current President of the American Sociological Association, Envisioning Real Utopias, 2010, 2012, VP)  

Technological change is a specific example of a broader dynamic in capitalist economies: the ways in which profit-maximizing competition among firms destroys jobs and displaces workers. It is a commonplace observation of contemporary discussions of free trade and global capitalism that capitalist firms often move their production to lower-wage economies in order to cut costs and increase profits. This may not be due to technological change or technical efficiency, but simply because of the wage differentials between different places. In the course of such movement of capital, jobs are destroyed and workers marginalized. For all sorts of reasons capital is much more mobile than people: people have roots in communities which make it very costly to move; there are often legal barriers to movement across international boundaries; and even within national boundaries, displaced workers may lack the information and resources needed to move to new jobs. The result is that even if capitalist competition and weakly regulated capital markets stimulate economic growth, they leave in their wake displaced workers, especially when markets are organized globally. Taken together, these three processes-exploitation, negative social externalities of technological change, profit-maximizing competition-mean that while capitalism is an engine of economic growth, it also inherently generates vulnerability, poverty, deprivation, and marginalization. These processes are especially salient when capitalism is viewed as a global system. On the one hand, the global movements of capital and extensions of capitalist exploitation, technological change, and profit-maximizing competition to the less developed regions of the world in some cases contributed to rapid economic growth and development, most strikingly in the late twentieth century and early twenty-first century in China and India. On the other hand, these same processes have also produced deep and devastating forms of marginalization and desperate poverty in various parts of the world.
A2: Capitalism solves/stable

Ever-increasing obsession with speed of economic globalization drains the capitalist system, and induces real effects of perpetual cycles ending in economic crises. These crises further expose a self-destructive and capital-obsessed system.

Robert Hassan 2011 (Senior Research Fellow, Media and Communications Program, University of Melbourne, “The Speed of Collapse: The Space-Time Dimensions of Capitalism’s Frist Great Crisis of the 21st Century”, Critical Sociology, March 7, 2011, accessed June 7, 2012, VP)

Paul Virilio, a philosopher, sometime architect, and long-time theorist of speed, noted that an effect of his so-called ‘dromological law’ (the laws of motion in society) is that increase in speed – ‘the real-time perspective of telecommunications’ – inevitably causes a ‘distortion of appearances’ (1997: 3). This, one could argue, is something we know intuitively anyway: consider speeding through a built-up city in a train and trying to make sense of the close-up images before us as they flit past the retina. Barbara Adam shifts key slightly in her interpretation of Virilio’s dictum when she writes that ‘increase in speed increases the potential for gridlock’ (2004: 131). Note that the interpretive shift from distortion and confusion moves us to slowing down, to congestion, to stand- still. Again, we are able to intuit that this is how things often are in the social world. Think, for example, of how increase in road-building to ease traffic gridlock tends to attract more traffic, lead- ing to more gridlock; or when faster networked computers lead to increased usage, which lead to networks slowing down or failing altogether. And so it is with a fast moving and always accelerating global economy. The ‘real-time perspective’ through telecommunications that has driven and expanded the financial economy since the 1980s began to crack and crumble with the ‘sub-prime’ mortgage detonation of 2007. Its radiating aftershocks spread throughout the global financial system, bringing bank lending almost to a halt; the tremors had their inevitable effects upon the ‘real’ economy in the production of goods and services. Speaking in March 2008, Alan Greenspan, former Chairman of the US Federal Reserve, surveyed the topology of disaster and used a more accurate metaphor than he perhaps realized when he declared that: ‘We [the US and world economy] are at stall speed.’ (Reuters, 2008) It is apt that the cliche economic ‘shock’ has been employed as the ready-to-hand label by journalists, economists and politicians to tag the events that had so agitated Greenspan (Blackburn, 2008). Economic ‘shockwaves’ had indeed spread quickly across the planet to engulf it with chaos and uncertainty. Moreover, the speed of economic collapse experienced what is termed in physics a ‘phase transition’ that was expressed in a loss of momentum, then in a slowdown, and then in some sectors – a complete stop. ‘Shock’ is a useful descriptor also, because its connotations of speed and suddenness proved accurate in that the collapse took by surprise very many people who had a responsibility to be better prepared. Indeed, hardly anyone saw it coming. The warnings of those who did see the darkening skies (e.g. Keen, 2008; Shiller, 2008) were largely ignored by policymakers, economists, traders and bankers whose thoughts, actions and rationalizations were determinedly elsewhere. However, the speed of collapse and the perceived urgent necessity to ‘fix’ it meant that identified ‘causes’ were inevitably unhistorical, and prescribed cures tended to look to the immediate present – or what I will later argue to be an untenably foreshortened future. And so rushing to conclusions – conclusions that were media driven to no small degree – meant that ‘solutions’ for the economic meltdown were always in danger of being the wrong ones. Most spectacular in this respect, in terms of its media salience, was the demonization of Wall Street and its high profile bankruptcies. ￼During late 2008 it seemed that almost every week an over-leveraged bank or trading house would either close its doors, be incorporated into a larger entity, or be rendered eligible for the government oxygen mask. The reeling of the financial sector in New York dragged London, Tokyo, Frankfurt, Paris, and a host of second-tier financial centres into frantic rounds of government- business talks, stock market ‘plunges’, and the injection of trillions of dollars of government liquidity into the system to hopefully avert what was projected by more than a few to be global disaster on a Wagnerian scale. Inevitably, the finger of blame turned also to more identifiable and narrowly logical targets, such as the numerous bankers and corporate CEOs who drew colossal salaries even as their businesses went under. There were movie-script characters such as Bernard Madoff, whose multibillion dollar investment house vanished into the digital ether, laying bare a mind-bogglingly huge ‘Ponzi’ scheme (Henriques and Kouwe, 2008); and then there was the amorphous mass of traders and analysts and advisers, the anonymous but globally prevalent ‘brains’ of the system that had, over the previous couple of decades, dreamt up the various financial engineering ‘innovations’ such as ‘derivatives’, ‘credit default swaps’ (CDS), ‘collateralized debt obligations’ (CDO) and a complex web of assorted products that allowed profits to be made in a world (and more on this below) where increasingly novel ways for investment funds to be channelled profitably had to be found. Along with such ready-to-hand causes, similarly proximate ‘solutions’ swiftly suggested them-selves to policymakers and analysts who had not long previously been oblivious to the existence of any problem. With the inauguration of President Obama in the USA, a general and popular motivation for a rather nebulous structural reform began to gather pace. It proceeds still. The shape and success of economic reform has still to be agreed and tested, but in the immediate context of crisis there existed a general consensus in media and policy circles that, having looked into the abyss, capitalism needed less ‘free’ market and more regulation – or at least a little bit more regulation, and possibly only over the short term – until the present crisis had stabilized or passed (Ghitis, 2009).

impact – nuclear war

Capitalism is structurally reliant on the wholesale destruction of human life as a form of devaluation to resolve crises of over-accumulation. The end-point of such an irrational and violent economic system is the use of nuclear weapons in a global war.

Harvey, Professor of Anthropology City University of New York, 2006 (David, The Limits to Capital, p. 444-5,)
The internationalism and multilateralism of the postwar world appears, on the surface, to be very different. Global freedoms for the movement of capital (in all forms) has allowed instant access to the ‘spatial  fix’ through geographical expansion within a framework of uneven geographical destruction. The rapid accumulation of capital on this basis led to the creation and in some cases the re-creation of independent regional centers of accumulation – Germany, Japan, Brazil, Mexico, South-East Asia, etc. Regional alliances build once more and compete for shrinking profit opportunities. The threat of autarky looms again. And with it comes the renewed threat of global war, this time waged with weapons of immense and insane destructive power, and oriented towards primitive accumulation at the expense of the socialist bloc.  Marxists, ever since Luxemburg first wrote on the subject, have long been attracted to the idea of military expenditure as a convenient means to absorb surpluses of capital and labour power. The instantaneous obsolescence of military hardware, and the easy manipulation of international tensions into a political demand for the increase in defense expenditures, adds luster to the idea. Capitalism, it is sometimes held, is stabilized through the defense budget, albeit in ways that rob society of more humane and socially worth-while programs. This line of thinking is cast, unfortunately, in the under-consumptionist mould. I say ‘unfortunately’ not so much because that interpretation is wrong, but because the present theory suggests a rather more sinister and terrifying interpretation of military expenditures: not only must weapons be bought and paid for out of surpluses of capital and labour, but they must also be put to use. For this is the only means capitalism has at its disposal to achieve the levels of devaluation now required. The idea is dreadful in its implications. What better reason could there be to declare that it is time for capitalism to be gone, to give way to some saner more of production

Capitalist logic justifies imperial global intervention culminating in nuclear war and global destruction

Webb, National Communist Party Chairman, 04 (Sam, People’s Weekly World Newspaper, http://www.pww.org/article/view/4967/1/207/0, March 20)
Capitalism was never a warm, cuddly, stable social system. It came into the world dripping with blood from every pore, as Marx described it, laying waste to old forms of production and ways of life in favor of new, more efficient manufacturing. Since then it has combined nearly uninterrupted transformation of the instruments of production with immense wealth for a few and unrelieved exploitation, insecurity, misery, and racial and gender inequality for the many, along with periodic wars, and a vast zone of countries imprisoned in a seemingly inescapable web of abject poverty.  Yet as bad as that record is, its most destructive effects on our world could still be ahead.  Why do I say that? Because capitalism, with its imperatives of capital accumulation, profit maximization and competition, is the cause of new global problems that threaten the prospects and lives of billions of people worldwide, and, more importantly, it is also a formidable barrier to humankind’s ability to solve these problems. Foremost among these, in addition to ecological degradation, economic crises, population pressures, and endemic diseases, is the threat of nuclear mass annihilation.  With the end of the Cold War, most of us thought that the threat of nuclear war would fade and with it the stockpiles of nuclear weapons.  But those hopes were dashed. Rather than easing, the nuclear threat is more palpable in some ways and caches of nuclear weapons are growing. And our own government possesses the biggest stockpiles by far. Much like previous administrations, the Bush administration has continued to develop more powerful nuclear weapons, but with a twist: it insists on its singular right to employ nuclear weapons preemptively in a range of military situations. This is a major departure from earlier U.S. policy – the stated policy of all previous administrations was that nuclear weapons are weapons of last resort to be used only in circumstances in which our nation is under severe attack.  Meanwhile, today’s White House bullies demonize, impose sanctions, and make or threaten war on states that are considering developing a nuclear weapons capability. Bush tells us that this policy of arming ourselves while disarming others should cause no anxiety because, he says, his administration desires only peace and has no imperial ambitions. Not surprisingly, people greet his rhetorical assurances skeptically, especially as it becomes more and more obvious that his administration’s political objective is not world peace, but world domination, cunningly couched in the language of “fighting terrorism.”  It is well that millions of peace-minded people distrust Bush’s rhetoric. The hyper-aggressive gang in the Oval Office and Pentagon and the absolutely lethal nature of modern weapons of mass destruction make for a highly unstable and explosive situation that could cascade out of control. War has a logic of its own.  But skepticism alone is not enough. It has to be combined with a sustained mobilization of the world community – the other superpower in this unipolar world – if the hand of the warmakers in the White House and Pentagon is to be stayed.  A heavy responsibility rests on the American people. For we have the opportunity to defeat Bush and his counterparts in Congress in the November elections. Such a defeat will be a body blow to the policies of preemption, regime change, and saber rattling, and a people’s mandate for peace, disarmament, cooperation, and mutual security. The world will become a safer place.  In the longer run, however, it is necessary to replace the system of capitalism. With its expansionary logic to accumulate capital globally and its competitive rivalries, capitalism has an undeniable structural tendency to militarism and war.  This doesn’t mean that nuclear war is inevitable. But it does suggest that nuclear war is a latent, ever-present possibility in a world in which global capital is king. Whether that occurs depends in large measure on the outcome of political struggle within and between classes and social movements at the national and international level. 

impact – all oppression

Class oppression is the root cause of all exclusion. Capitalism prevents any exclusion from being solved that is in its interest. 

KOVEL 2002 [Joel Kovel, Alger Hiss Prof. At Bard, 2002 The Enemy of Nature, Zed Books, p. 123-125]

If, however we ask the question of efficacy, that is, which split sets the others into motion, then priority would have to be given to class, for the plain reason that class relations entail the state as an instrument of enforcement and control, and it is the state that shapes and organizes the splits that appear in human ecosystems. Thus class is both logically and historically distinct from other forms of exclusion (hence we should not talk of ‘classism’ to go along with ‘sexism’ and ‘racism,’ and ‘species-ism’). This is, first of all, because class is an essentially [hu]man-made category, without root in even a mystified biology. We cannot imagine a human world without gender distinctions although we can imagine a world without domination by gender. But a world without class is eminently imaginable — indeed, such was the human world for the great majority of our species’ time on earth, during all of which considerable fuss was made over gender. Historically, the difference arises because ‘class’ signifies one side of a larger figure that includes a state apparatus whose conquests and regulations create races and shape gender relations. Thus there will be no true resolution of racism so long as class society stands, inasmuch as a racially oppressed society implies the activities of a class-defending state.’0 Nor can gender inequality be enacted away so long as class society, with its state, demands the super-exploitation of woman’s labour. Class society continually generates gender, racial, ethnic oppressions and the like, which take on a life of their own, as well as profoundly affecting the concrete relations of class itself. It follows that class politics must be fought out in terms of all the active forms of social splitting. It is the management of these divisions that keeps state society functional.

All forms of oppression have material causes and therefore are necessarily shaped by the compulsions of capitalism.

Helen Scott, Prof PostColonial Lit & Theory @ U Vennont, 2006 "Reading the Text in its Worldly Situation: Marxism, Imperialism, and Contemporary Caribbean Women's Literature", Postcolonial Text, 2.1, http://postcolonial.org/index. php/pctlarticle/view Artic1e/49 1 / 174

For Gedalofs study, the material coordinates of oppression are secondary to the "conceptual space where the social and the self meet ... within particular discourses of gender, race, national and class identities" (2). Her focus is on "narratives" and "discourses" and she subscribes to a Foucauldian understanding of power as "not just a privilege possessed by a dominant group; it is rather exercised by and through us all, situated as we are in multiple networks of 'nonegalitarian and mobile relations'" (19). This formulation effectively "jettisons the primacy of social structures and class antagonism and instead generalizes power as something omnipresent, equating the expression of a system of ideas with the exercise of social domination.[6] It thus has much in common with the post-Althusserian "rejection of economism and... reprioritization of ideology" and disposal of "Althusser' s rather nebulous but necessary affirmation of the primacy of the material 'in the last instance' in favor of a conception of ideology as absolutely autonomous" (Brenner 12-13). The problem with discourse theory is that "once ideology is severed from material reality it no longer has any analytical usefulness, for it becomes impossible to posit a theory of determination - of historical change based on contradiction" (Brenner, paraphrasing Michele Barrett, 13). Marxists understand class in contrast not as an "identity" but rather as a material relationship to the governing mode of production.[7] In extension, all forms of oppression—racial, national, gender, and sexual—have specific material causes and effects and are shaped by the compulsions of capitalism.[8] As Deborah Levenson-Estrada maintains in a study of women union activists in 1970s Guatemala: "There is no 'more important' or 'prior' issue - class or gender - these are inside one another, and the struggle against gender conventions and sexist ideologies is integral to any project of liberation. A critical consciousness about class needs a critical consciousness about gender, and vice versa" (227). 

***METHOD Section

Must question

We must create new social imaginations to change institutions

Straume 2011 (Ingerid S. Straume, PhD in the philosophy of education, Papers by Ingerid S. Chapter in "Depoliticization; The Political Imaginary of Global Capitalism", edited by Straume and Humphrey, NSU Press 2011, http://uio.academia.edu/IngeridSStraume/Papers/401266/The_Political_Imaginary_of_Global_Capitalism, Acc: 06/27/2012, LD)
In order to change the existing institutions (the instituted) and create new social imaginary significations, it is necessary to realize that things could be otherwise. If this insight is not properly instituted, however, society will see itself as a product of forces outside its own control. The instituting society remains unacknowledged, and the instituted society is not conceived as created by society itself. For instance, capitalism could be conceived as a law-like force to which the social world is subject – one that can only be followed and cannot questioned in any profound sense. In the sociological tradition from Max Weber, this ‘deep questioning’ – i.e., political-philosophical questioning – is seen as a defining characteristic of the project of modernity itself. In modernity, the existing (traditional) social values are no longer seen as valid per definition, something which has deep implications for conscious social reproduction, and therefore, education. At least since Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud, the critique of culture and civilization is constitutive of the project of modernity, and a premise of theories and practices of education. A striking example is the ‘critical education,’ taught in Nordic schools in the 1970s and 80s as a deliberate counter influence to mass culture.58 In the following, I will argue that this self-critique has now started to turn back on itself, where critique threatens to turn into cultural self-contempt. This becomes quite clear if we analyze the typical relationship between parents and children in contemporary global capitalism in light of the previously developed sections of this paper.

Aff stops globalization

Must challenge production and distribution as the base of our criticism to displace neoliberal capitalism

Panitch 2008 (Leo-, Professor of political science at York University, Co-founder and board member of Studies in Political Economy, Distinguished Research Professor [in Canada], Renewing Socialism: Transforming Democracy, Strategy and Imagination, p.143 ISBN: 978-0-85036-591-7, Acc: 06/29/12, LD)

It was, of course, not really an escape from state control. Lipietz's account would make no sense if it were. The governments of Europe were not trying to assert a control over capital at the nation state level while at the same time trying to foreswear control at the regional level. The states, including the social democratic-led ones, as Lipietz avers, were the political authors of the Europe of traders and capitalists. Of course, they reflected capital's domination in each social formation in doing so, but it must also be said that the notion that this capital is ready to sustain, as the basis of regional trade rivalries, a rival state capitalist form 'rooted in social policy and territorially balanced development' is belied by all the facts before us. Indeed, Cox may have been closer to the mark when he suggested in 1987 that the decline of American hegemony and the competitive pressures in the world system were acting on all states in such a way as to encourage an 'emulative uniformity'. But his expectation at that time that this might involve common 'adoption of similar forms of state-capitalist development geared to an offensive strategy in world markets and sustained by corporatist organization of society and economy' only rings true if we see state capitalism, as we have suggested, not as an alternative to 'hyper-liberalism' but rather a subsidiary element sustaining competitive austerity, even in Europe. As Albo noted, 'it is not the Anglo-American countries who are converting to the Swedish or German models but Germany and Sweden who are integrating the Anglo-American model"...'23 IVIt would indeed appear that there is no way of honestly posing an alternative to neo-liberal globalization that avoids the central issue of the political source of capitalist power, globally and locally: the state's guarantee of control of the major means of production, distribution, communication and exchange by private, inherently undemocratic banks and corporations. It is inconceivable that there can be any exit from today's crisis without a planned reorientation and redistribution of resources and production on a massive scale. Yet how can this even be conceived as feasible, let alone made a basis for political mobilization? We need to recognize, first of all, that those who want to install a 'transnational democracy’ in the wake of the nation state allegedly having been by-passed by globalization simply misunderstand what the internationalization of the state really is all about.

Plan key to labour movements

The plan is a first step to getting labour movements to mobilize and make more radicalized demands.

Panitch 2008 (Leo-, Professor of political science at York University, Co-founder and board member of Studies in Political Economy, Distinguished Research Professor [in Canada], Renewing Socialism: Transforming Democracy, Strategy and Imagination, p.166 ISBN: 978-0-85036-591-7, Acc: 06/29/12, LD)

The key long-term condition for an alternative to globalization is democratic investment control within each state—the opposite goal to that of multilateral international negotiations. This must mean going beyond the type of quantitative controls on the inflow and outflow of capital is allowed under Bretton woods, let alone beyond the Tobin Tax on capital flows being advanced by many today. A campaign for qualitative democratic capital controls is required, one which puts on the agenda what international investment is for and should be for, rather than governments themselves either taking a piece of the action (shades of tobacco and alcohol taxes) or just managing short term capital flows in relation to currency stability, as they did prior to globalization. Nor can we pretend that controls over foreign investment can be divorced from the need for democratic control over private domestic investment. This will not be adequately addressed by notions of ‘pension fund socialism’ or labour investment funds which offer tax breaks to the workers that put their money in them. Far from giving the labour movement control over jobs and the direction of the economy, such funds as now exist generally lack even the capacity to control any particular project, and many of them adopt no investment criteria other than profitability, or even require that the jobs created be unionized ones. Moreover, at the same time as shifting the risk of investment to workers’ savings, these schemes envelop workers in the world of the stock markets and tax accountants (investors should achieve). And perhaps most important, approaching the issue of control over investment in this narrow way reinforces the conventional notion that the money in the banks is legitimately the capitalist’ to do with as they please. But how does the notion of democratic investment control get on the agenda in a world where even pension fund socialism sounds radical? We should not initially approach this in terms of getting this on the state’s policy agenda. We need to recognize that the first step in a new strategy is to get labour movements to think again in terms that are not so cramped and defensive, to think ambitiously again, and then, once mobilized in such a frame of mind, to make radical demands on the state of this kind. I have found the following argument effective in talks with trade unionists and social movement activists. 

Plan key to labor movements

Debate is key to changing union culture and beginning the labor movement

Panitch 2008 (Leo-, Professor of political science at York University, Co-founder and board member of Studies in Political Economy, Distinguished Research Professor [in Canada], Renewing Socialism: Transforming Democracy, Strategy and Imagination, p.169 ISBN: 978-0-85036-591-7, Acc: 06/29/12, LD)

Of course, there is a deeper union culture that needs to be changed - the old dialectic between rank-and-file deference and pride in the leader who can talk tough with an employer (or a President or a party leader or a media talk show host) and the paternalism of even a radical reform leadership which, as Parker and Gruelle put it, 'may genuinely have the members' interests at heart, but believe the ranks are best served if the leaders maintain control'. 33 In other words, the question of which precise constitutional mechanisms are technically best in terms maximizing accountability and democratic decision making is not the main issue; the point is to measure these mechanisms in terms of the contribution they make to developing democratic capacities whereby members overcome deference, leaders pass on expertise (rather than hoard it like their personal capital), and more frequent changes of leadership are made possible. Above all, debate needs to be encouraged, rather than avoided, even over the most potentially divisive issues. The problem of avoiding debate- whether due to impatience, intolerance or avoidance of tough questions-once again emerges out of a dialectic in which members attitudes as much as leaders' inclinations are entwined. As Bill Fletcher Jr. put it: 'The emphasis on dialogue is essential. The aim is not to talk at workers, but rather to encourage debate. The object of debate is to promote the consciousness of workers.

Labor key

A labor movement is the best way to solve

Evans 2010 (Peter, UC Berkeley, Institute for Research on Labor and Employment, Is It Labor’s Turn to Globalize? Twenty-first Century Opportunities and Strategic Responses, Global Labour Journal, Volume 1 Issue 3, 10-29-10, Acc: 06/27/12, LD)
Has the globalization of capital opened the way for labor to take its turn to globalize? Is the resurgence of interest in building global organizations and strategies a harbinger that labor’s turn has finally come? It is too soon to tell, but one conclusion is incontrovertible. If labor were to successfully construct a set of effective global campaigns and institutions, the implications for global politics and social change would be profound. Kate Bronfenbrenner (2007: 225) puts the case bluntly: ‘a united global labor movement is the single greatest force for global social change.’ Equally incontrovertible is the stubborn resistance that efforts to explore possibilities for building global labor movement will face, not only as practice, 2 but also as a theoretical enterprise. Resistance from followers of the ‘liberal creed’ who celebrate labor’s decline as essential to the construction of ‘efficient’ global markets goes without saying. Less obvious, but equally powerful, is resistance from disillusioned theorists on the left. As Jane Wills (1998: 112) has pointed out, pessimistic assessment of labor’s prospects in a globalized world had already become ‘something of an orthodoxy in much academic debate’ at the end of the twentieth century. Currently, those who have chosen ‘uncompromising pessimism’ as the only legitimate intellectual stance see anyone not dismissive of the potential for building global labor solidarity as a ‘Pollyanna’.

For labor to succeed in a global revolution, it needs the interconnectedness

Evans 2010 (Peter, UC Berkeley, Institute for Research on Labor and Employment, Is It Labor’s Turn to Globalize? Twenty-first Century Opportunities and Strategic Responses, Global Labour Journal, Volume 1 Issue 3, 10-29-10, Acc: 06/27/12, LD)
From structural opportunity the analysis moves to possibilities for strategic response. The central proposition here is that the effectiveness of labor’s response does not rest on the invention of a single organizational form or campaign strategy but on the interconnections among different forms. Labor faces a range of disparate challenges depending on the kind of capital it confronts and the political context in which the confrontation takes place. The need for diverse organizational forms follows from the diversity of challenges, but diversity of organizational forms in itself can be a disadvantage unless they can be connected. To succeed, a global labor movement would have to build a range of mutually reinforcing organizational forms and strategies, reflecting both the diversity of labor’s relations to global capital and the necessity of coordinated effort across sectors and political boundaries. In short, linking together diverse organizations in ways that are strategically effective, building what might be called ‘strategically concatenated diversity’, is the key to enabling labor to globalize.

Imagination solves suffering

Our imagination can create new political structures and reverse cultural suffering

Straume 2011 (Ingerid S. Straume, PhD in the philosophy of education, Papers by Ingerid S. Chapter in "Depoliticization; The Political Imaginary of Global Capitalism", edited by Straume and Humphrey, NSU Press 2011, http://uio.academia.edu/IngeridSStraume/Papers/401266/The_Political_Imaginary_of_Global_Capitalism, Acc: 06/27/2012, LD)
Depoliticization, as we have seen, rests on the inability of existing institutions to provide sufficiently robust meaning to act as resources for addressing the political problems of the society in question. Put differently: when a society is not able to justify its own significations, it is alienated from itself and its own creative capacity. Under these circumstances, social reproduction becomes very problematic. The instituting society has given birth to a monster – here, the institution of capitalism – and is paralyzed by it. The deepest effect of depoliticization, therefore, is society’s abdication of its own creative capacity, which, as I have argued, also implies cultural and personal suffering.

imagination good

Capitalism’s obsession with expansion is imploding NOW. Just as the Custer seized Native American land and destroyed the environment, and ignored natural beauty and the imagination it inspires, so does modern capitalism. And, just as Custer destroyed himself, so will capitalism. We worship the self, instead of achieving a oneness with our surroundings.

Chris Hedges 12 (Pulitzer Prize-winning reporter, a senior fellow at the Nation Institute, “Hedges: How Our Demented Capitalist System Made America Insane”, May 14th, Alternet, http://www.alternet.org/environment/155213/hedges:_how_our_demented_capitalist_system_made_america_insane/?page=entire, accessed 28, June 2012)-JN

The demented project of endless capitalist expansion, profligate consumption, senseless exploitation and industrial growth is now imploding. Corporate hustlers are as blind to the ramifications of their self-destructive fury as were Custer, the gold speculators and the railroad magnates. They seized Indian land, killed off its inhabitants, slaughtered the buffalo herds and cut down the forests. Their heirs wage war throughout the Middle East, pollute the seas and water systems, foul the air and soil and gamble with commodities as half the globe sinks into abject poverty and misery. The Book of Revelation defines this single-minded drive for profit as handing over authority to the “beast.” The conflation of technological advancement with human progress leads to self-worship. Reason makes possible the calculations, science and technological advances of industrial civilization, but reason does not connect us with the forces of life. A society that loses the capacity for the sacred, that lacks the power of human imagination, that cannot practice empathy, ultimately ensures its own destruction. The Native Americans understood there are powers and forces we can never control and must honor. They knew, as did the ancient Greeks, that hubris is the deadliest curse of the human race. This is a lesson that we will probably have to learn for ourselves at the cost of tremendous suffering. The anthropologist Lewis Henry Morgan, who in 1846 was “adopted” by the Seneca, one of the tribes belonging to the Iroquois confederation, wrote in “Ancient Society” about social evolution among American Indians. Marx noted approvingly, in his “Ethnological Notebooks,” Morgan’s insistence on the historical and social importance of “imagination, that great faculty so largely contributing to the elevation of mankind.” Imagination, as the Shakespearean scholar Harold C. Goddard pointed out, “is neither the language of nature nor the language of man, but both at once, the medium of communion between the two. ... Imagination is the elemental speech in all senses, the first and the last, of primitive man and of the poets.” All that concerns itself with beauty and truth, with those forces that have the power to transform us, is being steadily extinguished by our corporate state. Art. Education. Literature. Music. Theater. Dance. Poetry. Philosophy. Religion. Journalism. None of these disciplines are worthy in the corporate state of support or compensation. These are pursuits that, even in our universities, are condemned as impractical. But it is only through the impractical, through that which can empower our imagination, that we will be rescued as a species. The prosaic world of news events, the collection of scientific and factual data, stock market statistics and the sterile recording of deeds as history do not permit us to understand the elemental speech of imagination. We will never penetrate the mystery of creation, or the meaning of existence, if we do not recover this older language. Poetry shows a man his soul, Goddard wrote, “as a looking glass does his face.” And it is our souls that the culture of imperialism, business and technology seeks to crush. Walter Benjamin argued that capitalism is not only a formation “conditioned by religion,” but is an “essentially religious phenomenon,” albeit one that no longer seeks to connect humans with the mysterious forces of life. Capitalism, as Benjamin observed, called on human societies to embark on a ceaseless and futile quest for money and goods. This quest, he warned, perpetuates a culture dominated by guilt, a sense of inadequacy and self-loathing. It enslaves nearly all its adherents through wages, subservience to the commodity culture and debt peonage. The suffering visited on Native Americans, once Western expansion was complete, was soon endured by others, in Cuba, the Philippines, Nicaragua, the Dominican Republic, Vietnam, Iraq and Afghanistan. The final chapter of this sad experiment in human history will see us sacrificed as those on the outer reaches of empire were sacrificed. There is a kind of justice to this. We profited as a nation from this demented vision, we remained passive and silent when we should have denounced the crimes committed in our name, and now that the game is up we all go down together.

A2: state bad

Their monolithic rejection of the state is outdated

Erik Olin Wright 2010 (Erik Olin Wright is an American analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism. He is the current President of the American Sociological Association, Envisioning Real Utopias, 2010, 2012, VP)  335-336

The basic problem of both scenarios concerns their stance towards the state. Those in the anarchist tradition of social emancipation understand that both civil society and the economy are only loosely integrated systems which allow considerable scope for direct action to forge new kinds of relations and practices. In contrast, they tend to view the state as a monolithic, integrated institution, without significant cracks and with only marginal potentials for emancipatory transformation. For revolutionary anarchists, in fact, the state is precisely the institution which makes an ultimate rupture necessary: the coercive power of the state enforces the untransgressable limits on social empowerment. Without the state, the erosion of capitalist power through interstitial transformation could proceed in the manner described by evolutionary anarchists. This is not a satisfactory understanding of the state in general or of the state in capitalist societies in particular. The state is no more a unitary, fully integrated structure of power than is the economy or civil society. And while the state may indeed be a "capitalist state" which plays a substantial role in reproducing capitalist relations, it is not merely a capitalist state embodying a pure functional logic for sustaining capitalism. The state contains a heterogeneous set of apparatuses, unevenly integrated into a loosely coupled ensemble, in which a variety of interests and ideologies interact. It is an arena of struggle in which contending forces in civil society meet. It is a site for class compromise as well as class domination. In short, the state must be understood not simply in terms of its relationship to social reproduction, but also in terms of the gaps and contradictions of social reproduction. What this means is that struggles for emancipatory transformation should not simply ignore the state as envisioned by evolutionary interstitial strategies, nor can they realistically smash the state, as envisioned by ruptural strategies. Social emancipation must involve, in one way or another, engaging the state, using it to further the process of emancipatory social empowerment. This is the central idea of symbiotic transformation.

We must abandon the surveillance/bureaucracy claims against the state in favor of using the state against capitalism

Panitch 2008 (Leo-, Professor of political science at York University, Co-founder and board member of Studies in Political Economy, Distinguished Research Professor [in Canada], Renewing Socialism: Transforming Democracy, Strategy and Imagination, p.189 ISBN: 978-0-85036-591-7, Acc: 06/29/12, LD)

The trouble with this all-too-common response to the socialist failures of the past century is not only its strategic but also its visionary inadequacy in relation to a global capitalism that Scott himself identifies as ‘the most powerful for homogenization’ today. Such passing comments hardly take the measure of global capitalism’s ruthless remaking of societies in the name of efficiency, productivity, comparative advantage, and the rest. While Scott recognizes that the capitalist market, far from being ‘free’, is ‘an instituted, formal system of coordination’ which rests on that ‘larger system of social relations,’ his reversion to ‘the science of muddling through’ and ‘disjointed incrementalism’ provides no larger vision or strategy for transcending that system of social relations. He appears to see ‘the private sector’ as some sort of genial brake on the excesses of political leaders with utopian dreams, rather than as the alienated and socially destructive monster it is. No progress can be made in this respect unless we can go beyond conceiving the future of the state only in terms of Foucauldian surveillance and Weberian bureaucratic rationality. Scott recognizes the positive role of certain institutions – especially ones that are ‘multifunctional, plastic, diverse, and adaptable’ but he can’t conceive of any beyond those local institutions (‘the family, the small community, the small farm, the family firm in certain businesses’) which have survived and adapted through history—and which he considerably romanticizes. His conception of the good state is entirely in terms of ‘negative freedom’—that liberal democratic state which allows space for activity outside of, and for resistance to, itself, and which ‘may in some instances be the defender of local difference and variety’ against global capitalism.

Academics key
Academics are key to liberation movements, which must also be manifested outside of universities

Todd Gordon 2011 (01-27-11, Professor of political science at York University, Author of Imperialist Canada, “Imperialist Canada: An Interview with Todd Gordon”, http://poserorprophet.wordpress.com/2011/01/27/imperialist-canada-an-interview-with-todd-gordon/, Acc: 06/27/12, LD)
It seems that you have spent a fair bit of time engaging themes of power, oppression, and resistance from within the domain of the Academy.  Yet the Academy itself seems to have a very close relationship to imperialist powers.  I wonder if you could spend a bit of time explaining how you view the nature of your relationship to this context. The university system plays an important role in reproducing capitalistic and imperialistic domination, whether via scientific research contributing to militarization or ideological justifications for inequality, among other things.  That shouldn’t surprise us, given that we’re in a capitalist and imperialist country. Most of the social sciences were developed in the 19th and 20th centuries to facilitate the extension of colonialism abroad and inequality – in terms of race, class, gender, ability and so on – at home. I think though that it’s possible to carve out spaces to challenge this, and to develop alternative ideas and analyses. Historically, where successful, this has been done through mass struggle, of students and of unions. Like in other areas of society, we don’t want to concede this space to the powerful and privileged. We need to challenge them. But in doing so we need to be cognizant of the limits of the university institution – that it can potentially be a space to challenge power and inequality, but in the end it’s not a space for liberation. It can – or progressive spaces within the university can – potentially contribute to those movements of liberation, but the intellectual work I and others do can’t be a substitute for those movements, which exist within and, importantly, beyond universities in workplaces and communities.

A2: solvency deficits

We must envision transformation of the economy as a metamorphosis of smaller ruptures

Erik Olin Wright 2010 (Erik Olin Wright is an American analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism. He is the current President of the American Sociological Association, Envisioning Real Utopias, 2010, 2012, VP)  323

If one believes that systemic ruptural strategies of emancipatory transformation are not plausible, at least under existing historical conditions, then the only real alternative is some sort of strategy that envisions transformation largely as a process of metamorphosis in which relatively small transformations cumulatively generate a qualitative shift in the dynamics and logic of a social system. This does not imply that transformation is a smooth, non-conflictual process that somehow transcends antagonistic interests. A democratic egalitarian project of social emancipation is a challenge to exploitation and domination, inequality and privilege, and thus emancipatory metamorphosis will entail power struggles and confrontations with dominant classes and elites. In practice, therefore, an emancipatory metamorphosis will require some of the strategic elements of the ruptural model: the history of the future-if it is to be a history of emancipatory social empowerment-will be a trajectory of victories and defeats, winners and losers, not simply of compromise and cooperation between differing interests and classes. The episodes of that trajectory will be marked by institutional innovations that will have to overcome opposition from those whose interests are threatened by democratic egalitarianism, and some of that opposition will be nasty, recalcitrant, and destructive. So, to invoke metamorphosis is not to abjure struggle, but to see the strategic goals and effects of struggle in a particular way: as the incremental modifications of the underlying structures of a social system and its mechanisms of social reproduction that cumulatively transform the system, rather than as a sharp discontinuity in the centers of power of the system as a whole. 1
Utopianism good

Utopian thinking makes politics possible by giving political thought a direction

Streeten 1999 (Paul, Econ prof @ Boston, Development, v. 42, n. 2, p 118)

First, Utopian thinking can be useful as a framework for analysis. Just as physicists assume an atmospheric vacuum for some purposes, so policy analysts can assume a political vacuum from which they can start afresh. The physicists’ assumption plainly would not be useful for the design of parachutes, but can serve other purposes well. Similarly, when thinking of tomorrow’s problems, Utopianism is not helpful. But for long-term strategic purposes it is essential. Second, the Utopian vision gives a sense of direction, which can get lost in approaches that are preoccupied with the feasible. In a world that is regarded as the second-best of all feasible worlds, everything becomes a necessary constraint. All vision is lost. Third, excessive concern with the feasible tends to reinforce the status quo. In negotiations, it strengthens the hand of those opposed to any reform. Unless the case for change can be represented in the same detail as the case for no change, it tends to be lost. Fourth, it is sometimes the case that the conjuncture of circumstances changes quite suddenly and that the constellation of forces, unexpectedly, turns out to be favourable to even radical innovation. Unless we are prepared with a carefully worked out, detailed plan, that yesterday could have appeared utterly Utopian, the reformers will lose out by default. Only a few years ago nobody would have expected the end of communism in Central and Eastern Europe, the disappearance of the Soviet Union, the unification of Germany, the break-up of Yugoslavia, the marketization of China, the end of apartheid in South Africa. And the handshake on the White House lawn between Mr Peres and Mr Arafat. Fifth, the Utopian reformers themselves can constitute a pressure group, countervailing the selfinterested pressures of the obstructionist groups. Ideas thought to be Utopian have become realistic at moments in history when large numbers of people support them, and those in power have to yield to their demands. The demand for ending slavery is a historical example. It is for these five reasons that Utopians should not be discouraged from formulating their proposals and from thinking the unthinkable, unencumbered by the inhibitions and obstacles of political constraints. They should elaborate them in the same detail that the defenders of the status quo devote to its elaboration and celebration. Utopianism and idealism will then turn out to be the most realistic vision. It is well known that there are three types of economists: those who can count and those who can’t. But being able to count up to two, I want to distinguish between two types of people. Let us call them, for want of a better name, the Pedants and the Utopians. The names are due to Peter Berger, who uses them in a different context. The Pedants or technicians are those who know all the details about the way things are and work, and they have acquired an emotional vested interest in keeping them this way. I have come across them in the British civil service, in the bureaucracy of the World Bank, and elsewhere. They are admirable people but they are conservative, and no good companions for reform. On the other hand, there are the Utopians, the idealists, the visionaries who dare think the unthinkable. They are also admirable, many of them young people. But they lack the attention to detail that the Pedants have. When the day of the revolution comes, they will have entered it on the wrong date in their diaries and fail to turn up, or, if they do turn up, they will be on the wrong side of the barricades. What we need is a marriage between the Pedants and the Utopians, between the technicians who pay attention to the details and the idealists who have the vision of a better future. There will be tensions in combining the two, but they will be creative tensions. We need Pedantic Utopian Pedants who will work out in considerable detail the ideal world and ways of getting to it, and promote the good cause with informed fantasy. Otherwise, when the opportunity arises, we shall miss it for lack of preparedness and lose out to the opponents of reform, to those who want to preserve the status quo.

Plan utopia key

Identifying problems in capitalist, status quo transportation infrastructure as problematic is essential to the “realization” of an egalitarian utopia, which solves for struggles and inequalities in [power/ gender/race/ethnicity/sexuality/nationality/citizenship]

Erik Olin Wright 2010 (Erik Olin Wright is an American analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism. He is the current President of the American Sociological Association, Envisioning Real Utopias, 2010, 2012, VP)  

There is a great distance between the radical democratic egalitarian ideal and the social reality of the world in which we live. The dream of democratic egalitarians is to create the institutions needed to further the realization of that ideal. The first step in turning the dream into a practical ambition is to figure out what it is about the world in which we live that obstructs this realization. This diagnosis of the world of the actual provides the empirical context for exploring the world of the possible. In this chapter we will focus on the problem of the ways the economic structures of capitalism violate the normative ideals of radical democratic egalitarianism. This is not to say that all the deficits identified by those ideals can be traced back to capitalist economic structures. Radical democratic egalitarianism is an encompassing moral conviction that challenges all social and cultural practices which generate inequalities in access to the material and social conditions for human flourishing, and challenges all obstructions to equal access to the conditions for real individual freedom and collectively empowered democracy. These include structures of power and privilege linked to gender, race, ethnicity, sexuality, nationality, and citizenship. The idea of envisioning real utopias, therefore, must ultimately include an account of institutional arrangements for robust egalitarianism in all of these dimensions. Nevertheless, since capitalism so pervasively and powerfully structures the prospects of establishing both egalitarian conditions for human flourishing and democratic empowerment, any radical democratic egalitarian project of social transformation must come to terms with the nature of capitalism and the prospects for its transformation. This is an especially urgent task at the beginning of the twenty-first century, since capitalism has become such a taken-for-granted form of economic structure.

A2: utopianism bad

Rejection of utopianism for capitalist constructions systemically impoverishes and segregates “low-end” society.

David Pinder 2002 (PhD. at School of Geography, Queen Mary, University of London, “In Defense of Utopian Urbanism: Imagining Cities after the ‘End of Utopia’”, Geografiska Annaler. Series B, Human Geography, Vol. 84, No. 3/4, Special Issue: The Dialectics of Utopia and Dystopia, June 26, 2012, VP)
Yet, as David Harvey notes in the quotation at the start of this paper, scepticism towards the concept of utopia pervade much recent urban thinking. This is the case not only in planning and architectural circles but among a range of those thinking and writing about cities and urban living. In Harvey's recent texts on the subject he describes how attitudes to the city have been bound up with changes in processes of urbanization since the early 1970s, and in particular with forces of capital accumulation, uneven spatio-temporal development, and of patterns migration (Harvey,1996, ch.14). He presents a number of scenes from current urban worlds that are being forged out of such processes. They range from cities in advanced capitalist countries marked by huge job losses, stark inequalities, concentrations of impoverishment, and increasingly stressed physical and social fabrics – including cases in Britain and the USA where there has been a 'haemorrhaging of wealth, population, and power', such as Liverpool where the population fell by 40 percent between 1961 and 1991, and Baltimore where it declined by more than 30 percent over the same period- to the enormous and quite different problems and challenges associated with rapid urbanisation in developing countries. The dynamic nature and sheer scale of such issues, for which statistics can give only the barest of indications, continually threaten to elude current conceptual apparatuses as does the apparent intractability of the social problems. 'For many,' notes Harvey, 'to talk of the city of the twenty-first century is to conjure up a dystopian nightmare in which all that is judged worst in the fatally flawed character of humanity collects together in some hell-hole of despair' (ibid.p. 404). In his discussion of cities in advanced capitalist countries, Harvey argues that one of the distressing features about the current situation has been a reluctance to address the future possibilities and the potential for imagining and conceptualizing radical urban change. A 'blasé attitude' towards urban decline has been common decline has been common especially in the USA and Britain in recent decades, he suggests, and this attitude has been connected historically with an anti-urbanism that has been content to turn its back on the problems of urban areas and to imply that cities themselves are at the root of society's troubles, or that cities as usually conceived are somehow irrelevant to the needs of the future (ibid.p. 406). It has involved a disengagement from urban questions by sections of those in positions of power and privilege, and the growing acceptance of what he scathingly terms 'a politics of contempt and neglect’ (ibid. p.408; see also Loweetal. 1995). In such climate, Harvey asserts that much creative urban thinking concentrates not on how cities and processes of urbanization might be transformed fundamentally in terms of social justice or a progressive political project but on how to escape from urban ills, or on how those with money and power might be insulated from the conditions of the so-called 'underclass' and 'urban others' through selective regeneration and the construction of new forms of segmentations, barriers and walls (see also Blakel and Snyder, 1997; Marcuse, 1995; Soja, 2000, ch. 10; MacLeod and Ward, this issue). While the interests of real-estate developers and finance capital enjoy an increasing influence in many capitalist cities and while pockets of urban space enjoy a ‘renaissance’ or boom, other parts of the city become constructed as a place of decay, strife, abandonment, even as something that is disappearing or that has died, If attitudes have been relatively pro-urban in much of continental Europe, then the revival of many city centres is those countries has similarly left sharply to agglomerate on the peripheries of urban areas.

Capitalism ensures that – to be competitive – actors must exploit workers. This precludes all egalitarianism. 

Erik Olin Wright 2010 (Erik Olin Wright is an American analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism. He is the current President of the American Sociological Association, Envisioning Real Utopias, 2010, 2012, VP)  

Capitalism confers economic power on a category of people – owners of capital – who have an active economic interest in keeping large segments of the population in an economically vulnerable and dependent position. Here is the argument: Capitalism is an economic system driven by the never-ending pursuit of profits. This is not primarily a question of the personal greed of individual capitalists – although a culture of profit – maximizing undoubtedly reinforces the single-minded pursuit of self-interest that looks very much like "greed." Rather, it is a result of the dynamics of capitalist competition and the pressures on firms to continually attempt to improve profits or else risk decline. A pivotal aspect of the pursuit of profits by capitalist firms centers on the laboring activity of employees. Capitalist firms hire workers to use the means of production to produce the goods and services which the capitalist firm then sells. The difference between the total costs of producing those goods and services and the price at which they are sold constitutes the profits of the firm. In order to maximize profits, such firms face a double problem with respect to labor: on the one hand, hiring labor is a cost that takes the form of wages and capitalists want to keep these costs (like all production costs) as low as possible. The lower the wage costs, the higher the profits, all other things being equal. On the other hand, capitalists want workers to work as hard and as diligently as possible, since the more effort workers expend, the more will be produced at a given level of wages. The more produced for a given level of costs, the higher the profits. The economic interests of capitalists – the profits they command – therefore depend upon extracting as much labor effort from workers at as little cost as possible. This, roughly, is what is meant by "exploitation." Of course, individual capitalists cannot unilaterally set wages nor unilaterally determine the intensity of work, both because they are constrained by labor market conditions and because they face various forms of resistance by workers. In order to maximize profits, therefore, capitalists also have an interest in maintaining labor market conditions which both ensure ample supplies of labor and which undercut the capacity of workers to resist pressures to intensify labor effort. In particular, capitalists have an interest in there being large numbers of workers competing for jobs, which will tend to drive down wages, as well as there being sufficiently high levels of unemployment to make workers anxious about the prospects of losing their jobs. In other words, capitalists have a strong interest in increasing the vulnerability of workers.
While utopianism is fantasy, “real utopianism” incorporates both the pragmatic and the ideal. By embracing real utopianism, utopian envisioning can avoid forms of oppression often ascribed to it. Envisioning real utopianism solves creates solutions to the status quo.

Erik Olin Wright 2010 (Erik Olin Wright is an American analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism. He is the current President of the American Sociological Association, Envisioning Real Utopias, 2010, 2012, VP)  

Utopias are fantasies, morally inspired designs for a humane world of peace and harmony unconstrained by realistic considerations of human psychology and social feasibility. Realists eschew such fantasies. What we need are hard-nosed proposals for pragmatically improving our institutions. Instead of indulging in utopian dreams we must accommodate ourselves to practical realities. The idea of "real utopias" embraces this tension between dreams and practice. It is grounded in the belief that what is pragmatically possible is not fixed independently of our imaginations, but is itself shaped by our visions. Self-fulfilling prophecies are powerful forces in history, and while it may be naively optimistic to say "where there is a will there is a way," it is certainly true that without a "will" many "ways" become impossible. Nurturing dear-sighted understandings of what it would take to create social institutions free of oppression is part of creating a political will for radical social changes to reduce oppression. A vital belief in a utopian ideal may be necessary to motivate people to set off on the journey from the status quo in the first place, even though the likely actual destination may fall short of the utopian ideal. Yet, vague utopian fantasies may lead us astray, encouraging us to embark on trips that have no real destinations at all, or, worse still, which lead us towards some unforeseen abyss. Along with "where there is a will there is a way," the human struggle for emancipation confronts "the road to hell is paved with good intentions." What we need, then, is "real utopias": utopian ideals that are grounded in the real potentials of humanity, utopian destinations that have accessible waystations, utopian designs of institutions that can inform our practical tasks of navigating a world of imperfect conditions for social change. The idea that social institutions can be rationally transformed in ways that enhance human well-being and happiness has a long and controversial history. On the one hand, radicals of diverse stripes have argued that social arrangements inherited from the past are not immutable facts of nature, but transformable human creations. Social institutions can be designed in ways that eliminate forms of oppression that thwart human aspirations towards living fulfilling and meaningful lives. The central task of emancipatory politics is to create such institutions.

A2: transition backlash

Unintended consequences are inevitable to any state, including capitalist change and to the status quo. Thus, these consequences must be resolved after the real-utopian questioning of the current system.

Erik Olin Wright 2010 (Erik Olin Wright is an American analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism. He is the current President of the American Sociological Association, Envisioning Real Utopias, 2010, 2012, VP)  

At the heart of these alternative perspectives is a disagreement about the relationship between the intended and unintended consequences of deliberate efforts at social change. The conservative critique of radical projects is not mainly that the emancipatory goals of radicals are morally indefensible – although some conservatives criticize the underlying values of such projects as well – but that the uncontrollable, and usually negative, unintended consequences of these efforts at massive social change inevitably swamp the intended consequences. Radicals and revolutionaries suffer from what Frederick Hayek termed the "fatal conceit" – the mistaken belief that through rational calculation and political will, society can be designed in ways that will significantly improve the human condition. Incremental tinkering may not be inspiring, but it is the best we can do. Of course, one can point out that many reforms favored by conservatives also have massive, destructive unintended consequences. The havoc created in many poor countries by World Bank structural adjustment programs would be an example. And furthermore, under certain circumstances conservatives themselves argue for radical, society-wide projects of institutional design, as in the catastrophic "shock therapy" strategy for transforming the command economy of the Soviet Union into free-market capitalism in the 1990s. Nevertheless, there is a certain apparent plausibility to the general claim by conservatives that the bigger the scale and scope of conscious projects of social change, the less likely it is that we will be able to predict ahead of time all of the ramifications of the changes involved. Radicals on the left have generally rejected this vision of human possibility. Particularly in the Marxist tradition, radical intellectuals have insisted that wholesale redesign of social institutions is within the grasp of human beings. This does not mean, as Marx emphasized, that detailed institutional "blueprints" can be devised in advance of the opportunity to create an alternative. What can be worked out are the core organizing principles of alternatives to existing institutions, the principles that would guide the pragmatic trial-and-error task of institution building. Of course, there will be unintended consequences of various sorts, but these can be dealt with as they arrive, "after the revolution." The crucial point is that unintended consequences need not pose a fatal threat to the emancipatory projects themselves. Regardless of which of these stances seems most plausible, the belief in the possibility of radical alternatives to existing institutions has played an important role in contemporary political life. It is likely that the political space for social democratic reforms was, at least in part, expanded because more radical ruptures with capitalism were seen as possible, and that possibility in turn depended crucially on many people believing that radical ruptures were workable. The belief in the viability of revolutionary socialism, especially when backed by the grand historical experiments in the USSR and elsewhere, enhanced the achievability of reformist social democracy as a form of class compromise. The political conditions for progressive tinkering with social arrangements, therefore, may depend in significant ways on the presence of more radical visions of possible transformations. This does not mean, of course, that false beliefs about what is possible are to be supported simply because they are thought to have desirable consequences, but it does suggest that plausible visions of radical alternatives, with firm theoretical foundations, are an important condition for emancipatory social change. We now live in a world in which these radical visions are often mocked rather than taken seriously. Along with the postmodernist rejection of "grand narratives," there is an ideological rejection of grand designs, even by many people still on the left of the political spectrum. This need not mean an abandonment of deeply egalitarian emancipatory values, but it does reflect a cynicism about the human capacity to realize those values on a substantial scale. This cynicism, in turn, weakens progressive political forces in general.

Historical materialism epistemologically superior

Historical materialist analysis is epistemologically True.  It outweighs and turns all their postmodern or postructural criticisms – it represents history as it is, instead of in the false light of a discursive focus.

Thierry Lapointe 2007 (Professeur en sciences politiques at Collège universitaire de Saint-Boniface, "Beyond an Historicism Without Subject: Agency and the Elusive Genealogies of State Sovereignty", Feb 28, 2007, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p180176_index.html, accessed 30 June, 2012)-JN

The primary objective of this volume is to bring social history back in IR in order to challenge its ahistorical and essentialist categories as much as its core postulates. As this chapter has shown, it has also been Poststructuralist contention to challenge IR selfimage in shedding light in its theoretical role as a practice of forgetting. Our contention is that despite their significant contributions in challenging the supremacist position of mainstream IR, their method of analysis have impeded their capacity to think about IR in terms of historical process. As I have stressed in the first section, its anti-foundationalist conception of power, its endeavour to analyse power relations on the basis of de-centring of the human subject, and its own historical analysis which focuses solely on moment of epistemic ruptures without adventuring into an explanation of its causes have left us with an image of “history without subject”. If the imperative of thinking about social institutions—sovereignty—in dynamic terms necessitates that we abandon any attempt to fix meanings into rigid definitions, as suggested by Walker, we have to bring back agency at the heart of our theorizing since it is through its historically specific practices that human create and transform—albeit seldom as they have initially planed—their environments. As I have sought to highlight in the second and third part of this chapter, HM may develop better and richer analysis in thinking about the relationship between power relations, institutional and symbolic structures of enunciation in embedding them in a wider geopolitical environment. However, as I have argued, the focus on discourses and symbolic structures without a proper contextualization of the relations and dynamics of power they are an integral part of should be abandoned. Indeed, such method of investigation tends to reify language in giving too much unity to rules/structures of enunciation, which also tends to loose sight of the different ways in which different agents may mobilise discourses—make references to similar symbols and used them in following the same (proper) rules of enunciation—in order to achieve quite distinctive sets of objectives and reproducing quite different set of social practices.

Historical materialism true/a2: pomo

The non-class based discursive nature of their criticism only leads to more abuse of power, racism, orientalism. Their attempt to interrogate and attack any overriding structures fails to deal with class. The Marxist approach to history and politics is the only viable alternative, and is the only True mode of analysis.  Postmodern analyses of capitalism are progenitors of capitalism themselves; their focus on unnecessary innovation is a capitalist characteristic.  

Brian D. Palmer 96 (Research Chair in Canadian Labour History and Canadian Studies at Trent University, "Old Positions/New Necessities: History, Class, and Marxist Metanarrative," in "In Defense of History”, p 65-72)-JN 

It is worth reiterating the obvious, since the obvious is precisely what poststructuralism/postmodernism often obfuscates, or even denies. Marx​ist and historical materialist criticism of contemporary theory and its insis​tence on the politics and historically central practices of class do not rest only on a series of denials. The significance of the knowledge/power cou​pling, for instance, which is associated with Foucault, is hardly alien to the Marxist method. Marxism has always been attentive to the relationship of ideas, dominance, and social transformation. Representation, imagery, discourses, and texts can hardly be said to be understated in the theory and practice of historical materialism, which has consistently grappled, some​times for better, sometimes for worse, with the problematized meaning of the base-superstructure metaphor, most evident in the rich body of writing associated with British Marxist historians such as Christopher Hill, Edward Thompson, Rodney Hilton, and V.G. Kiernan, and the tradition of historicized literary criticism associated with Raymond Williams and Terry Eagleton.6 Finally, to claim that Marxism is a metanarrative of explanatory importance, resting unambiguously on the causality of productive forces and the determinative boundaries set by fundamentally economic relations, such as class, does not necessitate refusing the significance of other points of self-identification, such as race and gender. What separates Marxism's metanarrative from postmodernist incredulity of all master categories is not, however, this or that particular. Rather, there is a critical parting of the analytic seas in the two traditions' approaches to historical context as a material force, within which all struggles for eman​cipation and all acts of subordination take place. Poststructuralism/post-modernism sees history as an authorial creation, a conjuring up of the past to serve the discursive content of the present. Thus the past can only be textually created out of the imperatives of the ongoing instance. In its insistence that history be contextualized in the material world of possibili​ties of the past, rather than cut adrift to float freely in the cross-currents of attending to its obscured social relations and situating those corners of suppressed history within the larger ensemble of possibilities that were something more than the ideological fiction of the established archival record, attentive as it generally is to the instinctual preservationism of power. Moreover, Marxism's metanarrative tries to be true—believing that such a process can be located, just as it can be obscured or dis​torted—to the actors of the past, whatever side of the class divide their feet touch down upon. Thus, a major historiographical difference separates the essentially Marx​ist understanding of class formation, struggle, and consciousness evident in E.P. Thompson's The Making of the English Working Class (1963) and Gareth Stedman Jones's poststructurally inclined reading of Chartism in The Languages of Class (1983). Thompson, whose political practice and theory ran headlong into Stalinist and mainstream social democratic con​tainments, explores the opaque nooks and crannies of English popular radicalism, uncovering an underground insurrectionary tradition that flew in the face of constituted authority in the opening decades of the nineteenth century, as well as standing in stark revolutionary contrast to the stolid constitutionalism of later generations of working-class reformers and their Fabian historians. This is a long way from Stedman Jones, whose politics of the 1980s had been formed within the conservatizing and hostile drift of the Labour Party away from the working class. He reads Chartism's suc​cesses against the politics of mass upheaval in the 1830s and 1840s, seeing in the movement's ideas and actions not the class mobilizations of the time but the hangover of an eighteenth-century politics that somehow distanced itself from the class actualities of the historical context. There is no doubt that Thompson's Making is driven by a commitment to the revolutionary aspirations of the working class, past and present, but that does not under​mine his text's authority precisely because it is, for all of its dissident commitments, engaged with the complexities of the material world of the early nineteenth century. Stedman Jones, in contrast, searches for ways to distance himself from the specificities of Chartism's times. The supreme irony is that the "present" of Stedman Jones's text is nothing more than an ideological adaptation to Thatcher's Britain, a displacement of the past that paints a major history of working-class mobilization into a derivative corner of denigration and denial. Thompson's "present," in striking contrast, is a moment of revolution thwarted, a "heroic" challenge that, whatever its failures, remains significant to both the history of the working class and the class content of contemporary left politics.7 It is when postmodernist/poststructuralist readings of history are scruti​nized to see how metanarrative is suppressed, resulting inevitably in a particular structuring of past, present, and future, that the costs and content of abandoning metanarrative are most evident. When the French Revolu​tion is interpreted, not as a contest between aristocracy and bourgeoisie, mediated by the involvement of the sans-culottes, but as the unfolding symbolic will of a population galvanized as much by imagery as political principle, the condescending class dismissiveness of contemporary histo-riographic fashion is strikingly evident.8 An ironic consequence of postcolonial deconstructive writing, with its understandable refusal of the Orientalist metanarrative, and its unfortunate textualization of imperialist plunder and indigenous resistance, is the further silencing of those margi​nalized "others," whose differences are celebrated, but whose umbilical link to class formation on a global sale is twisted in the obscured isolations of cultures and countries.9 In the words of David Harvey: Postmodernism has us accepting the reifications and partitionings, actu​ally celebrating the activity of masking and cover-up, all the fetishisras of locality, place, or social grouping, while denying the kind of meta-theory which can grasp the political-economic processes (money flows, interna​tional divisions of labour, financial markets, and the like) that are becom​ing ever more universalizing in their depth, intensity and reach over daily life.10 Postmodernistic antagonism to metanarrative thus carries with it a particular price tag, one in which the significance of class is almost universally marked down. That this process is embedded less in theory and more in the material politics of the late twentieth century, with their "retreat from class,"11 a withdrawal hastened by new offensives on the part of capital and the state, and conditioned by "actually existing socialism's" Stalinist deformations and ultimate collapse, is evident in one historian's confident statement. Patrick Joyce claims that British history, once explained in terms of class struggle, must now be regarded differently: There is a powerful sense in which class may be said to have "fallen." Instead of being a master category of historical explanation, it has become one term among many, sharing rough equality with these others (which is what I meant by the "fall" of class). The reasons for this are not hard to find. In Britain, economic decline and restructuring have led to the disintegration of the old manual sector of employment, and of what was, mistakenly, seen to be a "traditional" working class. The rise of the right from the 1970s, and the decline of the left, together with that of the trade unions, pointed in a similar direction to that of economic change, towards a loosening of the hold class and work-based categories had, not only on the academic mind, but also on a wider public. Changes going on in Britain were mirrored elsewhere, but the greatest change of all was the disinte​gration of world communism, and with it the retreat of intellectual Marx​ism.12 To "deconstruct" such a statement is to expose the transparent crudeness of its content, which bears a disappointing likeness to Time magazine. Even if trends in the 1990s were unambiguously of the sort pointed to by Joyce, it is most emphatically not the case that the analytic meanings of this period of supposed change could be transferred wholesale to a past society quite unlike it—what possible relevance can the fall of a degenerated and de​formed set of workers' states (the Soviet Union, Poland, Hungary, etc.) have on our exploration of the tangible class composition of early nineteenth-century society? Is it not rather unwholesome for supposed intellectuals to be bartering their interpretive integrity in the crass coin of political fashion, their supposedly pristine ideas dripping with the thoroughly partisan poli​tics of a particular historical period? Joyce's words, ironically, confirm rather than undermine historical ma​terialism. As Joyce alludes to the "fall" of class as a product of global restructuring, trade union and left defeat, the implosion of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, and the rise of the right, what are we to see but the actual confirmation of "intellectual Marxism?" Did not Marx write that, "The ideas of the ruling class are in eveiy epoch the ruling ideas," and suggest that at moments of "enthusiastic striving for innovation"—which is certainly a characteristic of the postmodern—such ideas might well result in a "more deeply rooted domination of the old routine?"13 Historical materialism would suggest that there is a profound difference between the trajectory of political economy in one epoch, and its attendant ideologies, and the actual social relations of production and contestation in another historical period. Joyce collapses the two. In doing so he does disservice, again, to both past and present. For while his simplified catalogue-like listing of the onward march of left defeat has some resonance in terms of contemporary political economic development, Joyce conveniently understates the presence of other dimensions. His accounting is one-sided and distortingly one-dimensional. Yes, to be sure, the Stalinist economies and their ruling castes have, outside of Cuba and (less so) China, taken a headlong plunge into the privatization despotisms of the 1990s, which Marxists from the Trotskyist tradition have been predicting since the publication of The Revolution Betrayed (1937). Against those who saw in the bureaucratic grip of Stalinism a fundamental, if flawed, blockade against the restoration of market relations, Trotsky wrote: "In reality a backslide to capitalism is wholly possible."14 Class politics were dealt a severe blow in the capitalist counterrevolutions and Stalinist implosions of the post-1989 years. Never​theless, there is no indication that this has lessened the importance of class as an agent of social transformation and human possibility (a master category of metanarrative). Indeed, it will be the revival of class mobiliza​tions that will retrieve for socialized humanity what was lost over the course of the 1990s in Russia and elsewhere, or there will be no gains forced from the already all-too-apparent losses of recent capitalist restorationism. Al​most a decade of tyrannical Yeltsin-like Great Russianism and the barba​rism of small "nation" chauvinisms should have made it apparent where the politics of national identity lead. Class, as both a category of potential and becoming and an agency of activism, has thus reasserted its fundamental importance. More and more of humanity now faces the ravages of capitalism's highly totalizing, essen-tializing, and homogenizing impulses, and these are currently unleashed with a tragic vengeance as even the once degenerate and deformed workers' states look to the ideological abstractions of the world market for suste​nance rather than relying on proletarian powers. Mass strikes now routinely challenge capital and its states, from France to Canada, from Korea to Brazil. Once-Soviet workers, who saw socialism sour in the stale breath of generations of Stalinism, are voting Communist again, whatever the prob​lematic connotations, in the 1990s. At the end of 1995, polls in the advanced capitalist economies of the West almost universally locate society's major discontents in the material failings of a social order that has visibly widened the gap between "haves" and "have-nots," undermining the mythical middle class and depressing the living conditions of those working poor fortunate enough to retain some hold on their jobs. There are no answers separate from those of class struggle, however much this metanarrative of materially structured resistance intersects with special oppressions. Class has not so much fallen as it has returned. It had never, of course, gone anywhere. Identified as simply one of many plural subjectivities, class has actually been obscured from analytic and political view by poststructuralism's analytic edifice, erected at just the moment that the left is in dire need of the clarity and direction that class, as a category and an agency, a structure and a politics, can provide. The legacy of Marxism in general, and of historical materialism in particular, is to challenge and oppose this obfuscation, providing an alternative to such material misreadings, building an oppositional worldview that can play some role in reversing the class struggle defeats and weakening of the international workers' movement that has taken place as capital and the state have been in the ascendant over the course of the last thirty years. Those thinkers who have failed to see the transitory nature of postmodernism/poststructuralism, many of them academic fair-weather friends of Marxism, and have instead invested so much in recent proclamations of their discursively constructed identity politics, may well be among the last to acknowledge the blunt revival of class in the face of contemporary capitalism's totalizing materiality. They will no doubt find some variant of "difference" to cling to, the better to avoid the necessity of engaging subjec​tivity and its oppressive objectification under capitalism, where class, in its singular capacity to assimilate other categories of being and congeal varie​ties of power, rules and is ruled, a metanarrative of exploitation within which all identities ultimately find their level of subordination/domination. This is indeed an old way of looking at the world. But postmodernism/post-structuralism notwithstanding, all that is old is not always without value. As one "Old Man" of Marxism, a lifelong defender of radicalized Enlighten​ment values, once proclaimed, in a maxim particularly suited to the linked fortunes of materialism's past, present, and future: "Those who cannot defend old positions will never conquer new ones."

interstitial transformation good/avoids state

interstitial transformation is possible and can avoid the problems of the state

Erik Olin Wright 2010 (Erik Olin Wright is an American analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism. He is the current President of the American Sociological Association, Envisioning Real Utopias, 2010, 2012, VP)   324-326
Understood in this way, there are two broad approaches to the problem of transformation as metamorphosis: interstitial transformation and symbiotic transformation. These differ primarily in terms of their relationship to the state. Both envision a trajectory of change that progressively enlarges the social spaces of social empowerment, but interstitial strategies largely by-pass the state in pursuing this objective while symbiotic strategies try to systematically use the state to advance the process of emancipatory social empowerment. These need not constitute antagonistic strategies-in many circumstances they complement each other, and indeed may even require each other. Nevertheless, historically many supporters of interstitial strategies of transformation have been very wary of the state, and many advocates of more statist symbiotic strategies have been dismissive of interstitial approaches. In the next chapter we will explore symbiotic transformations. Here we will examine the logic of interstitial strategies. We will begin by distinguishing between interstitial strategies and what might be called interstitial processes. This will be followed by a discussion of different types of interstitial strategies and a discussion of the underlying logic of the ways such strategies might contribute to broader emancipatory transformation. The chapter will conclude with a discussion of the limits of interstitial strategies. The adjective "interstitial" is used in social theory to describe various kinds of processes that occur in the spaces and cracks within some dominant social structure of power. 2 One can speak of the interstices of an organization, of a society, or even of global capitalism. The underlying assumption is that the social unit in question can be understood as a system within which there is some kind of dominant power structure or dominant logic which organizes the system, but that the system is not so coherent and integrated that those dominant power relations govern all of the activities occurring within it. Even in so-called "totalitarian" systems in which centralized power penetrates quite deeply into all spheres of social life there are still spaces within which individuals act in relatively autonomous ways, rather than following the dictates of the logic of the system. This need not imply that such interstitial practices are subversive or that they necessarily corrode the logic of the system, but simply that they are not directly governed or controlled by the dominant power relations and principles of social organization. 3 Interstitial processes often play a central role in large-scale patterns of social change. For example, capitalism is often described as having developed in the interstices of feudal society. Feudal societies were characterized by a dominant structure of class and power relations consisting of nobles of various ranks who controlled much of the land and the principal means of military violence. Peasants with different kinds of rights engaged in agricultural production and produced a surplus which was appropriated by the dominant feudal class through a variety of largely coercive mechanisms. Market relations developed in the cities, which were less fully integrated into feudal relations, and over time this created the context within which proto-capitalist relations and practices could emerge and eventually flourish. Whether one believes that the pivotal source of ultimate transformation of feudalism came from the dynamics of war-making and statebuilding, from contradictions in the process of feudal surplus extraction, from the corrosive effects of markets, from the eventual challenge of emerging capitalists, or some combination of these processes, the interstitial development of capitalism within feudal societies is an important part of the story. While interstitial processes and activities clearly play a significant role in social change, it is less obvious that there are compelling interstitial strategies for social transformation. The urban artisans and merchants in feudal society whose interstitial activities fostered new kinds of relations did not have a project of destroying feudal class relations and forging a new kind of society. They were simply engaged in profit-seeking activities, adapting to the opportunities and possibilities of the society in which they lived. The broader ramifications for long-term social change were basically unintended by-products of their activities, not a strategy as such. An interstitial strategy, in contrast, involves the deliberate development of interstitial activities for the purpose of fundamental transformation of the system as a whole. There are certainly many interstitial activities in contemporary capitalist societies which are candidates for elements of an interstitial strategy of social emancipation: worker and consumer co-ops, battered women's shelters, workers factory councils, intentional communities and communes, community-based social economy services, civic environmental councils, community-controlled land trusts, cross-border equal-exchange trade organizations, and many others. All of these are consciously constructed forms of social organization that differ from the dominant structures of power and inequality. Some are part of grand visions for the reconstruction of society as a whole; others have more modest objectives of transforming specific domains of social life. Some are linked to systematic theories of social transformation; others are pragmatic responses to the exigencies of social problem-solving. What they have in common is the idea of building alternative institutions and deliberately fostering new forms of social relations that embody emancipatory ideals and that are created primarily through direct action of one sort or another rather than through the state.

praxis key

Embracing a methodology of anti-capitalism is a precursor to all action – without declaring war on capitalism, all forms of praxis are bankrupt and all revolutionary politics stifled.

Adam Katz, English Instructor at Onodaga Community College. 2000. Postmodernism and the Politics of “Culture.” Pg. 127-128. ]-AC

Virno does recognize the danger that a politics predicated upon Exodus, by downgrading the “absolute enmity” implicit in the traditional Marxist assumption that class struggle in its revolutionary form issues in civil war, leads to the assumption that one is “swimming with the current” or is be​ing driven “irresistibly forward” (1996, 203). A politics aimed at the estab​lishment of liberated zones within capitalism under the assumption that the state will wither away without actually being “smashed” leads to the problematic one sees over and over again in postmodern cultural studies: “doing what comes naturally” as radical praxis. To counter this, Virno re​defines the “unlimitedly reactive” “enmity” of the “Multitude” in terms of the “right to resistance” (206): What deserve to be defended at all costs are the works of “friendship.” Vio​lence is not geared to visions of some hypothetical tomorrow, but functions to ensure respect and a continued existence for things that were mapped out yesterday. It does not innovate, but acts to prolong things that are already there: the autonomous expressions of “acting-in-concert” that arise out of general intellect, organisms of non-representative democracy, forms of mu​tual protection and assistance (welfare, in short) that have emerged outside of and against the realm of State Administration. In other words, what we have here is a violence that is conservational (206). The decisiveness of the question of absolute enmity becomes clear if we ask a rather obvious question: What distinguishes autonomous expres​sions from any privatized space (say, Internet chat rooms) that withdraws from the common in the name of friendships, mutual aid, or, for that mat​ter, networks, gated communities, or whatever? In short, nothing can lead more directly to the death of revolutionary politics than the assumption that the days of absolute enmity are over. Autonomous expressions neces​sarily lead to the esoteric and the singular as the paths of least resistance. Therefore (as in all Left-Nietzscheanisms), they take as their main enemy the programmatic and the decidable, transforming liberation into a pri​vate, simulacral affair, regardless of their denunciations of capitalism. I will return to this issue in the next two chapters, but I want to conclude this discussion by stressing that only theory and action that establish spaces that bring the common out into the open—before an outside (theory and judgment) so as to make visible the concentrated political-economic force of the ruling class—can count as a genuinely “new” politics.

***A2: Marx indicts

A2: Russia china models failed

Our commitment to democratic anti-capitalism resolves the failures of Russia and china

Panitch 2008 (Leo-, Professor of political science at York University, Co-founder and board member of Studies in Political Economy, Distinguished Research Professor [in Canada], Renewing Socialism: Transforming Democracy, Strategy and Imagination, p.114 ISBN: 978-0-85036-591-7, Acc: 06/29/12, LD)

That said, what was then—and still is a decade later—absent is any concrete notion of an alternative system. People in the former Communist countries have learned first-hand that capitalist streets are not necessarily paved with gold; but they, like many workers in the old Third World, have had no other model of well-being than that of the western consumer portrayed by the media. Yet there can still be no other way forward for working people anywhere than once more building movements oriented to ending the rule of private property—beginning with imposing effective controls on capital mobility through cooperation between national governments with a popular mandate to do so, and democratizing control over the major means of production, distribution, communication and exchange. And here the historic failure of Bolshevism weighs like a nightmare on the brains of the living. The Russian and Chinese revolutions and their aftermaths dominated the last century; their brute achievements in face of the bitterest odds, the courage and intelligence they mobilized and consumed, the hopes they raised and ultimately disappointed, the immense human costs—the memory of all this is to become an extra barrier that the anti-capitalist struggle has to overcome. Giving our goals their proper name—full democracy—will not prevent them being called communist. But the effect of that association will not forever be negative if we can figure out how to make our commitment to democracy genuine and our goals for it viable.

A2: gibson-graham

gibson and graham are sellouts who are paid off by ausaid, a conservative australian government program trying to exploit the philipines. gibson-graham are performing case studies to continue their imperialism

JOEL WENDLAND IN 2006 [managing editor of political affairs, nov-dec 2006. Book Review: A Postcapitalist Politics, by J.K. Gibson-Graham  http://www.politicalaffairs.net/article/articleview/4602/1/230?PrintableVersion=enabled 

A Postcapitalist Politics is billed as a follow-up to the duo’s 1996 book, The End of Capitalism (as We Knew It). The general argument of both books, shrouded in the (post)Marxian jargon associated with journals like Rethinking Marxism, is that capitalism isn’t a total system, that it is only partial, and that other modes of production exist alongside it which ordinary people who share a "mutually interdependent" economic community (there’s no such thing as a working class let alone a usefully defined concept of class) use continually to subvert capitalism. In arriving at these formulations, J.K. Gibson-Graham adopt an anti-state posture, reject anti-capitalist alternatives such as socialism, and even refuse to acknowledge the dominant global events that are determining so much of what goes on in the world. You won’t find Bush or Australian Prime Minister John Howard mentioned, and war in Iraq and Afghanistan, "war on terror," and even contemporary alternatives to capitalism and imperialism such as Venezuela’s Bolivarian Revolution (in which workers’ cooperatives, an important subject of Gibson-Graham’s book, have played an important role) or Alternativa Bolivariana para las Américas are simply evaded.  But a handful of communities in the Philippines, India, and Massachusetts are not. In fact, Gibson-Graham devote a couple of chapters to charting what they call the non-capitalist economic sectors in these various communities. Of particular note is their research (which has identifiably anthropological, geographic, and economic characteristics) on the Jagna municipality in the Philippines. This community, they say, possesses only a tiny capitalist sector, and most of its inhabitants operate and survive in informal sectors or feudal relationships. In the end, neither capitalism nor this informal sector provide enough subsistence for most of the municipality’s people. As a result, many families are forced to send individual members into a global stream of overseas contract workers, the vast majority of whom are women, to work in places like Hong Kong, Japan, and Canada mainly as low-wage domestic workers. Overseas contract workers support their families through remitting portions of their incomes back to their communities of origin. Indeed, the Philippines government has represented remittances of this nature as patriotic, and these remittances combined amount to an enormous chunk of that country’s GDP.  Useful analysis of this process (see for example Delia D. Aguilar and Anne E. Lacsamana, Women and Globalization and David Bacon, The Children of NAFTA), simply put, has suggested that this globalization of the division of labor, a process that has its origins in capitalist centers and given its particular character by imperialism, is part of a logical framework and set of practices that purposely underdevelop certain geographical portions of the global labor market in order to force people into decisions like becoming migrant workers. Marxist and anti-imperialist politics typically conclude that broad organization of people in those marginal regions into communities of nation and classes (in solidarity with the working classes of the capitalist centers) are the best method of resisting those global processes and developing local and global alternatives to them. Gibson-Graham are having none of that. Indeed, their cataloging of non-capitalist modes of survival in Jagna and their argument for an alternative development, such as local investment initiatives like those developed by the Asian Migrant Center (a group that convinces migrant workers to save their remittances in local cooperative investment projects). Their research on Jagna exposes a "diverse economic community," as they call it, composed of family networks, individual enterprises, small businesses, small farmers (mainly tenants), and others which can be developed through such investment projects that do not rely on outside imperatives or goals and which can provide for people’s needs in non-capitalistic ways. Resources can be "marshaled" for community needs without relying either on capitalist globalization (that only promotes the migrant workforce solution to lack of subsistence) or the state (which is, in all contexts, authoritarian). Their critique of development completely ignores and excludes socialist and national alternatives to capitalism and imperialism. Indeed, local initiatives, also described as being modeled in different communities in other parts of the world, are posed as the alternative to global capitalist development. While their excavation of important cooperative projects provides worthwhile lessons for people interested in socialist alternatives to capitalism and imperialism that look beyond no longer existing models for a broader socialist concept, there is a disturbing element to this book as evidenced by the location of this book within the framework of those very relationships that Gibson-Graham ignore.  For example, in the preface to this book, Gibson-Graham acknowledge the receipt of a grant from the Australian Agency for International Development (AusAID) for the research on Jagna. While Gibson-Graham are likely to regard their relationship to AusAID as an innocent one – something like, we used their money for our own subversive purposes – the relationship is fraught with negative implications.  According to Australian economist Tim Anderson, under the right-wing Howard government, AusAID’s explicit mission has been transformed from promoting general international "poverty reduction" projects to providing resources to such projects linked to Australia’s "national interest." Anderson notes that prior to Howard AusAID served as a mechanism (within the international jurisdiction of the IMF and World Bank) to impose neoliberal imperatives on regional countries. In other words, aid from AusAid came with "good governance" conditions that have come to typify neoliberal projects funded by wealthy countries. Under Howard, however, this role has shifted from merely forcing aided countries to adhere the general principles of the globalizing project (austerity, shrinking public sectors, etc.) to also promoting specific Australian interests such as Australian based corporate enterprises. To be blunt, the role of AusAid, according to Anderson, has become one of promoting Australian imperialism among its neighbors in the Asian Pacific islands.  Reading Gibson-Graham and their affiliation with Australian imperialism in the light of Said’s project mentioned at the opening of this review is revealing. Thus we may see why Gibson-Graham’s relationship to AusAID is not innocent. Indeed, read with the linkage Said sought to expose in mind, it is possible to understand why Gibson-Graham have rejected socialist alternatives to capitalism and national liberationist alternatives to imperialism. Specifically, by mapping non-capitalist and underdeveloped sectors in Jagna and discouraging socialist, broad class, international and national alternatives, Gibson-Graham’s work aids in opening the Philippines to Australia’s imperialist agenda.
Gibson-Graham rely on binaries that re-inscribe capitalist and gender-based oppression

Disch 99 (Linda,associate professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, Theory & Event 3:1)

There is, however, one disadvantage to the way that Gibson-Graham formulates the analytic link between capitalism and the phallus. It is possible that she takes the phallus too literally as a symbol of masculinist power. Several feminists have argued that the phallus cannot stand up to its promise to be the ultimate ground of meaning; it is, rather, the binary oppositions that the phallus seems to authorize that sustain its fiction of mastery. By her emphasis on the household as a leading domain of non-capitalist economic difference, Gibson-Graham herself reiterates the sequence of oppositions--public/private, market/household, male/female- -that plays into the fiction of the phallus, and funds the dominant discourses of capitalism and gender. I wished that she had attended to sites of difference that map less readily onto a gendered division of labor, such as the emergent welfare-workfare economy in the United States, or the economies of graft in Eastern Europe. This is a small shortcoming in a book that makes so creative and even witty a joining between feminism and critical political economy, however. This book is fun to read. It deserves a wide audience not only for deconstructing capitalism but for exemplifying how to practice deconstruction on the "real world" with a sense of humor.
Gibson-Graham’s alternative can’t solve because it’s entirely reformist, and they fail to account for ways that non-capitalist forms of exchange are nevertheless implicated in capitalism

Heather Jon Maroney, professor of sociology and anthropology at Carleton University, Fall 1998, Cultural Logic, “On J.K. Gibson-Graham,” online: http://eserver.org/clogic/2-1/maroney.html, accessed September 12, 2004

In Gibson-Graham's view, a dramatic overthrow of capitalism is ruled out both historically and methodologically. They promote a new form of mixed economy, not with state enterprises, but with an eye to an expansion of non-capitalist forms of work, reduced levels of exploitation and greater social justice in distribution. Reform is, then, on the agenda, but not as second-best. In support of this project, they usefully compile a range of successful tactics they see as deploying new legal strategies "from the margins": environmentalism, Aboriginal land claims and US community legal resistance to plant closures. If "nature" and "native land claims" might seem to be located in some geographic hinterland, in Canada, at least, successful struggles required carefully-built coalitions of native peoples, greens, political parties and trade unions, these last two traditionally seen as politically and economically "central". As for plant closures, they recommend legal strategies of stakeholders' rights without recognizing that there can also be problems with rights discourses (as another postmodern feminist, Carol Smart, points out) or that the legalization of struggle can itself have long-term depoliticizing repercussions. Imaginatively posing important issues, the book provokes a highly partisan reading--for or against. The writing is generally witty and often succinct. However, an incomplete transformation from articles and conference presentations means that the argument is fragmented over different chapters, sometimes repeating, sometimes losing its thread. The iconoclasm of the project is blunted by this unnecessary difficulty. Stylistic questions aside, there are two more troubling points to raise here. The first is a refusal of even a provisional theoretical retotalization. In this regard, one version of a marxist critique would dismiss the work as simply "idealist". Another critique, in something closer to their own terms, might take them to task for failing to pursue overdetermination rigorously or far enough; to say that a particular labour practice, like Sue's or a whole range of self-employment, is not capitalist because of the form in which value is extracted, does not rule out its implication in the way concrete local capitalisms remain hegemonic in practice. Second, the version of or tendency in marxism from which they construct an admittedly "straw man" as analyzed for critique is particularly static and nondialectical. Do they do so knowingly or not? If knowingly, do they violate their own criterion of transparency for "truth"? If unknowingly, is their straw man biased in ways that they do not comprehend? Indeed, the view of society, they recommend, where "antagonism and contestation" constantly produce social and political instability and where (at least struggles for) "class transformation might be envisioned as a regular occurrence and the focus of everyday politics" is surely very close to--even an appropriation of--Gramsci's version of hegemony and struggle in a war of position (in contrast to a simplified notion of domination that gets attached to the term in general and here). Is Gramsci's contribution ignored because he links micro struggles to global hegemonic and counter-hegemonic mobilizations? Does a decentered economic analysis, necessarily leave social movements fragmented and marginal?

Their theory is based on an unfounded fear of essentialism rather than reality – they suggest we just wish capital away

Epstein 98 [Barbara, Department of History of Consciousness at the University of Santa Cruz New Politics, Winter, http://www.wpunj.edu/newpol/issue24/epstei24.htm,]
"The question becomes," she writes, "what to do with the monster? Should we refine it, cut it down to size, render it once more acceptable, unremarkable, invisibly visible?" No, she writes; for in doing so, we might lose sight of its grotesqueness. Capitalism -- refined and redefined -- would still be capable of "relegating noncapitalism to a space of necessary weakness and defeat." Gibson-Graham calls for an anti-essentialist project of "supplanting the discourse of capitalist hegemony with a plurality and heterogeneity of economic forms." (ibid. pp. 8-10) Capitalist production, then, should be seen as only one set of economic practices among many -- not as an integral system encompassing and subordinating "non-capitalist" forms such as self-employment and household economy, but as something on a par with these and other alternative forms. By this account, the U.S. economy is no longer capitalist. Instead, it is a site of diverse economic practices -- none with more power to shape society than any others. Capitalism has been brought under control; discursively, at least, it is largely de-fanged. We can challenge capitalism, it seems, by refusing to believe that it holds sway over our society. Gibson-Graham argues her political economy on grounds that her commitment to an anti-essentialist perspective requires it -- not that it makes reality more intelligible.

A2: Marx Homogenizes Labor

We don’t assign the working class any homogenous identity or moral imperative. Our argument is based on the historical conditions that make working class unity a viable strategy for social transformation, regardless of the varied ways they may identify themselves. 

The Alternative Orange, October 29 2003, “The Critique of Universalism and the Politics of Identity,” Vol 5, http://www.etext.org/Politics/AlternativeOrange/5/v5n1_cs4.html

The extension of the critique of liberalism to Marxism has enabled postmodern cultural studies to establish a theoretical space in which it can make a claim to have “superseded” existing discourses on society and culture, and therefore legitimate its institutional “independence." (Angela McRobbie, for example, notes with relief that the “debate about the future of Marxism in cultural studies has not yet taken place. Instead, the great debate around modernity and postmodernity has quite conveniently leapt in and filled that space” [719].) However, the very “inflexibility” of the anti-Marxism insisted upon by cultural studies provides the clearest possible proof that it is not at all “beyond left and right” but has become a force of the liberal center, developing new ways to suppress revolutionary knowledges. Contrary to the claims of Baudrillard, Laclau and Mouffe, the category of labor in Marxism does not project an “identity” but rather accounts for the basis of the capitalist social order and thereby explains what subjects—however they “identify” themselves—are struggling over and why. The supposedly “anti-authoritarian” opposition to vanguardist politics is therefore really advanced in the interest of preventing such knowledges from being publicized and thereby making social transformation possible. For example, the argument in support of working class unity, and therefore of a specific kind of “homogenization” of working class revolutionary practices should be understood not as an a priori claim or a moral imperative, but as the theorization of the conditions of possibility of combined and transformative practices under historically determinate and transient conditions. Such an understanding does not “deny” the heterogeneity of the working class, or the “remainder” that exceeds any particular combined practice. Rather, it takes this heterogeneity and excess as a site of critique of the historical limitations of any practice. Furthermore, Marxist understandings are interested in inquiring into their own institutional conditions of possibility: in other words, what is at stake is not primarily a defense of Marxism as a “better” discourse or theory than postmodernism. Rather, what is at stake is the use of Marxism in relation to the totality of political and social forces. Marxism as a mode of critique is therefore not interested simply in “proving” that it is “still” one viable position among many others available in the academy or elsewhere, but rather in entering into contestation with other positions by pointing out their complicity with global capitalist interests and institutions. The truth of Marxism is therefore in its explanation of all social phenomena as effects of the global political economy and, therefore, its struggle against all practices which support existing social relations by obscuring the class antagonism underlying them. 

Homogenization is an inevitable part of political struggle and is necessary to create any form of revolutionary movement.

Arif Dirlik, professor of history at duke university, After the Revolution: Waking to Global Capitalism, 1994, pg. 103-105

It is also clear from the case of Mao and the Chinese revolution, however, that the interpreting subject is also the ideologizing sub​ject. Ideology presupposes the restructuring of many individual sub jectivities in parallel configurations on a stable basis to render ambiguous, unstable, and contextual sub jectivities into social cate​gories; so that individual consciousness may be forged into the consciousness of social groups. Just as guerilla marketeers seek to understand “local” cultures in order to forge out of them a homogeneous consumer culture, Mao the revolutionary sought to understand differences in consciousness so as to condense them into a homogeneous class consciousness, just as he sought to re​order complex social relationships to render them simple. Marxist theorists have long understood and enunciated the problematic nature of ideology. Antonio Gramsci’s concept of hegemony was itself an acknowledgment of the uncertain relation​ship between social existence and ideological position: that the worker did not automatically have a worker’s consciousness by virtue of being a worker. Consciousness had to be shaped cultur​ally and in the process of political activity so that revolutionary hegemony could replace bourgeois hegemony.95 Louis Althusser pointed to the same problem, in his notion of “ideological state apparatuses,” from another direction. An overdetermined con​sciousness could be given direction only institutionally, through family, educational, and cultural apparatuses that consolidated ideology across social divides to secure existing power relations culturally. There, too, the conclusion seems clear enough: Revolu​tionaries must counter the “ideological state apparatuses” of the bourgeoisie with their own to consolidate their power.96 The problem, of course, is that hegemony is hegemony whether it is revolutionary or not, and the goal of liberation is to abol​ish hegemony, not to perpetuate it. Indeed, the greatest obstacle to liberation may not be hegemony of one kind or another but the very inability to imagine life without hegemony. As the Italian anarchist Malatesta put it on one occasion: Someone whose legs have been bound from birth but had managed nevertheless to walk as best he could, might attribute his ability to move to those very bonds which in fact serve only to weaken and paralyse the muscular energy of his legs. If to the normal effects of habit is then added the kind of educa​tion offered by the master, the priest, the teachers, etc., who have a vested interest in preaching that the masters and the government are necessary; if one were to add the judge and the policeman who are at pains to reduce to silence those who might think differently and be tempted to propagate their ideas, then it will not be difficult to understand how the prejudiced view of the usefulness of, and the necessity for, the master and the government took root in the unsophisticated minds of the labouring masses. Just imagine if the doctor were to expound to our fictional man with the bound legs a theory, cleverly illustrated with a thousand invented cases to prove that if his legs were freed he would be un​able to walk and would not live, then that man would ferociously defend his bonds and consider as his enemy anyone who tried to remove them.97 Anarchists have been consistent in the critique of hegemony; they have also been the least successful of all radicals in dealing with questions of power. Hence the dilemma: Without homogeneity, political struggle may be impossible; homogenization, however, reintroduces ideology-and hegemony.  What does this dilemma say about politics?

AT: Stavrakakis – utopia bad
The true utopian imaginary is capitalism itself and the affirmative’s fantasy of perfecting it through democratic intervention. Only the radical negation of the current order can traverse utopian binaries. 

Slavoj Zizek, Senior Researcher at the Institute for Social Studies in Ljubljana, 2004, Iraq: The Borrowed Kettle, 105-110 

When Freud, in his short essay on ‘Fetishism’, writes about the panic sparked off by the child’s discovery of the absence of a penis in girls, he adds: ‘The adult will later perhaps experience a similar panic when the cry goes up that the throne and the altar are in danger, and this panic will lead to similar illogical con​sequences.’21 These consequences are, of course, the ‘I know very well, but all the same’ of fetishist denial — and is the main social function of the psychoanalyst really to ‘prevent panic’ by reassuring the public through collaboration with those in power? We cannot help being struck by the simplistic vulgarity of this underlying train of thought, which functions on the level of journalistic cliches mixed with some breathtaking curiosities (so the nineteenth-century French revolutions were caused by ‘French nervousness’?): present-day social life is experienced as impenetrable and unpredictable; individuals lack the power of elementary cognitive mapping, which is why they either withdraw into themselves, to their inner life, or, if this defence strategy fails, get into a panic — and the analysts’ duty is to help those in power to prevent these outbursts of panic (by reassuringly sus​taining the appearances which mask the lack in the Other). The least one can say about Stavrakakis, in contrast to Miller, is that he is much more theoretically sophisticated — for that very reason, however, he reveals more clearly the conceptual frame that underlies Miller’s ruminations: the short circuit between the assertion of ontological openness—contingency--undecidability, and democracy as the political form of this ontological openness. In a kind of political-ontological short circuit, democracy thus acquires a direct Lacanian legitimization as the ‘politics of traversing the fantasy’ — here, from a recent essay by Stavrakakis, is the model of this reasoning: political attempts to realize modern utopian fantasies (nota​bly the ideal of an Aryan Nazi order and that of a proletarian revolution leading to a future Communist society) have only reproduced a pattern typical of premodern eschatological discourses such as revolutionary millenarianism. The way all these discourses deal with negativity is more or less the following: Utopian fantasies promise to eliminate forever negativity in whatever sociopolitical form it takes. In order to achieve this impossible goal, utopian discourses localize the cause of negativity in one particular social group or political actor. . . This historical argument can be supported by a psychoanalytic argument, regarding the function of fantasy in politics. From the point of view of a Lacanian ontology, fantasy . . . involves the dream of a state without disturbances and dislocations, a state in which we are supposed to get back the enjoyment sacrificed upon entering the symbolic order, while at the same time it relies on the production of a ‘scapegoat’ to be stigmatized as the one who is to blame for our lack, the Evil force that stole our precious jouissance. In order to sound credible in its promise to eliminate negativity it has to attribute to it a localized, ‘controllable’ cause (be it the Jews, the kulaks, etc.). If this is the case, then surely one of the most urgent political tasks of our age is to traverse the fantasy of utopia and reinvent transformative politics in a post-fantasmatic direction. ... Fortunately, it might not entail reinventing the wheel, it might not require a shift of Herculean proportions. One can encounter elements of such a political project in what is usually called the democratic invention or the democratic revolution. ... No final resolutions are promised here, no political Aufrebung; antagonism is and remains constitutive. The way radical democracy deals with negativity is by acknowledging its constitutive character and by assuming responsibility for its open, antagonistic administration, resisting at the same time the fantasy of its permanent resolution or its reduction into an advertising spectacle. In Lacanian terms, we can assert that radical democracy’s deepening of the democratic revolution involves adopting an ethical position beyond the fantasy of harmony. It is here that the Lacanian ethics of psychoanalysis can lend support to a radical democratic project. This passage is worth quoting in extenso, since it presents, in a clear and concise way, the whole line of reasoning that we should question — everything is here, right up to the simplistic parallel between Nazism and Communism a la Ernst Nolte. The first thing that strikes us is the ‘binary logic’ on which Stavrakakis relies: on the one hand, in one big arch, premodern millenarian utopias, Communism and Nazism, which all imply the localization of the origin of Evil in a particular social agent (Jews, kulaks . . .)  —
once we have eliminated these ‘thieves of (our) enjoyment’, social harmony and transparency will be restored; on the other hand, the ‘democratic invention’, with its notion of the empty place of power, non-transparency and the irreducible contingency of social life, and so on. Furthermore, in so far as the utopia of a harmonious society is a kind of fantasy which conceals the structural ‘lack in the Other’ (irreducible social antagonism), and in so far as the aim of psychoanalytic treatment is to traverse the fantasy — that is to say, to make the analysand accept the non​existence of the big Other — is the radical democratic polities whose premises is that ‘society doesn’t exist’ (Laclau) not eo ipso a post-fantasmatic politics?  There is a whole series of problems with this line of reasoning. First, in its rapid rejection of utopia, it leaves out of the picture the main utopia of today, which is the utopia of capitalism itself —it is Francis Fukuyama who is our true utopian. Second, it fails to distinguish between, on the one hand, the contingency and impenetrability of social life, and, on the other, the democratic logic of the empty place of power, with no agent who is ‘natu​rally’ entitled to it. It is easy to see how these two phenomena are independent of each other: if anything, a functioning democracy presupposes a basic stability and reliability of social life. Third, such a simplified binary opposition also ignores the distinction between the traditional functioning of power grounded in a ‘naturalized’ authority (king) and the millenarian radical utopia which strives to accomplish a radical rupture.  Is not Stavrakakis’s dismissal of millenarian radicalism all too precipitate, overlooking the tremendous emancipatory potential of millenarian radicals, of their explosion of revolutionary nega​tivity? The very least we should do here is to complicate the picture by introducing two couples of opposites: first the oppo​sition full/empty place of power, then the opposition difference/antagonism as the fundamental structuring principle (to use Laclau’ s own terms). While the traditional hierarchical power presupposes a ‘natural’ bearer of power, it asserts difference (hierarchical social order) as the basic structural principle of social life, in contrast to millenarian ‘fundamentalism’, which asserts antagonism. On the other hand, democracy combines the asser​tion of contingency (the empty place of power) with difference: while it admits the irreducible character of social antagonisms, its goal is to transpose antagonisms into a regulated agonistic petition. So what about the fourth option: the combination of contingency and antagonism? In other words, what about the prospect of a radical social transformation which would not involve the well-worn scarecrow ‘complete fullness and trans​parency of the social’? Why should every project of a radical social revolution automatically fall into the trap of aiming at the impossible dream of ‘total transparency’?

A2: No Blueprint

Our task is not to tell the proletariat what to do but to take sides in this ongoing class war

Stephen Tumino, Professor at Pitt, English Professor at Pitt, 2002, “Pierre Bourdieu as New Global Intellectual for Capital,” The Red Critique 6, September/October, http://redcritique.org/SeptOct02/pierrebourdieuasnewglobalintellectualforcapital.htm

It is only such a scientific knowledge of social totality as provided by classical Marxism that can produce an understanding not only of the effects, but of the causes of inequality in capitalism and therefore of what needs to be done to change it. By merely contesting the political dominance of capital and its symbolic mystique through ethical performances of symbolic disinvestments in "cultural capital" while failing to provide a scientific (i.e., materially causal) knowledge of the social, the figure of the new global intellectual in Bourdieu's writings reinscribes the ruling ideas that as a totality make cultural changes at the level of the superstructure more important than meeting the need for what Marx calls "theory as a material force" (Reader 60)—"theory […] capable of seizing the masses" because it "grasp[s] things by the root" (60). The "root" of social inequality is not "knowledge" but "labor". The differences in knowledges available in a society reflect differences in labor, especially the amount of time people have after performing the socially necessary labor required for them to live. For the majority this time is mostly spent in performing surplus-labor for the capitalist who realizes a profit from it. This class division of labor between the many who are wage-slaves for the few who own the means of production will not change with changes in lifestyle and knowledge, by the voluntary sacrifice of the privileges that come with performing intellectual labor for example. It will only change when the workers "expropriate the expropriators" (Marx Capital Vol. 1 929) and form "an association, in which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all" ("Manifesto" 506). Because of the high technical level of development of the productive forces such a revolution presupposes workers who have already become class conscious, i.e., "raised themselves to the level of comprehending theoretically the historical movement [of class society] as a whole". In other words, the historical materialist theorization of class consciousness in Marxism presupposes that "the time [...] of revolutions carried through by small conscious minorities at the head of unconscious masses, is past" (Reader 570) as capitalism itself has already produced a proletarian vanguard, that "most advanced and resolute section" ("Manifesto" 497) of "the proletariat [that] is already conscious of its historic task and is continually working to bring this consciousness to full clarity" (Reader 135) in the social movements. What is required of the intellectual because of these conditions is not to perform exemplary actions but to take sides in the ongoing class struggle at the level of theory where, "The only choice is—either bourgeois or socialist ideology [for] in a society torn by class antagonisms there can never be a non-class or an above class ideology" (Lenin What Is To Be Done? 41).
Critical negativity without a detailed political roadmap is critical to open space for imagining alternatives

Adrian Johnston, interdisciplinary research fellow in psychoanalysis at Emory University, December 2004, Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture & Society, v9 i3 p259

Perhaps the absence of a detailed political roadmap in Zizek's recent writings isn't a major shortcoming. Maybe, at least for the time being, the most important task is simply the negativity of the critical struggle, the effort to cure an intellectual constipation resulting from capitalist ideology and thereby to truly open up the space for imagining authentic alternatives to the prevailing state of the situation. Another definition of materialism offered by Zizek is that it amounts to accepting the internal inherence of what fantasmatically appears as an external deadlock or hindrance (Zizek, 2001d, pp 22-23) (with fantasy itself being defined as the false externalization of something within the subject, namely, the illusory projection of an inner obstacle, Zizek, 2000a, p 16). From this perspective, seeing through ideological fantasies by learning how to think again outside the confines of current restrictions has, in and of itself, the potential to operate as a form of real revolutionary practice (rather than remaining merely an instance of negative/critical intellectual reflection). Why is this the case? Recalling the analysis of commodity fetishism, the social efficacy of money as the universal medium of exchange (and the entire political economy grounded upon it) ultimately relies upon nothing more than a kind of "magic," that is, the belief in money's social efficacy by those using it in the processes of exchange. Since the value of currency is, at bottom, reducible to the belief that it has the value attributed to it (and that everyone believes that everyone else believes this as well), derailing capitalism by destroying its essential financial substance is, in a certain respect, as easy as dissolving the mere belief in this substance's powers. The "external" obstacle of the capitalist system exists exclusively on the condition that subjects, whether consciously or unconsciously, "internally" believe in it--capitalism's life-blood, money, is simply a fetishistic crystallization of a belief in others' belief in the socio-performative force emanating from this same material. And yet, this point of capitalism's frail vulnerability is simultaneously the source of its enormous strength: its vampiric symbiosis with individual human desire, and the fact that the late-capitalist cynic's fetishism enables the disavowal of his/her de facto belief in capitalism, makes it highly unlikely that people can simply be persuaded to stop believing and start thinking (especially since, as Zizek claims, many of these people are convinced that they already have ceased believing). Or, the more disquieting possibility to entertain is that some people today, even if one succeeds in exposing them to the underlying logic of their position, might respond in a manner resembling that of the Judas-like character Cypher in the film The Matrix (Cypher opts to embrace enslavement by illusion rather than cope with the discomfort of dwelling in the "desert of the real"): faced with the choice between living the capitalist lie or wrestling with certain unpleasant truths, many individuals might very well deliberately decide to accept what they know full well to be a false pseudo-reality, a deceptively comforting fiction ("Capitalist commodity fetishism or the truth? I choose fetishism").

A2: Human Nature Precludes

The process of revolution will change the way human beings think about the world, allowing us to build a society without exploitation.

Bob Avakian, Chairman, Revolutionary Communist Party, 1997, “What Will It Take?” REVOLUTIONARY WORKER n. 899, March 23, 19. http://rwor.org/a/firstvol/890-899/899/ask899.htm

But we have something more powerful than arguments going for us--the very contradictions of capitalism itself continually give rise to upheaval and uprising. And, in that context, in building all-around resistance to this system and its many different forms of oppression, our arguments--our revolutionary propaganda and agitation and exposure of the imperialist system--can have great effect. It is in rising up against the system that masses of people begin to change their way of seeing things and become more open to new ideas and above all to the revolutionary ideas that represent the outlook and program of the truly revolutionary class, the proletariat, and that point the way forward toward overthrowing this system and abolishing its relations of exploitation and oppression. And it is in carrying out this revolution that people will also revolutionize their whole way of thinking. It is only in the process of changing the world that people can and will fundamentally change themselves. We can get rid of this racist garbage and all the rest, but we can only do it through getting rid of the system that continually produces this garbage and that thrives on it.

There is no human nature, only social nature. Along with the overthrow of the economic substructure of society comes a revolution of the entire ideological superstructure, including human beings’ understanding of themselves. This makes communism truly possible.

Brian R., Nelson, Prof @ Florida International University, 1982 “Marxism,” Western Political Thought: From Socrates to the Age of Ideology, Copyright 1982 by Prentice-Hall, Inc.: Englewood Cliffs, N.J., p303-305

Along with this transformation of the economic substructure of society must come a transformation of the whole legal and political superstructure. The state, and the entire legal and bureaucratic apparatus which surrounds it, must disappear. Since the state is nothing more than the political reflection of the economic structure of society (it is, according to Marx, the political arm of the ruling class) a classless society by definition must be a stateless society. In practical terms, this will mean that what had heretofore been political decisions made by the few will become social decisions made by the entire community. But the greatest transformation effected in communist society will be that of man himself, and of his whole conscious conception of himself and the world around him. An alienated social structure of necessity produces alienated consciousness; the elimination of social alienation must have the opposite consequences. Hence, communist man will not be driven by the desire for property and power since neither will any longer exist as sociological realities. He is in this regard the very opposite of bourgeois man who is incapable of thinking about life except in terms of the struggle for wealth and power. Having created a just and humanly satisfying society, moreover, he no longer needs a God of eternal justice to rectify the wrongs of this life. Nor does he any longer need the consolation of "pure" philosophy as conceived by Hegel and the German philosophers. No longer is consciousness divorced from the reality of the material world, for that world is no longer an alienated reality. Consciousness can now aim at a scientific comprehension of material-social life for the purpose of bettering conditions for all. How valid is this vision of communist society? The answer, of course, is that we cannot know until the attempt is made to actually create it. Existing "communist" regimes have not done much to encourage optimism in this regard, a matter we shall discuss shortly. What we can say is that, in theory at least, there is nothing on the face of it that would preclude the possibility of Marx's vision working in reality. With this in mind, let us for the moment defend him from the most commonly made criticisms of his communist ideal. There are, to begin with, those who argue that the conditions of modern industrial society are much too complex to allow for eliminating the division of labor. But Marx saw the other side of industrialization. He realized that the constant introduction of new machinery by the capitalist would ultimately create the possibility of freeing people from the necessity of performing the same drudging task day in and day out. And, long before most others, he noted the increasing automation of industrial capitalism and the simplification of productive tasks inherent in this 'process. 35 Under these kinds of technological conditions, the idea that one might, let us say, manage a factory in the morning and write poetry in the evening is not so farfetched as it might first seem. And even

where the division of labor as a division of productive tasks could not entirely be eliminated, it need not exist as a division of property. The specialist need not acquire more than others simply because he performs a highly skilled function. The usual objection to this argument is that people will refuse to perform socially necessary skilled tasks unless they are differentially rewarded. But this objection implicitly assumes a condition of scarcity in which well-being, even survival, depends upon the ceaseless struggle to acquire more. Such a condition will not exist in a communist society. The appropriation of the advanced technology of the capitalist order, coupled with the elimination of social class, will make scarcity a thing of the past. Under these conditions, fulfilling one's material requirements no longer need be based upon what one does for a living. More than enough is available for everyone regardless of what one does. Moreover, since the whole superstructure of capitalist consciousness will have been eliminated in the process of constructing communism, the desire for material incentives will no longer exist in any case. Marx's claim that the state will be an unnecessary institution in a communist society has also drawn a number of criticisms. At bottom, these criticisms are based on the assumption that political power is essential in the maintenance of social order. But the assumption is by no means a demonstrated fact. Marx may well be correct in arguing that power is necessary only under certain kinds of social conditions, such as those where exploitive class divisions pertain. Nor is it a demonstrated fact that making decisions, setting priorities, and regulating the social order requires a bureaucratic structure separate from the larger society. Recall that a communist system is premised upon the simplification of economic life and the elimination of the division of labor. Under these conditions most decisions would not require vast amounts of expertise, and people would have available the leisure to participate meaningfully in public life. It is important to understand here that Marx is not disputing the necessity of organization or leadership in a communist society. He is simply asserting that these tasks need not be performed by the state, and that power is not essential in their implementation. Clearly someone will have to see that the streets are maintained, trains arrive on schedule, and other such public matters are attended to, as much in a communist society as in any other.36 But it does not follow from this that the leader must employ power. Remember that he exists at the behest of the whole community, not of a particular class, and we can therefore assume his relations with others to be cooperative rather than conflictual. Moreover, the role of leader will be rotated, just like other social activities. Hence, there will be no opportunity for the leader to solidify his position into a new division of labor and a new structure of power. (And bear in mind that, given the transformation of social consciousness, he will have no desire to do so in any case.) He will lead without becoming a leader, just as he will fish without becoming a fisherman, rear cattle without becoming a shepherd, 'and perform his other social activities without becoming defined by them. All of these criticisms are really technical or practical in nature. They assert that communism will not work because of the complexity of industrial society, the need for specialization, the necessity of bureaucratic regulation, and so on. But in fact they rest upon a much more fundamental critique of the Marxian vision, namely, that it is contrary to the facts of human nature. Almost invariably Marx's critics will conclude their criticism on this point, arguing that no matter how much society produces for the general economic well-being of all, the individual will always want more and will, as a consequence, always be in a competitive relationship with his fellow man. It thus follows that the division of labor and social class cannot be eliminated, the state abolished, nor capitalist consciousness transcended. Marx's response to this final criticism is, in effect, that it reverses the real relationship between society and psychology (between, that is, material life and consciousness.) It wrongly assumes that psychology, men's supposed innate desire for property and power, determines the structure of society. It assumes, in short, the existence of an unalterable human nature to which society must conform. But, as we have seen, forms of consciousness and behavior are not innate for Marx; they vary depending upon the class structure of society, a fact which he believes must be obvious to anyone who studies history seriously. There is thus no such thing as a "human nature"; there exists in man only a social nature. Human beings, as Marx states in Theses On Feuerbach, are"... the ensemble of the social relations.'>37 In capitalist society, they are the ensemble of capitalist relations and think and behave as such. In communist society, they will think and behave as differently as the relationships which characterize that society.

AT: Socialism Empirically Failed

Past socialist projects only failed because they got sucked into the capitalist global system

Istavan Meszaros, Prof. Emeritus @ Univ. Sussex, 1995 Beyond Capital: Towards a Theory of Transition, London: Merlin Press, pg 421-422

The implosion of the Soviet type capital system had brought a seven decades long historical experience to its conclusion, making all theorizations and political strategies conceived in the orbit of the Russian revolution — whether positively disposed towards it or representing various forms of negation — historically superseded. The collapse of this system was inseparable from the structural crisis of capital which began to assert itself in the 1970s. It was this crisis which clearly demonstrated the vacuity of the earlier strategies, from Stalin’s projection of establishing the highest stage of socialism on the foundation of ‘overtaking U.S. capitalism’ in per capita pig iron production to the equally absurd post-Stalinist slogan of building a fully emancipated communist society by ‘defeating capitalism through peaceful competition’. For under the capital system there can be no such thing as ‘peaceful competition’; not even when one of the competing parties continues to delude itself of being free from the crippling structural constraints of capital in its historically specific form. The disintegration of the Communist parties in the East took place parallel to the implosion of the Soviet system. In the Western capitalist countries, however, we were witnessing a much more complicated process. For the crisis of the Western Communist parties preceded the collapse in Russia and elsewhere in the East by well over a decade, as the fate of the once most powerful French and Italian Communist parties demonstrated. This circumstance, again, underlined the fact that the crucial underlying cause was the deepening structural crisis of the capital system in general, and not the difficulties of political response to the baffling vicissitudes in Russia and in Eastern Europe. To be sure, after the implosion of the Soviet system all of the Western Communist parties tried to use the events in the East as the belated rationalization and justification for their abandonment of all socialist aspirations. Most of them even changed their name, as if that could alter anything for the better. Indeed, the same kind of rationalization and reversal of actual historical chronology, in the interest of justifying an obvious turn to the right, characterized also the Italian Socialists and the British Labour Party. The real problem was that under the new circumstances of capital’s structural crisis the former working class parties, Communist and non-Communist alike, had no strategy to offer as to how their traditional constituency — labour — should confront capital which was bound to impose on the working people growing hardship under the worsening conditions. Instead, they resigned themselves to the meek — called ‘realistic’ — acceptance of what could be obtained from the shrinking margins of capital’s troubled profitability. Understandably, in terms of political ideology this turn of events presented a much greater problem to the Communist than to the non-Communist parties. ‘The stillborn strategies of ‘Eurocommunism’ and ‘great historic compromise’ were attempts to come to terms with this difficulty, in the hope of finding a new constituency in the middle ground’ while retaining some of the old rhetorics. But it all came to nothing and ended in tears for many devoted militants who once genuinely believed that their party was moving in the direction of a future socialist transformation. The disintegration of the left in Italy, among others, in the last few years bears witness to the gravity of these developments, underlying the enormity of the challenge for the future.

Despite setbacks, past socialist societies still were better than capitalism 

Minqi Li, teaches political economy at the Department of Political Science of York University, January 2004, “After Neoliberalism: Empire, Social Democracy, or Socialism?,” The Monthly Review, Vol 55, No 8, http://www.monthlyreview.org/0104li.htm

Now few would doubt that the majority of the Soviet and Eastern European people lived much better lives under state socialism than under the present “free” and “democratic” capitalism. Even in China, where the economy has been the most dynamic in the world, capitalist reforms since the early 1990s have substantially reduced the living standards of the peasants and the urban working class, so that in many respects (health care, education, job security, and workplace conditions), a significant portion of the Chinese working people now have lower living standards than during the Maoist era.The historical achievements of state socialism should not be under-estimated. The accomplishment of full employment and job security (freedom from the fear of unemployment) for all capable adults, men and women, was of enormous importance. It is well known that state socialist countries had been more successful in meeting people’s basic needs (nutrition, health care, education, housing, and pensions) and improving women’s conditions than capitalist countries with similar levels of economic development. Soviet, Eastern European, and Cuban socialism had succeeded in meeting virtually all basic social needs, an achievement that most of the advanced capitalist countries cannot claim.

***Cap K Neg UPDATE

Link - TRANSportation

Capitalism can’t support transportation infrastructure because it turns it into a commodity structure

Erik Olin Wright 2010 (Erik Olin Wright is an American analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism. He is the current President of the American Sociological Association, Envisioning Real Utopias, 2010, 2012, VP)  56-57

For well-understood reasons, acknowledged by defenders of capitalism as well as its critics, capitalism inherently generates significant deficits in the production of public goods. The notion of public goods refers to a wide range of things satisfying two conditions: that it is very difficult to exclude anyone from consuming them when they are produced, and that one person's consumption of the good does not reduce another person's consumption. Clean air and national defense are conventional examples. Knowledge is another example: one person's consumption of knowledge does not reduce the stock of knowledge, and once knowledge is produced it is pretty hard to prevent people from consuming it. Capitalist markets do not do well in providing for public goods, since it is hard to capture profits when you cannot easily exclude people from consuming the thing you have produced. And, since many public goods are important both for the quality of life and for economic productivity, it is inefficient to rely on markets to produce them. At first glance it might seem that public goods constitute a fairly narrow category of things. In fact they are quite broad. One way of thinking of them is in terms of the idea of "positive externalities." A positive externality is some positive side-effect of producing something. Consider public transportation, for which there are many positive externalities-for example, energy conservation, reduced traffic congestion, and lower pollution. These are all valuable positive side-effects that can be viewed as public goods, but they are non-marketable: an urban transit company cannot charge people for the reduced healthcare costs or the less frequent repainting of houses resulting from the lower air pollution generated by public transportation. These are benefits experienced by a much broader group of people than those who buy travel tickets. If a public transportation company is organized in a capitalist manner, it will have to charge ticket prices that enable it to cover all of the direct costs of producing the service. If it received payment for all of the positive externalities generated by its service, then the ticket price for individual rides could be vastly lowered (since those prices would not have to cover the full cost of the transportation), but there is no mechanism within markets for public transportation to charge people for these positive externalities. As a result, the ticket prices for individual rides have to be much higher than they should be from an overall efficiency standpoint, and as a result of the higher ticket price there will be lower demand for public transportation, hence less will be provided, and the positive externalities will be reduced.19 This is economically inefficient. The same kind of argument about positive externalities can be made about education, public health services, and even things like the arts and sports. In each of these cases there are positive externalities for the society in general that reach beyond the people directly consuming the service: it is better to live in a society of educated people than of uneducated people; it is better to live in a society in which vaccinations are freely available, even if one is not vaccinated; it is better to live in a society with lots of arts activities, even if one does not directly consume them; it is better to live in a society with extensive recreational activities for youth even if one is not young. If this is correct, then it is economically inefficient to rely on capitalism and the market to produce these things.
Transportation infrastructure strengthens the capitalist framework 

Madra & Özselçuk 2007  [professor at the department of economics @ oğaziçi Üniversitesi and Gettysbyrg Universit/ Ph.D. @ University of Massachusetts Amherst in Sociology (Yahya & Ceren, “Chapter Four Economy, Surplus, Politics: Some Questions On Slavoj Žižek’s Political Economy Critique Of Capitalism”  2007 http://www.surplusthought.net/ymadra/MadraOzselcuk.pdf ]
For Marx, the creation of value is never a smooth and frictionless process. Each transformation of capital is contingent upon and continually maintained by the social technologies that animate and enable the various economic agencies that participate in the circuit. Throughout the three volumes of Capital, Marx shows how the industrial capitalists need to (1) raise funds (which makes them dependent upon the financial capitalists), (2) make sure that the workers work hard and produce the commodities (which makes them dependent not only upon the maintenance of the mental/manual division of labor, factory supervision and legislations, but also on the social agencies and institutions of reproduction, such as the trade unions, the government, the family, and so on),5 (3) ensure that the commodities are sold in the markets so that the capital does not remain in commodity-form but attains its original money-form (which makes them dependent on the merchant capital, the services for storage and transportation, the demand for commodities, and so on). It is to this third moment of realization of surplus value (i.e., consumption) that the psychoanalytical intervention tends to limit itself. Such a limitation, in turn, makes it impossible to see the other moments within the circuit, such as production, appropriation, exchange, and distribution, as potential sites of subjectivation. In recovering these moments, it becomes relevant again to reconsider some distinctively Marxian concerns: Who appropriates the surplus value? How are the means of production secured? What are the particular social and technical relations of producing surplus value? What happens to the realized surplus value? What are the concrete struggles over its distribution? As these questions are being posed, the circuit of capital and its continued maintenance will start to appear more and more uncertain and susceptible to disruption by a host of social antagonisms and competitive battles. And to the extent that capital’s movement is dependent upon the social technologies that Economy, Surplus, Politics: Some Questions on Slavoj Žižek’s Political Economy Critique of Capitalism 85 organize the economies of enjoyment, the categories of psychoanalysis will continue to have relevance. In this sense, a more nuanced Marxian treatment of the circuit of capital will not only reveal the contingency of the social reproduction of the process of expansion of value, but also expand the scope of applicability of psychoanalysis beyond the hustle and bustle of the shopping mall and into the “hidden abode of production.”6 To put it differently, rendering the constitution of the expansion of value (the circuit of capital) contingent opens a space within the moment of production for conceptualizing a psychoanalytically informed economic difference that pertains to class. The concept of class here refers to the organization of different affective relations to the surplus labor, in which the relation to surplus value, the capitalist form of surplus labor, becomes one relation among many. In our attempt to develop a psychoanalytically informed class.
Link – rationality mastery instrumentality
Mastery and instrumentalism are how capitalism motivates its collective orientation

Straume 2011 (Ingerid S. Straume, PhD in the philosophy of education, Papers by Ingerid S. Chapter in "Depoliticization; The Political Imaginary of Global Capitalism", edited by Straume and Humphrey, NSU Press 2011, http://uio.academia.edu/IngeridSStraume/Papers/401266/The_Political_Imaginary_of_Global_Capitalism, Acc: 06/27/2012, LD)
My main point is that the conflict between adults and children portrayed by this literature points to a deeper conflict, between the culture and the individual – or rather, within the culture itself – where the central imaginary significations that organize Western societies, no longer offer sufficient meaning for its members. And since capitalism’s significations – such as rational mastery, consumerism, and instrumentalism – still provide the compass points for our practical orientation as a collective, the situation is deeply ‘schizophrenic.’ It represents a form of alienation, a split within society’s self-image, where the relationship between the instituting and the instituted society is distorted. As Slavoj Žižek has pointed out, we detest it, and we don’t believe in it, but we still perform and live it.61 The split runs deep, arising within modern society itself, and there is no (rational) escape. This was tragically demonstrated by the Norwegian socialist minister of finance, who probably felt obliged to pose for the photographer holding shopping bags.

Link - competitiveness
The ‘competitiveness model’ is inherently flawed and won’t produce positive growth
Panitch 2008 (Leo-, Professor of political science at York University, Co-founder and board member of Studies in Political Economy, Distinguished Research Professor [in Canada], Renewing Socialism: Transforming Democracy, Strategy and Imagination, p.139 ISBN: 978-0-85036-591-7, Acc: 06/29/12, LD)

There are those who ... believe that we can take on the challenge of competitiveness and retain our socialist values; indeed they believe that competitiveness will create the very economic success essential to sustaining social programs .... The framework for competitiveness they invite us to accept is ultimately dangerous ... Once it is accepted, its hidden aspects --such as attacks on social programs- quickly reassert themselves. Once we decide to play on the terrain of competitiveness, we cannot then step back without paying a serious price. Having legitimated the importance of being competitive (when we should have been mobilising to defend our social values), we would be extremely vulnerable to the determined attacks that will inevitably come in the name of 'global realities' ... The competitive model ultimately asks how the corporate sector can be strengthened. Our perspective asserts that it is the very strength of that sector that limits our freedom and belittles the meaning of 'community.’ The progressive competitiveness strategy presented a programme of vast economic readjustment for both labour and capital, with blithe regard for how, in the interim, the logic of competitive austerity could be avoided; it presumed that unemployment is primarily a problem of skills adjustment to technological change rather than one aspect of a crisis of overproduction; it fostered an illusion of unemployment growth in other sectors; it either even more unrealistically assumed a rate of growth of world markets massive enough to accommodate all those adopting this strategy, or it blithely ignored the issues associated with exporting unemployment to those who don’t succeed at this strategy under conditions of limited demand (and with the attendant consequence this would have for sustaining demand); it also ignored the fact that capital can adapt leading technologies in low wage economies, and the competitive pressures on capital in this context to push down wages even in high tech sectors and limit the costs to it of the social wage and adjustment policies so central to the whole strategy’s progressive logic in the first place. It is hardly surprising that Greg Albo in this context came to the conclusion that even ‘the progressive competitiveness strategy will be forced to accept, as most social democratic parties have been willing to do, the same “competitive austerity” as neo-liberalism…’

A2: competitiveness
Progressive competitiveness fails

Panitch 2008 (Leo-, Professor of political science at York University, Co-founder and board member of Studies in Political Economy, Distinguished Research Professor [in Canada], Renewing Socialism: Transforming Democracy, Strategy and Imagination, p.141 ISBN: 978-0-85036-591-7, Acc: 06/29/12, LD)

Yet where was the evidence of such a confrontation? There was an unfortunate tendency exhibited here to turn juxtaposed ideal-types, constructed for the purposes of analytic clarity, into real-world confrontations for which there was all too little evidence. The institutional and ideological structures that were pointed to as the basis for a state capitalist ‘progressive competitiveness’ alternative to neoliberal globalization were in fact being subsumed as subsidiary sponsors of globalization in manner quite analogous to the way Cox saw tripartite institutions of national economic planning as having become subsidiary elements in adjusting domestic economies to the world economy in the post-war order. Both in Europe and in North America, ministries of labour (and the tripartite forums and agencies they sponsor) as well as ministries of welfare and education, were being restructured to conform with the principles of global competitiveness, but their capacity to retain their links to the social forces they represent in the state rested on their ability to tailor this reconstruction along the lines of ‘progressive competitiveness’ principles. In this way, key social groups that would otherwise become dangerously marginalized as a result of the state’s sponsorship of global competitiveness could become attached to it by the appeal a progressive competitiveness strategy makes, especially through the ideology and practice of training, to incorporating working people who are unemployed and on welfare (or who soon might be) as well as the leaders of the unions, social agencies and other organizations who spoke for them. Insofar as they were successful in this, moreover, ministries of welfare, education, labour, regional development, etc., could prevent their further loss of status in the hierarchy of state apparatuses and even recapture some of their previously foregone status. Insofar it undertook no greater challenge to the structure of the state or to the logic of global competitiveness than that of insisting that more, rather than less, state economic orchestration can be a more effective, and at the same time a more humane, handmaiden to competition, the ‘progressive competitiveness’ strategy ended up being not an alternative to, but a subsidiary element in, the process of neo-liberal capitalist restructuring and globalization. 

Link - Race

“Race” is a construction of capitalist domination. The affirmative’s reification of race as an essential identity marker naturalizes social relations.

E. San Juan, Fulbright Lecturer @ Univ. of Leuven, Belgium, 2003, “Marxism and the Race/Class Problematic: A Re-Articulation”, http://clogic.eserver.org/2003/sanjuan.html

25. No longer valid as a scientific instrument of classification, race today operates as a socio-political construction. Differences of language, beliefs, traditions, and so on can no longer be sanctioned by biological science as permanent, natural, and normal. Nonetheless they have become efficacious components of the racializing process, "inscribed through tropes of race, lending the sanction of God, biology, or the natural order to even presumably unbiased descriptions of cultural tendencies and differences" (Gates 1986, 5). It is evident that, as Colette Guillaumin (1995) has demonstrated, the class divisions of the feudal/tributary stage hardened and became naturalized, with blood lineage signifying pedigree, status, and rank. Industrial capital, however, destroyed kinship and caste-like affinities as a presumptive claim to wealth.       26. The capitalist mode of production articulated "race" with class in a peculiar way. While the stagnation of rural life imposed a racial or castelike rigidity to the peasantry, the rapid accumulation of wealth through the ever more intensifying exploitation of labor by capital could not so easily "racialize" the wage-workers of a particular nation, given the alienability of labor-power--unless certain physical or cultural characteristics can be utilized to divide the workers or render one group an outcast or pariah removed from the domain of "free labor." In the capitalist development of U.S. society, African, Mexican, and Asian bodies--more precisely, their labor power and its reproductive efficacy--were colonized and racialized; hence the idea of "internal colonialism" retains explanatory validity. "Race" is thus constructed out of raw materials furnished by class relations, the history of class conflicts, and the vicissitudes of colonial/capitalist expansion and the building of imperial hegemony. It is dialectically accented and operationalized not just to differentiate the price of wage labor within and outside the territory of the metropolitan power, but also to reproduce relations of domination-subordination invested with an aura of naturality and fatality. The refunctioning of physical or cultural traits as ideological and political signifiers of class identity reifies social relations. Such "racial" markers enter the field of the alienated labor process, concealing the artificial nature of meanings and norms, and essentializing or naturalizing historical traditions and values which are contingent on mutable circumstances.

Viewing emacipation through a racial prism distorts the actual structure of power and privilege and creates tensions between different oppressed groups who in actuality the same class interests.

Manning Marable, University of Colorado, 1995 Beyond Black and White: Transforming African American Politics

But the problem with the prism of race is that it simultaneously clarifies and distorts social reality It both illuminates and obscures, creating false dichotomies and distinctions between people where none really exists. The constructive identity of race, the conceptual framework which the oppressed create to interpret their experiences of inequality and discrimination, often clouds the concrete reality of class, and blurs the actual structure of power and privilege. It creates tensions between oppressed groups which share common class interests, but which may have different physical appearances or colors. For example, on the recent debates concerning undocumented immigrants, a narrow racial perspective could convince African-Americans that they should be opposed to the civil rights and employment opportunities of Mexican Americans, Central Americans and other Latino people. We could see Latinos as potential competitors in the labor market rather than as allies in a struggle against corporate capital and conservatives within the political establishment. On affirmative action, a strict racist outlook might view the interests of lower-class and working-class whites as directly conflicting with programs which could increase opportunities for blacks and other people of color. The racial prism creates an illusion that "race" is permanent and finite; but, in reality, "race" is a complex expression of unequal relations which are dynamic and ever-changing. The dialectics of racial thinking pushes black people toward the logic of "us" versus "them," rather than a formulation which cuts across the perceived boundaries of color.   This observation is not a criticism of the world-views of my father, my children, or myself as I grew up in Dayton, Ohio. It is only common sense that most African-Americans perceive and interpret the basic struggle for equality and empowerment in distinctly racial terms. This perspective does speak to our experiences and social reality, but only to a portion of what that reality truly is. The parallel universes of race do not stand still. What was "black" and "white" in Booker T. Washington's Tuskegee of 1895 was not identical to categories of color and race in New Orleans a century ago; both are distinctly different from how we perceive and define race in the USA a generation after legal segregation. There is always a distance between our consciousness and the movement of social forces, between perception and historical reality. "Blackness" must inevitably be redefined in material terms and ideologically, as millions of black and Hispanic people from the Caribbean, Africa and Latin America immigrate into the USA, assimilating within hundreds of urban centers and thousands of neighborhoods with other people of color. As languages, religions, cultural traditions and kinship networks among blacks in the USA become increasingly diverse and complex, our consciousness and our ideas of historical struggle against the leviathan of race also shift and move in new directions. This does not mean that "race" has declined in significance; it does mean that what we mean by "race" and how "race" is utilized as a means of dividing the oppressed are once again being transformed in many crucial respects.

The idea of identity performance ignores the ways in which identity is constructed by the capitalist hierarchy. As long as this structure remains in place, even their resistant identities will easily be co-opted to legitimate the system.

Martha Gimenez, Prof. Sociology at UC Boulder, 2001, “Marxism and Class; Gender and Race”, Race, Gender and Class, Vol. 8, online: http://www.colorado.edu/Sociology/gimenez/work/cgr.html
As Collins acknowledges (and this is something evident in the preceding sample of metaphors attempting to deal with this issue) "the area of race, class and gender studies struggles with the complex question of how to think about intersections of systems of oppression" (Collins, 1997: 73). One solution, based on the assumption that gender, race and class are simultaneously experienced, is to consider them as "situated accomplishments;" they are not only individual attributes but "something which is accomplished in interaction with others" who, in turn, render these accomplishments accountable within institutional settings (West and Fenstermaker, 1997: 64). From this ethnomethodological stance, people simultaneously "do" difference (i.e., gender, race and class) in the process of interacting with others and, through their "doings," contribute to the reproduction of those structures. As Collins rightly points out, this postmodern, social constructionist analysis that reduces oppressive structures to "difference," leaves out "the power relations and material inequalities that constitute oppression" (Collins, 1997: 75). The ethnomethodological solution is unsatisfactory for other reasons as well, which follow form its basic RGC assumptions; i.e., that everyone has a race, gender, class identity, and that the effects of all social interactions are simultaneously "gendered," "raced," and "classed." (West and Fenstermaker, 1997: 60). To postulate an isomorphic relation between structural location -- whether location is conceptualized singly or intersectionally makes no difference -- and identity or identities entails a structural determinism similar to that imputed to "orthodox Marxism." While it is true, as it could not be otherwise, that all members of a given society are simultaneously located in a number of structures which, together, shape their experiences and opportunity structures, structural location does not necessarily entail awareness of being thus located or the automatic development of identities corresponding to those locations. It cannot be assumed, then, that everyone has a race/gender/class identity, as Collins argues, though it is true that everyone, by definition, is located at the intersection of class, gender, and racial/ethnic structures. That most individuals in this country are more likely to adopt and self-consciously display gender and racial/ethnic rather than class identities is not an automatic reflection of their structural locations but the combined effect of many factors such as, for example, the heritage of slavery, the presence of colonized minorities, the composition of past and current immigration flows, McCarthysm, the balance of power between classes and characteristics of the class struggle and, last but not least, the effects of the 1960s social movements and dominant ideologies defining the limits of political discourse. RGC thinking conflates objective location in the intersection of structures of inequality and oppression with identities; i.e., individuals' subjective understanding of who they really are, and this conflation opens the way to the ethnomethodological solution to "intersectionality," which assumes that everyone deploys those identities in the course of social interaction, so that all social exchanges are "raced," "gendered," and "classed" (and the list could go on; "aged "ethnicized," "nationalitized," etc.). As most institutional settings are characterized by hierarchical structures which distribute people in locations associated with different statuses, power, privilege, etc, it is likely that, whatever individuals' conception of who they really are might be, their behavior is routinely interpreted in different terms by their peers and by those who are located high in the hierarchical structure, in positions that give them the power to make decisions affecting other people's lives. Identities are a contested terrain, both a product of individuals' spontaneous, common sense self-understanding and political choices that help them make sense of their existence, and a product of labeling from above (e.g., by employers and by the state) or by their peers; i.e., the effects of acts of power. It is important, therefore, to differentiate between "legitimating identities," which are the product of dominant institutions and groups, and "resistance identities," which emerge from the grassroots (Castells, 1997). How "intersectionality" is experienced, then, is itself a thoroughly political process that raises questions about the possibility that what once were "resistance identities," when linked to social movements, might in time become "legitimating identities," when harnessed by the state to narrow legal and political boundaries that rule out other forms of political self- understanding.
Link – White supremacy
The focus on white supremacy ignores historical oppression – makes coalition building impossible – makes it impossible for them to access our alternative 

Darder Prof of Education at Claremont, & Torres, Prof of Public Policy and Comp Latino Studies at CSU-Long Beach, 1999 Antonia and Rodolfo, Shattering the Race Lens, from Critical Ethnicity pages 184-185 
What seems apparent in hooks's explanation is both her belief in the existence of a White ideology that has Black people as its primary object (albeit her mention of "people of color") and the reification of skin color as the most active determinant of social relations between Black and White populations. Consequently, the persistence of such notions of racialized exploitation and domination mistakenly privileges one particular form of racism, while it ignores the historical and contemporary oppression of populations who have been treated as distinct and inferior "races" without the necessary reference to skin color. Moreover, "White supremacy" arguments analytically essentialize Black/White relations by inferring that the inevitability of skin color ensures the reproduction of racism in the post-colonial world, where White people predominantly associate Black people with inferiority. Inherent in this perspective is the failure to recognize the precolonial origins of racism which were structured within the interior of Europe by the development of nation-states and capitalist relations of production. "The dichotomous categories of Blacks as victims, and Whites as perpetrators of racism, tend to homogenize the objects of racism, without paying attention to the different experience of men and women, of different social classes and ethnicity."~~ As such there is little room to link, with equal legitimacy, the continuing struggles against racism of Jews, Gypsies, the Irish, immigrant workers, refugees, and other racialized populations of the world (including Africans racialized by Africans) to the struggle of African Americans in the United States. Hence, theories of racism that are founded upon the racialized idea of White supremacy adhere rigidly to a "race relations paradigm." As such, these theories anchor racialized inequality to the alleged "nature" of White people and the psychological influence of White ideology on both Whites and Blacks, rather than to the complex nature of historically constituted social relations of power and their material consequences. In light of this, hooks's preference for White supremacy represents a perspective that, despite its oppositional intent and popularity among many activists and scholars in the field, still fails to critically advance our understanding of the debilitating structures of capitalism and the nature of class formations within a racialized world. More specifically, what we argue here is that the struggle against racism and class inequality cannot be founded on either academic or popularized notions of "race" or White supremacy, notions that ultimately reify and "project a 'phantom objectivity,' an autonomy that seems so strictly rational and all-embracing as to conceal every trace of its fundamental nature."33 Rather than working to invert racist notions of racialized inferiority, anti-racist scholars and activists should seek to develop a critical theory of racism to confront the fundamental nature and consequences of structural inequalities as reproduced by the historical processes of racialization in U.S. society and around the globe.

Link - Sexuality

Sexual identity, like all identity, is shaped by the contradictions of capitalism. Sexual freedom is co-opted as freedom in the marketplace and hides capitalism’s exploitative strucuture.

Rosemary Hennessy, Prof @ SUNY Albany, 2000 Profit and Pleasure: Sexual Identities in Late Capitalism

As I will argue throughout this book, these and other contradictions are not so disparate as they may seem. Yet the complex social structures and power relations they span and that undergird the lived reality of late capitalism often remain invisible. This problem of visibility— which includes how we know and recognize certain identities (a very basic feature of the history of sexual identity)— will be one of the recurring issues in this book. It is now a given that we cannot see homosexualtiy as a monolithic or universal identity, and it has become axiomatic that all sexual identities as they are lived and experienced are intimately inflected by gender, race, nationality, ability, age. How these markers of difference have shaped lesbian and gay history and the history of sexuality in general is finally being studied, and in the process many of the cultural presuppositions and divisions on which the very concept of sexual identity is premised are being questioned. But often this work still leaves unexamined why the cultural differences that shape identities are organized as they are, and the relationship between sexual identities and capitalism remains for the most part an unexplored— even unspeakable— area of inquiry. 1 Against this trend, I begin with the assumption that the history of sexual identity— in all of the varied ways it has been culturally differentiated and lived— has been fundamentally, though never simply, affected by several aspects of capitalism: wage labor, commodity production and consumption. 2 Because the relationship between capitalism and sexual identity is complex, indirect, and historically variable, and because there is not a readily accessible conceptual vocabulary for explaining these connections, I give some extended attention to concepts (late capitalism, gendered divisions of labor, ideology, patriarchal structures) that may not seem to be related to sexual identity in any obvious way. I invite the reader to be patient with these seeming detours. I offer them because I hope they will serve as interventions into the power of more obvious and perhaps more compelling ways of seeing. Over the course of the past two decades, capital expansion has increasingly eroded traditional social relations. The drive to accumulate has drawn more and more women into waged work, more thoroughly rerouted the state’s provision for human needs into the profit-making sector, increased the transnational migration of people and capital, extended commodity marketing farther than ever into the body and the unconscious, and heightened the manipulation of human needs and desires for corporate profit. In the process, many of the prevailing structures of family, gender, sexual, and national identity have been altered. These changes are the effects of the historical condition of late capitalism. 3 “Late capitalism” is not just a vague abstraction; it is an array of contradictory global and local structural adjustments in the organization of production and consumption that are altering the way life is lived. These adjustments have registered in the work people do and in the conditions under which they do it, in the state’s relationship to the “private” sector, and in the forms of identity and the ways of knowing that make the world intelligible. While phrases like “contradictory,” “structural adjustments,” and “late capitalism” may seem quite abstract, the myriad ways they affect people’s lives are in fact concrete, immediate, and palpable. Under capitalism, most people’s lives are laced with contradictions. For most of us, the contradiction between being “free” to work yet barred from reaping the full value of our labor is a very basic one, but it may not be the contradiction we experience as the most distressing. In fact, what we experience more painfully may be the ways this contradiction is both compounded and played out in racist institutional practices, in the shaming effects of homophobia, or in any of the other oppressive ways difference is made intelligible and translated into strategies of exclusion and abjection. These include mechanisms for closing some people out of resources like food, housing, education, and health care, as well as the more amorphous but nonetheless vital array of material needs that also comprise one’s ability to thrive— for example, the need to be safe, loved, and treated with dignity and respect. As an example of how identities are affected by the contradictions of capitalism, we might consider what it means to be a “woman.” The example of “woman” also indicates the ways sexual identity is sutured onto hierarchical organizations of gender, even though women are differently positioned in relation to one another and to men. Women are contradictorily positioned in capitalism as free workers and citizens, yet devalued as females. For many women, adding to the unpaid value of our wage work is the socially necessary yet unvalued and appropriated labor we perform in feeding, clothing, and educating people in our households, in caring for children, the elderly, and the sick, and in the myriad forms taken by our unpaid and underpaid caretaking in the workplace. In many developed and overdeveloped sectors of the world, the traditional mandate that women serve others is contradicted by capitalism’s prescriptions that we serve ourselves, be in control, and compete with others as fully autonomous individuals. While most women share some aspects of this contradictory structural position under capitalism, for many it is compounded by their position within social structures that organize racial difference or by their position in the working class. Women provide most of the world’s socially necessary labor— that is, labor that is necessary to collective survival— but much of it is rendered invisible, both in and outside the value system of commodity exchange, not least of all to women themselves. The contradiction between the material realities that shape individual lives and our ways of experiencing them (feeling we are “good” women for the exploited work we do, blaming ourselves when we fail to juggle the pressures to compete and to serve, etc.) are inevitable in capitalism because capitalism relies on and continually reproduces ways of knowing and feeling that conceal the exploitative human relations that the accumulation of profit requires. Capitalism’s contradictory social arrangements affect societies across the globe differently and unevenly, and yet the ways these effects register and are known— or are distorted— in local communities and individual lives may often share common patterns. Many contradictions are not seen or experienced as local instances of a global social system because the ways of knowing that are most available do not allow them to be understood this way. Moreover, the social mechanisms for keeping capitalism’s structures and abuses invisible are long-standing, widely shared, often unconscious, and very effective.
Link - transportation history
Federal infrastructure projects are situated within history as a tool to integrate both the nation and the world into the global capitalist order of the US – This create an imperial ideology that justifies the ruthless expansion of capital into foreign markets and causes short-termism causes environmental collapse 

Smith 2008 (Jason Scott, assistant professor of history at the University of New Mexico, "The New Deal Order," Enterprise and Society Vol. 9 No 3 2008, Muse)

By using the lens of political economy to focus on the New Deal's public works spending, we can begin to see the outlines of a different interpretation. The huge amount of funds devoted to public construction, the far-reaching federal efforts invested in directing this money, and the long-run impact of the infrastructure itself form the components of the story of a public works revolution.9 This revolution helped justify the new role of the federal government in American life, legitimizing—intellectually and physically—what has come to be known as Keynesian management of the economy. By sponsoring this infrastructure, New Dealers remade the built environment that managed the movement of people, goods, electricity, water, and [End Page 524] waste. Among the New Deal's projects were some of the largest and most significant structures ever built in human history.10 These programs not only anticipated the national highways and the military-industrial complex; in the postwar period government-sponsored economic development also looked abroad. For example, Harry Truman's Point IV program was conceived of as an international PWA, building roads and airports in countries like Afghanistan and Vietnam. Similarly, Lyndon Johnson's vision of exporting Keynesian style economic development to Southeast Asia by replicating the Tennessee Valley Authority on the Mekong Delta reflected the powerful example set by the New Deal. After World War II, construction firms like Bechtel and Brown & Root (today a subsidiary of Halliburton) took their expertise overseas as well. The New Deal's public works programs employed millions of unemployed workers, both urban and rural, while building the infrastructure that helped integrate the disparate regions of the country into a national market. From the beginning, then, New Dealers built a state that was both far more powerful and substantially less liberal than historians have realized: more powerful, in the scale and scope of the federal government's commitment to economic development, and less liberal, in the sense that the New Deal state was focused on state-sponsored economic development, and not, in contrast, centrally occupied with tasks like implementing its social security program (which began making payments only in 1942), or with more radical goals, such as the direct redistribution of wealth through tax policy. By reinterpreting the New Deal in this way through a political economic lens, we gain a new history of just how the New Deal's public works programs contributed to American economic development. Public works also had important ramifications for state building and political party building at the federal, state, and local levels. Harry Hopkins, the head of the WPA, once claimed that the New Deal was a political project that could "tax and tax, spend and spend, and elect and elect." We now know this phrase's descendant, the derisive expression "tax and spend liberalism," but at the time Hopkins made his statement it was pure genius—he succinctly identified the qualities that made New Deal liberalism so powerful and controversial: The taxing and spending functions of government could—and [End Page 525] did—remake the physical landscape of the nation. Even more striking, though, was that through using the taxing and spending powers of the state, New Dealers were able to remake a society's politics.11 These accomplishments raise a central question: how do we evaluate New Deal liberalism when we attend to its political economy and place its public works programs at its core? The New Deal's public works programs reflect a number of achievements and shortcomings. These programs built the infrastructure that made a national market more efficient, spurred dramatic advances in economic productivity, created a network of roads and airports, planned for national highways, improved military bases, foreshadowed the rise of the Sunbelt, and gave the New Dealers a policy tool that could be used to shape overseas development, from the ColdWar through the Vietnam War. Faced with the Great Depression, the New Deal and its public works projects helped save capitalism, an achievement subsequently consolidated by enormous public spending during World War II and the ensuing postwar economic boom.12 Bound up with these triumphs, however, were many limitations. Most notable, of course, was the failure of the public works programs to bring an end to mass unemployment during the Great Depression. Those that the New Deal did manage to employ were white men, for the most part. This was hardly surprising, given their disproportionate presence in the building trades and construction industry, generally. Surely, the New Deal had a remarkable chance to address the crisis of unemployment among African-Americans and women. Yet, in basing so much of their public policy on the building of public works projects, New Dealers largely reinforced the gender and racial boundaries already evident in the labor market, bypassing the maternalist legacies of Progressive Era social policy.13 When we turn to the environment, the New Deal's shortcomings are likewise apparent. While architectural historians have generally [End Page 526] praised the New Deal for creating a more democratic landscape, environmental historians have strongly disagreed. From their perspective, the New Deal spent far too much money on roads and not enough on developing alternative mass transportation technologies. They charge that the New Deal's large hydroelectric projects promoted an imperialist view of resources, leaving nature to be exploited by a coercive, undemocratic power elite composed of technically minded engineers and narrow-minded bureaucrats. Developments such as the TVA displaced thousands of people, while the affordable electrical power generated by dams led only to increased pollution. The main achievement of the New Deal, in this view, is its role in creating an "asphalt nation." To be sure, the environmental damage caused by the New Deal's public works projects was real, if difficult to measure. But to blame New Dealers such as Harry Hopkins for not being mindful of the environment is to fail to recognize the historical impact of the New Deal's public works projects.14
Link - railroads

Railroad infrastructure hollows out the national economy for the domestic work force – this sets into motion a cannibalism of labor that turns case

Fraser 12 (Steve,writer and historian @ Columbia "More than Greed," Dissent Vol 59 Num 1 2012, Muse, 

Why? Maybe that decision stems from Madrick’s aversion to thinking of the crisis as systemic and to a related faith in the Democratic Party as the repository of the New Deal version of capitalism, a version many progressives would like to restore. But the New Deal not only civilized a broken-down economic system, it also sought successfully to extend the reach of the capitalist marketplace and credit networks not abolish them. It created the political and institutional foundations of mass consumption capitalism. Those foundations eventually crumbled as domestic opportunities for profitable enough capital accumulation grew scarce, a process that in turn exerted a relentless downward pressure on labor costs and the social wage. That is to say, in an increasingly fierce struggle to compete with lower cost foreign producers, American business began to undermine the foundations of “effective demand” among ordinary working people that had kept the system upright for so long. It set in motion a perverse dynamic of disaccumulation or what might be called the auto-cannibalism of an economy eating itself alive. The most developed economy in the world began a process of underdevelopment. Its infrastructure—road, bridges, tunnels, railroads, waterworks, dams, airports, electrical grids—were allowed to decay. The industrial core of the economy was hollowed out by precisely those “financial engineers” Madrick writes [End Page 103] about. Deindustrialization signaled that the old system had broken down. This became a long, secular crisis. Gradually and then at an accelerated rate, it elicited one overriding response; namely, to leverage everything in sight. Everything in this case included capital assets that produced debt-based asset bubbles in stocks or housing or other securities and commodities that provided a kind of “privatized Keynesian” stimulus package for elite financial institutions. Meanwhile, below, a working population found itself drowning in a sea of usurious credit.  

Internal to highways

Highway infrastructure enables the economic integration of all aspects of the US – this ensured the destruction of rural societies and shaped American capitalism 

Hamilton 2006 (Shane, assistant professor of history at the University of Georgia, "Trucking Country: Food Politics and the Transformation of Rural Life in Postwar America," Trucking Country: Food Politics and the Transformation of Rural Life in Postwar America, Muse)

By showing how trucking reconfigured the technological, political, and cultural relationships between rural producers and urban consumers from the 1930s to the 1970s, my dissertation reveals the rural roots of a radical transformation of American capitalism in the midtwentieth century. Highway transportation provided the infrastructure for a transition from the New Deal–era political economy—based on centralized political authority, a highly regulated economy, and collective social values—to a post–New Deal capitalist culture marked by widespread antistatism, minimal market regulation, and fierce individualism. From the 1930s to the late 1970s, consumer demand for low-priced food, coupled with farmers' demands for high commodity prices, prompted the federal government to encourage agribusinesses to use long-haul trucks, piloted by fiercely independent "truck drivin' men," to privatize the politics of food. Western meatpackers and other agribusinesses were determined to shred government regulations and labor unions in the name of "free enterprise," low wages, and irresistibly low consumer prices for goods such as well-marbled steaks, jugs of milk, and frozen orange juice. The post–World War II highway-based food economy began unraveling the social fabric of rural America for the sake of low [End Page 666] consumer prices—long before Wal-Mart became infamous for said strategy.1 Trucks, I contend, were political technologies, used to define the contours of public policy regarding foods and farmers; at the same time, trucks as technologies shaped the economic and social structures underlying those political debates. In doing so, long-haul trucking in the rural countryside set the pace for the low-price, low-wage, "free-market" economic ideologies of late twentieth-century American capitalism. 

Neg Impact – cap root of all things

Capitalism is the root cause of environmental destruction, war, and political destruction and destroys value to life. 

Noah 2008 (De Lissovoy Capitalism Nature Socialism Volume 19, Issue 1, 2008, Capitalism Nature Socialism Volume 19, Issue 1, 2008, Dialectic of Emergency/Emergency of the Dialectic, accessed 28, June 2012)-JN

Emergency, as crisis, can in the first instance be understood in terms of the coming to fruition of the essential conflicts that are constitutive of capitalism as a historical process. Marx and Engels described the contradiction which drives history forward as that between the forces and the relations of production.7 In this account, the productive social capacities born within a mode of production eventually come to collide with the logic that organizes it as a system of social relationships. This contradiction can only be resolved in the transition to a different society. In the case of capitalism, its inherent course of development entails a process of production that is necessarily more and more collectivized and rationalized. This cannot be reconciled with social relations that depend upon an irrational immiseration of the majority along with an absolutely brutal individualism, both real and ideological.8 However, as Herbert Marcuse showed in developing the tradition of critical theory, the development of the forces of production cannot be separated from the destructive effects inherent in the relationship of exploitation at the core of the production of capital.9 In other words, technological rationality, scientific management, and organizational ‘‘efficiency’’ are not neutral historical developments that might characterize an authentically socialist as much as a capitalist society. Rather, they represent in themselves an instrumentalization of human being and social reason repeated in the reduction of human creativity to the commodity labor power and in the appropriation of surplus value through the labor process itself. Nevertheless, the idea that capitalism gives rise to an unprecedented social potential beyond its own capacity to manage remains immensely useful. As it continues its relentless expansion beyond all boundaries, capitalism initiates a new form of globalized sociality that it cannot rationally control, and whose potentials are increasingly realized as political and environmental destruction. Indeed, while globalization represents the point at which capital closes in on the complete subjugation of the world, as both culture and nature,10 it is also the stage at which its crises and failures also achieve a planetary scale and threaten systemic ecological collapse. Arguably, it is only at this historical moment that capitalism’s inherent contradictions are fully materialized, and it is only with the aggregation of human experience on a global scale that a truly international counter-force to capital can be imagined. In this sense, the ascendant emergency time of the new millennium is a step forward, so to speak, in the historical dialectic that leads ultimately to the overcoming of capitalism itself. In other words, in the same way that the development of manufacturing broke the bonds of feudalism and laid the groundwork for the appearance and organization of the proletariat,11 capitalism as globalization unwittingly creates the conditions for more powerful disruptions of the process of accumulation by newly crystallized and mobilized global forces. The extended crisis of empire that has come to be called the ‘‘war on terror,’’ the clash between the relentless assimilative drive of transnational capital and new forms of popular, environmental, and indigenous opposition, and even the natural catastrophes of earthquakes, hurricanes, and tsunamis (fundamentally mediated as they are by political-economic facts and relationships) would represent the terrible moments of this drama of history accelerating toward the resolution of its constitutive contradictions. At the same time, however, it is also an essential aspect of the temporality of emergency that it begins to appear that there is not enough ‘‘time’’ for this very dialectic to work itself out. There is first of all the literal boundary to history as development potentially presented by global climate change, the exhaustion of natural resources, ecological collapse, and war. In Istvan Meszaros’ terms, this is the ‘‘specter of total uncontrollability’’ of capital in the present, which threatens all life in its catastrophic self-expansionary logic and thus puts the lie to the putative wisdom of the market.12 In Meszaros’ analysis, the political crisis and the ecological crisis are joined. As capitalism increasingly shifts the allocation of resources from re-usable to immediately ‘‘used-up’’ goods, it establishes a spectacularly wasteful society.13 This principle is perfected in the military-industrial complex, which establishes a parasitic cycle of consumption that bypasses altogether the satisfaction of real human needs, while threatening actual apocalypse.14 But in addition to these limits on development, there is the problem that the dialectic of class struggle drawn by Marx has uncovered a deeper and more objective historical logic in the discontinuities and ruptures of capitalism without having yet produced a social agent capable of challenging capital’s rule. Certainly proletarian and peasant movements confront capital in different places all over the globe; but the consolidation and organization of a unified revolutionary class has not kept pace with capital’s own development. It is not so much that this counter-subject is empirically weak; the problem is rather its failure to become itself at the same pace that capital has accomplished its own becoming and expansion. The emergence of the historical subject and consciousness that would be able to confront and dismantle power then has to take place at an accelerated pace, indeed, almost suddenly.

Alternative epistemology solvency

the purpose of the debate should be envisioning a different relationship toward the knowledge capital produces – only by situating ourselves as intellectuals outside of state politics can solvency start – reformism is the link means the perm gets co-opted too

Meszaros 2008 (Istvan, Chair of Philosophy at the University of Sussex, The Challenge and Burden of Historical Time, p323-328)
The unreality of postulation the sustainable solution of the grave problems of our social order within the formal and legal framework and corresponding constraints of parliamentary politics arises from the fundamental misconception of the structural determinations of capital’s rule, as represented in all varieties that assert the dualism of civil society and the political state. The difficulty, insurmountable within the parliamentary framework is this that since capital is actually in control of all vital aspects of the social metabolism, it can afford to define the separately constituted sphere of political legitimation as a strictly formal and legal matter, thereby necessarily excluding the possibility of being legitimately challenged in its substantive sphere of socioeconomic reproductive operation. Directly or indirectly, capital controls everything, including the parliamentary legislative process, even in the latter is supposed to be fully independent from capital in many theories that fictitiously hypostatize the “democratic equality” of all political forces participating in the legislative process. TO envisage a very different relationship to the powers of decision making in our societies, now completely dominated by the forces of capital in every domain, it is necessary to radically challenge capital itself as the overall controller of social metabolic reproduction. What makes this problem worse for all those who are looking for significant change on the margins of the established political system is that the later can claim for itself genuine constitutional legitimacy in its present mode of functioning, based on the historically constituted inversion of the actual state of the material reproductive affairs. For inasmuch as the capital is not only the “personification of capital” but simultaneously functions also “as the personification of the social character of labor, of the total workshop as such,” the system can claim to represent the vitally necessary productive power of society vis-à-vis the individuals as the basis of their continued existence, incorporating the interest of all. In this way capital asserts itself not only as the de facto but also the de jure power of society, in its capacity as the objectively given necessary condition of societal reproduction, and thereby as the constitutional foundation to its own political order. The fact that the constitutional legitimacy of capital is historically founded on the ruthless expropriation of the conditions of social metabolic reproduction- the means and material of labor-from the producers, and therefore capital’s claimed “constitutionality” (like the origin of all constitutions) is unconstitutional, is an unpalatable truth which fades away in the mist of a remote past. The “social productive powers of labor, or productive power or social labor, first develop historically with the specifically capitalist mode of production, hence appear as something immanent in the capital-relation and inseparable from it. This is how capital’s mode of social metabolic reproduction becomes eternalized and legitimated as a lawfully unchallengeable system. Legitimate contest is admissible only in relation to some minor aspects of the unalterable overall structure. The real state of affairs on thee plane of socioeconomic reproduction-i.e., the actually exercised productive power of labor and its absolute necessity for securing capital’s own reproduction- disappears from sight. Partly because of the ignorance of the very far from legitimate historical origin of capital’s “primitive accumulation” and the concomitant, frequently violent, expropriation of property as the precondition of the system’s present mode of functioning; and partly because of the mystifying nature of the established productive and distributive relations. As Marx notes: The objective conditions of labor do not appear as subsumed under the worker; rather, he appears as subsumed under them. Capital employs Labor. Even this relation is in its simplicity is a personification of things and a reification of persons. None of this can be challenged and remedied within the framework of parliamentary political reform. It would be quite absurd to expect the abolition of the “personification of things and the reification of persons” by political decree, and just as absurd to expect the proclamation of such an intended reform within the framework of capital’s political institutions. For the capital system cannot function without the perverse overturning of the relationship between persons and things: capital’s alienated and reified powers dominate the masses of the people. Similarly it would be a miracle if the workers who confront capital in the labor process as “isolated workers” could reacquire mastery over the social productive powers of their labor by some political decree, or even by a whole series of parliamentary reforms enacted under capital’s order of social metabolic control. For in these matters there can be no way of avoiding the irreconcilable conflict over the material stakes of “either/or” Capital can neither abdicate its-usurped-social productive powers in favor of labor, nor can I share them with labor, thanks to some wishful but utterly fictitious “political compromise.” For they constitute the overall controlling power of societal reproduction in the form of “the rule of wealth over society.” Thus it is impossible to escape, in the domain of the fundamental social metabolism, the severe logic of either/or. For either wealth, in the shape of capital, continues to rule over human society, taking it to the brink of self-destruction, or the society of associated producers learns to rule over alienated and reified wealth, with productive powers arising from the self-determinated social labor of its individual-but not longer isolated-members. Capital is the extra-parliamentary force par excellence. It cannot possibly be politically constrained by parliament in its power of social metabolic control. This is why the only mode of political representation compatible with capital’s mode of functioning is one that effectively denies the possibility of contesting its material power. And precisely because capital is the extra-parliamentary force par excellence, it has nothing to fear from the reforms that can be enacted within its parliamentary political framework. Since the vital issue on which everything else hinges is that “the objective conditions of labor do not appear as subsumed under the worker” buy, on the contrary, “he appears as subsumed under them,” no meaningful change is feasible without addressing the issue both in a form of politics capable of matching capital’s extra-parliamentary powers and modes of action, and in the domain of material reproduction. Thus the only challenge that could affect the power of capital, in a sustainable manner, is one which would simultaneously aim at assuming the system’s key productive functions, and at acquiring control over the corresponding political decision making processes in all spheres, instead of being hopelessly constrained by the circular confinement of institutionally legitimated political action to parliamentary legislation. There is a great deal of critique of formerly leftwing political figures and of their now fully accommodating parties in the political debates of the last decades. However, what is problematic about such debates is that by overemphasizing the role of personal ambition and failure, they often continue to envisage remedying the situation with in the same political institutional framework that, in fact, greatly favors the criticized “personal betrayals” and the painful “party derailments.” Unfortunately, though the advocated and hoped for personal and government changes tend to reproduce the same deplorable results. All this could not be very surprising. The reason why the now established political institutions successfully resist significant change for the better is because they are themselves part of the problem and not of the solution. For in their immanent nature they are the embodiment of the underlying structural determinations and contradictions through which the modern capitalist state- with its ubiquitous network of bureaucratic constituents- has been articulated and stabilized in the course of the last four hundred years. Naturally, the state was formed not as a one-sided mechanical result but through its necessary reciprocal interrelationship to the material ground of capital’s historical unfolding, as not only being shaped by the latter but also actively shaping it as much as historically feasible under the prevailing- and precisely through the interrelationship also changing- circumstances. Given the insuperably centrifugal determination of capital’s productive microcosms, even at the level of the giant quasi-monopolistic transnational corporations, only the modern state could assume and fulfill the required function of being the overall command structure of the capital system. Inevitably, that meant the complete alienation of the power of overall decision making from the producers. Even the “particular personifications of capital” were strictly mandated to act in accord with the structural imperatives of their system. Indeed the modern state, as constituted on the material ground of the capital system, is the paradigm of alienation as regards the power of comprehensive decision making. It would be therefore extremely naïve to imagine that the capitalist state could willingly hand over the alienated power of systemic decision making to any rival actor who operates within the legislative framework of parliament. Thus, in order to envisage a meaningful and historically sustainable societal change, it is necessary to submit to a radical critique both the material reproductive and the political inter-determinations of the entire system, and not simply some of the contingent and limited political practices. The combined totality of the material reproductive determinations and the all-embracing political command structure of the state together constitutes the overpowering reality of the capital system. In this sense, in view of the unavoidable question arising from the challenge of systemic determinations, with regard to both socioeconomic reproduction and the state, the need for a comprehensive political transformation-in close conjunction to the meaningful exercise of society’s vital productive functions without which far-reaching and lasting political change is inconceivable-becomes inseparable from the problem characterized as the wither away of the state. Accordingly, in the historic task of accomplishing “the withering away of the state,” self-management through full participation, and the permanently sustainable overcoming of parliamentarism by a positive form of substantive decision-making are inseparable. This is a vital concern and not “romantic faithfulness to Marx’s unrealizable dream,” as some people try to discredit and dismiss it. In truth, the “withering away of the state” refers to nothing mysterious or remote but to a perfectly tangible process that must be initiated right in our own historical time. It means, in plain language, the progressive reacquisition of the alienated power of political decision making by the individuals in their enterprise of moving toward a genuine socialist society. Without the reacquisition of this power- to which not only the capitalist state but also the paralyzing inertia of the structurally well-entrenched material reproductive practices are fundamentally opposed- neither the new mode of political control of society as a whole by its individuals is conceivable, nor indeed the nonadversarial and thereby cohesive and plannable everyday operation of the particular productive and distributive units by the self-managing freely associated producers. Radically superseding adversariality, and thereby securing the material and political ground of globally viable planning- an absolute must for the very survival of humanity, not to mention the potentially enriched self realization- of its individual members- its synonymous with the withering away of the state as an ongoing historical enterprise. 

Alt key to tech/workers
Only non-capitalistic environments can handle the conflict between obsolete-skilled workers and technological innovations.
Erik Olin Wright 2010 (Erik Olin Wright is an American analytical Marxist sociologist, specializing in social stratification, and in egalitarian alternative futures to capitalism. He is the current President of the American Sociological Association, Envisioning Real Utopias, 2010, 2012, VP)  

Technological change within the process of production is an inherent tendency of capitalist competition, since it is one of the key ways capitalists increase productivity in their efforts to sustain profits. In and of itself, increasing productivity is a good thing, since it means fewer inputs are needed to produce a given level of output. This is one of the great achievements of capitalism, emphasized by all defenders of this way of organizing economic activity. So, what is the problem? The problem is that technological change continually renders skills obsolete, destroys jobs, and displaces workers, and this imposes great hardship on people. But, defenders of capitalism will reply, technological change also creates demands for new skills and new jobs, and on average this has led to a long term upgrading of the quality of jobs and wages in the economy. Far from perpetuating eliminable poverty, the argument goes, technological change makes possible a dramatic reduction of poverty. The problem with this reply is that capitalism as an economic system does not itself contain any mechanism for moving people with outmoded skills and limited job opportunities into expanding jobs which require new skills. The task of providing new .skills and new jobs for displaced workers is a very demanding one: many such workers are relatively old and capitalist firms have little incentive to invest in the human capital of older workers; the new job opportunities are often geographically distant from where displaced workers live and the cost of social dislocation in moving to such jobs is considerable; and capitalist firms are often hesitant to provide effective training for workers of any age with inadequate skills, since such newly trained workers would be free to move their human capital to other firms. Thus while it is true that technological change within capitalism often generates higher productivity jobs requiring new skills, and at least some of these new jobs may be better paid than the jobs that have been destroyed, the process of job destruction and creation generates a continual flow of displaced people, many of whom are unable to take advantage of any new opportunities. Technological change produces marginalization as well as new opportunities, and – in the absence of some countervailing non-capitalist process – marginalization generates poverty. This is inherent in the logic of capitalism, and in the absence of non- capitalist institutions, such marginalization perpetuates human suffering.

***T/FRAMEWORK

Topicality - Investment

The notion of investment into infrastructure is bound to our interaction as either reformists, fascists, or revolutionary. We motivate a whole new series of social formations into transportation 

Greenhalgh-Spencer and Bartlett, 2008 [Heather University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign and Bryce Independent Scholar and Practicing Attorney at Law Ethical Breach and the Schizophrenic Process: Theorizing the Judge and the Teacher, Journal of Education controversy, http://www.wce.wwu.edu/Resources/CEP/eJournal/v005n002/a006.shtml 

This makes Deleuze an ideal choice when comparing the teacher to a judge. We realize that teachers and judges are hierarchically separated by power and prestige. However, as we have explained, both professions are invested with very similar desiring drives. For Deleuze, this provides room for even the most blasphemous comparisons: “From the point of view of libidinal investment, it is clear that there are few differences between a reformist, a fascist, and sometimes even certain revolutionaries.” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1983, p. 364). So why not compare the circulation of desire from the professions of teacher and judge? The ability to compare these two professions allows for some interesting insights into the schizophrenic process, and a great chance to reflect on how structures and practices actually change in a capitalist system. The Schizophrenic Process In order to understand the schizophrenic process, it is important to understand the way that Deleuze talks about desire and the capitalist system. For Deleuze, desire is the underlying power that propels socially produced modes of being,productions that enunciate both subjects and the larger society. It is libidinous, to use Freudian terminology: Desire is the libidinous movement or flow of production and consumption (Deleuze, 1990, ). Desire, when modulated by the market, is the force for social production. As Smith (2007) puts it, “your very drives and impulses, even the unconscious ones, which seem to be what is most individual about you, are themselves economic, they are already part of what Marx called the infrastructure” (p. 6). To expand on this, Smith (2007) notes, Your drives have been constructed, assembled, and arranged in such a manner that your desire is positively invested in the system that allows you to have this particular interest. This is why Deleuze can say that desire as such is always positive. Normally, we tend to think of desire in terms of lack: if we desire something, it is because we lack it. But Deleuze reconfigures the concept of desire: what we desire, what we invest our desire in, is a social formation, and in this sense desire is always positive. Lack appears only at the level of interest, because the social formation—the infrastructure—in which we have already invested our desire has in turn produced that lack. (p.9) So, for Deleuze, desire is always a productive force and it enunciates all social formations. The socius, that is, the collective social body, enacts the channeling of desire, which circulates through all, into frequencies or roads that benefit the capitalist system, that benefit the market. Desire is harnessed and modulated through state regulation into productivities for the market. Perhaps an imperfect analogy will be of assistance as we come to terms with Deleuze's concept of desire and the market. Imagine a system of waterworks. Desire, in the Deleuzian sense, is the water: Its only aim is flow, -to continue to move. It is constant momentum, constant motion, and the capitalist system is the channeling of the water. In a waterworks system, the water is channeled to go into different tunnels or in different directions, toward different ends. The capitalist system channels desire just like a waterworks system channels water. So, can desire ever escape this modulation, channeling, or repression in service of the market? According to Deleuze and Guattari (1983), the schizophrenic process, inherent to capitalism, provides a potential of escape: “the schizophrenic escape converts into a revolutionary investment” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1983, p. 341).

a2: framework

Their framework is heavily soaked with conservative ideology—the procedural “bracketing out” of our alternative of radical structural change is only meant to safeguard the status quo.

Meszaros IN 89 [Istvan, Chair of philosophy @ U. of Sussex, The Power of Ideology, p. 232-234
Nowhere is the myth of ideological neutrality – the self-proclaimed Wertfeihert or value neutrality of so-called ‘rigorous social science’ – stronger than in the field of methodology. Indeed, we are often presented with the claim that the adoption of the advocated methodological framework would automatically exempt one from all controversy about values, since they are systematically excluded (or suitably ‘bracketed out’) by the scientifically adequate method itself, thereby saving one from unnecessary complication and securing the desired objectivity and uncontestable outcome. Claims and procedures of this kind are, of course, extremely problematical. For they circularly assume that their enthusiasm for the virtues of ‘methodological neutrality’ is bound to yield ‘value neutral’ solutions with regard to highly contested issues, without first examining the all-important question as to the conditions of possibility – or otherwise – of the postulated systematic neutrality at the plane of methodology itself. The unchallengeable validity of the recommended procedure is supposed to be self-evident on account of its purely methodological character. In reality, of course, this approach to methodology is heavily loaded with a conservative ideological substance. Since, however, the plane of methodology (and ‘meta-theory’) is said to be in principle separated from that of the substantive issues, the methodological circle can be conveniently closed. Whereupon the mere insistence on the purely methodological character of the criteria laid down is supposed to establish the claim according to which the approach in question is neutral because everybody can adopt it as the common frame of reference of ‘rational discourse’.Yet, curiously enough, the proposed methodological tenets are so defined that vast areas of vital social concern are a priori excluded from this rational discourse as ‘metaphysical’, ‘ideological’, etc. The effect of circumscribing in this way the scope of the one and only admissible approach is that it automatically disqualifies, in the name of methodology itself, all those who do not fit into the stipulated framework of discourse. As a result, the propounders of the ‘right method’ are spared the difficulties that go with acknowledging the real divisions and incompatibilities as they necessarily arise from the contending social interests at the roots of alternative approaches and the rival sets of values associated with them.This is where we can see more clearly the social orientation implicit in the whole procedure. For – far from offering an adequate scope for critical enquiry – the advocated general adoption of the allegedly neutral methodological framework is equivalent, in fact, to consenting not even to raise the issues that really matter. Instead, the stipulated ‘common’ methodological procedure succeeds in transforming the enterprise of ‘rational discourse’ into the dubious practice of producing methodology for the sake of methodology: a tendency more pronounced in the twentieth century than ever before. This practice consists in sharpening the recommended methodological knife until nothing but the bare handle is left, at which point a new knife is adopted for the same purpose. For the ideal methodological knife is not meant for cutting, only for sharpening, thereby interposing itself between the critical intent and the real objects of criticism which it can obliterate for as long as the pseudo-critical activity of knife-sharpening for its own sake continues to be pursued. And that happens to be precisely its inherent ideological purpose. 6.1.2 Naturally, to speak of a ‘common’ methodological framework in which one can resolve the problems of a society torn by irreconcilable social interest and ensuing antagonistic confrontations is delusory, at best, notwithstanding all talk about ‘ideal communication communities’. But to define the methodological tenets of all rational discourse by way of transubstantiating into ‘ideal types’ (or by putting into methodological ‘brackets’) the discussion of contending social values reveals the ideological colour as well as the extreme fallaciousness of the claimed rationality. For such treatment of the major areas of conflict, under a great variety of forms – from the Viennes version of ‘logical positivism’ to Wittgenstein’s famous  ladder that must be ‘thrown away’ at the point of confronting the question of values, and from the advocacy of the Popperian principle of ‘little by little’ to the ‘emotivist’ theory of value – inevitably always favours the established order. And it does so by declaring the fundamental structural parameters of the given society ‘out of bounds’ to the potential contestants, on the authority of the ideally ‘common’ methodology. However, even on a cursory inspection of the issues at stake it ought to be fairly obvious that to consent not to question the fundamental structural framework of the established order is radically different according to whether one does so as the beneficiary of that order or from the standpoint of those who find themselves at the receiving end, exploited and oppressed by the overall determinations (and not just by some limited and more or less easily corrigible detail) of that order. Consequently, to establish the ‘common’ identity of the two, opposed sides of a structurally safeguarded hierarchical order – by means of the reduction of the people who belong to the contending social forces into fictitious ‘rational interlocutors’, extracted from their divided real world and transplanted into a beneficially shared universe of ideal discourse – would be nothing short of a methodological miracle. Contrary to the wishful thinking hypostatized as a timeless and socially unspecified rational communality, the elementary condition of a truly rational discourse would be to acknowledge the legitimacy of contesting the given order of society in substantive terms. This would imply the articulation of the relevant problems not on the plan of self-referential theory and methodology, but as inherently practical issues whose conditions of solution point towards the necessity of radical structural changes. In other words, it would require the explicit rejection of all fiction of methodological and meta-theoretical neutrality. But, of course, this would be far too much to expect precisely because the society in which we live is a deeply divided society. This is why through the dichotomies of ‘fact and value’, ‘theory and practice’, ‘formal and substantive rationality’, etc., the conflict-transcending methodological miracle is constantly stipulated as the necessary regulative framework of ‘rational discourse’ in the humanities and social sciences, in the interest of the ruling ideology. What makes this approach particularly difficult to challenge is that its value-commitments are mediated by methodological precepts to such a degree that it is virtually impossible to bring them into the focus of the discussion without openly contesting the framework as a whole. For the conservative sets of values at the roots of such orientation remain several steps removed from the ostensible subject of dispute as defined in logico/methodological, formal/structural, and semantic/analytical terms. And who would suspect of ideological bias the impeccable – methodologically sanctioned – credentials of ‘procedural rules’, ‘models’ and ‘paradigms’? Once, though, such rules and paradigms are adopted as the common frame of reference of what may or may not be allowed to be considered the legitimate subject of debate, everything that enters into the accepted parameters is necessarily constrained not only by the scope of the overall framework, but simultaneously also by the inexplicit ideological assumptions on the basis of which the methodological principles themselves were in the first place constituted. This is why the allegedly ‘non-ideological’ ideologies which so successfully conceal and exercise their apologetic function in the guise of neutral methodology are doubly mystifying. Twentieth-century currents of thought are dominated by approaches that tend to articulate the social interests and values of the ruling order through complicated – at time completely bewildering – mediations, on the methodological plane. Thus, more than ever before, the task of ideological demystification is inseparable from the investigation of the complex dialectical interrelationship between methods and values which no social theory or philosophy can escape.

A2: education
Our educational method is prerequisite to the way we learn how to create better policy because we need to be able to be reflexive and critical of status quo politics 

Giroux 08 , a professor in English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University ,Henry Giroux,: Rethinking the Promise of Critical Education Under an Obama Regime Tuesday 02 December 2008, Chronis Polychroniou, t r u t h o u t | Interview http://www.truthout.org/120208R 

What separates an authoritarian from an emancipatory notion of education is whether or not education encourages and enables students to deepen their commitments to social justice, equality and individual and social autonomy, while at the same time expanding their capacities to assume public responsibility and actively participate in the very process of governing. As a condition of individual and social autonomy, education introduces democracy to students as a way of life - an ethical ideal that demands constant attention - and, as such, takes seriously the responsibility for providing the conditions for people to exercise critical judgment, reflexiveness, deliberation and socially responsible action.’ Education is always political because it is connected to the acquisition of agency. As a political project, education should illuminate the relationships among knowledge, authority and power. It should also draw attention to questions concerning who has control over the production of knowledge, values and skills, and it should illuminate how knowledge, identities and authority are constructed within particular sets of social relations. In my view, education is a deliberate attempt on the part of educators to influence how and what knowledge and subjectivities are produced within particular sets of social relations.
Roleplaying = war

Roleplaying detaches us from our own relationships to others and allows a form of mental deputy politics that makes wars possible
Kappeler 1995  (Susanne, The Will to Violence, p. 10-11)

`We are the war' does not mean that the responsibility for a war is shared collectively and diffusely by an entire society - which would be equivalent to exonerating warlords and politicians and profiteers or, as Ulrich Beck says, upholding the notion of `collective irresponsibility', where people are no longer held responsible for their actions, and where the conception of universal responsibility becomes the equival​ent of a universal acquittal.' On the contrary, the object is precisely to analyse the specific and differential responsibility of everyone in their diverse situations. Decisions to unleash a war are indeed taken at particular levels of power by those in a position to make them and to command such collective action. We need to hold them clearly responsible for their decisions and actions without lessening theirs by any collective `assumption' of responsibility. Yet our habit of focusing on the stage where the major dramas of power take place tends to obscure our sight in relation to our own sphere of competence, our own power and our own responsibility - leading to the well-known illusion of our apparent `powerlessness’ and its accompanying phe​nomenon, our so-called political disillusionment. Single citizens - even more so those of other nations - have come to feel secure in their obvious non-responsibility for such large-scale political events as, say, the wars in Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina or Somalia - since the decisions for such events are always made elsewhere. Yet our insight that indeed we are not responsible for the decisions of a Serbian general or a Croatian president tends to mislead us into thinking that therefore we have no responsibility at all, not even for forming our own judgement, and thus into underrating the respons​ibility we do have within our own sphere of action. In particular, it seems to absolve us from having to try to see any relation between our own actions and those events, or to recognize the connections between those political decisions and our own personal decisions. It not only shows that we participate in what Beck calls `organized irresponsibility', upholding the apparent lack of connection between bureaucratically, institutionally, nationally and also individually or​ganized separate competences. It also proves the phenomenal and unquestioned alliance of our personal thinking with the thinking of the major powermongers: For we tend to think that we cannot `do' anything, say, about a war, because we deem ourselves to be in the wrong situation; because we are not where the major decisions are made. Which is why many of those not yet entirely disillusioned with politics tend to engage in a form of mental deputy politics, in the style of `What would I do if I were the general, the prime minister, the president, the foreign minister or the minister of defence?' Since we seem to regard their mega spheres of action as the only worthwhile and truly effective ones, and since our political analyses tend to dwell there first of all, any question of what I would do if I were indeed myself tends to peter out in the comparative insignificance of having what is perceived as `virtually no possibilities': what I could do seems petty and futile. For my own action I obviously desire the range of action of a general, a prime minister, or a General Secretary of the UN - finding expression in ever more prevalent formulations like `I want to stop this war', `I want military intervention', `I want to stop this backlash', or `I want a moral revolution." 'We are this war', however, even if we do not command the troops or participate in so-called peace talks, namely as Drakulic says, in our `non-comprehension’: our willed refusal to feel responsible for our own thinking and for working out our own understanding, preferring innocently to drift along the ideological current of prefabricated arguments or less than innocently taking advantage of the advantages these offer. And we `are' the war in our `unconscious cruelty towards you', our tolerance of the `fact that you have a yellow form for refugees and I don't' - our readiness, in other words, to build ident​ities, one for ourselves and one for refugees, one of our own and one for the `others'. We share in the responsibility for this war and its violence in the way we let them grow inside us, that is, in the way we shape `our feelings, our relationships, our values' according to the structures and the values of war and violence.
Role-playing, rather than being liberating, turns us into the very things that we pretend to be. Unfortunately these are ultimately the same things we attempt to criticize.

Crandall 2008 (John, Associate Professor in the Visual Arts Department at the University of California, San Diego.  “An Actor Prepares”.  1000 Days of Theory: td061 - Date Published: 2/7/2008 - www.ctheory.net/articles.aspx?id=590, Arthur and Marilouise Kroker, Editors)
Standing there in the midst of the simulation, however, this script suddenly changed. Or rather, my role in it did. Perhaps, like the student on the stretcher, I too wanted a new study mode, a new mode of engagement. I wanted to play a different part: a part through which I could discover and retool my own victim-ness -- not through analysis, but through immersion. Yes, I am driven to inhabit the war, play the roles demanded of me, through technological, discursive, and psychic apparatuses. Yet these apparatuses are all shot through with desire. There are pleasures that draw me in, implicate me. I want to account for these pleasures, and in so doing, discover the transformative agency that might lurk there. And so I, too, was hailed by some casting agency -- some amorphous institutional entity that likewise sought me as "volunteer victim." If this were a Hollywood film, my role switch might have been occasioned by a strike to the head, a grand catastrophe, an electrical zap, or an "act of God." As it was, the only heralding soundtrack was the shriek of a police siren -- a fake one. No matter: in the next instant, I realized that I had heeded the casting Call. I am not sure how to name the role was that I was compelled to play, since we do not have a critical vocabulary for it. However I do know this: the role required me to move from a distanced (critical) perspective to a more implicated one. No more critiques of the war machine from afar: I was then compelled to account for the thrill of inhabiting it, leaving the door ajar. It was then, in the very moment of my transition, that something very curious began to happen. As I shifted out of my old role, the man on the stretcher began to move more deeply into his new one. While I would like to think that I had approached my new role with some reserve (we shall see), the man, swept up in the momentum of the event, had clearly begun to inhabit his part all too well. I'm not sure to what extent he had been coached -- all volunteer victims were given an "injury script" -- but I'm sure that he well exceeded what was expected of him. The man became increasingly agitated, jostling in his stretcher, his bandaged face hot and swollen like a match head. His gaze -- though not actually visible through the slits of his bandages -- seemed to dart back and forth across the commons. A "decontamination engine" fired up nearby, with several actor-victims beginning to dance gleefully in the spray of a decontamination hosedown. Their heads thrown back, their arms aflail, they emitted a chorus of giggles, which mixed with the hissing of the firehoses and the applause of the appreciative onlookers, who seemed to mistake it for a circus act. The firemen shuffled uneasily. Against this backdrop -- and perhaps sensing that he was being upstaged -- the man on the stretcher began to emit a low, guttural roar, which seemed to rise up from the depths of his being. The roar vibrated in unison with the mechanical rumble of the generators and emergency machines. It resounded across the commons, a strange hybrid of human and machinic discharge. His guttural emission, having rapidly increased in volume and pitch, then phase-shifted into a wild screech that cut through the commons like a knife. At that very moment, everyone in the vicinity froze -- as if a director somewhere had yelled, "Cut!" Standing as if in freeze frame -- even arms that were formerly aflail were now held in suspension -- everyone seemed to sense, at least for a brief moment, that reality had intervened, and the terror exercise had somehow transitioned from virtual to actual. With this brief eruption of the Real, one could have expected to witness a burst of authentic movement -- a spasm of flow. However, in this case, one encountered only its opposite: a strangely unmoving tableau. The blood rushes back in, and one looks to others to quickly establish the terms of the game. How strange it is that, when someone becomes drastically unmoored, making recourse only to a kind of primal screech, one cannot be "caught" looking. Decorum requires a furtive, sidelong glance. The crowd members shift nervously in their positions and try to appear to go about their business, while stealing a quick succession of such looks. I notice that the man's hands are clenching the stretcher; his bandaged head is vibrating like a power tool; and his mouth is open in a wild grimace. Is he experiencing fear or exhilaration? A pleasurable ride or a dance with death? Or the jouissance of risk itself: the pleasure of the gamble and its contradictory excitations? A moment of calm. Perhaps he is gathering his wits? Not so: As he lies there, periodic shreiks begin to erupt out of him, much to the dismay of everyone assembled in the vicinity, who could, after all, do nothing to silence him without "breaking character." There is no escaping the gravitational pull of the Hollywood disaster film: when called forth to play the victim, nothing less than a War of the Worlds-worthy shriek will do. Even the extras inherently know the score. The shrieking man, convulsing on the pavement, seemed to be engaged in a process of literally becoming a victim, rather than mere role-playing. One immediately thinks of the Rossellini film General della Rovere, or even the Hirschbiegel film Das Experiment, where the lead characters, swept up in the roles they are compelled to play, begin to see these roles as some sort of symbolic mandate, to the extent that they literally become what they had (formerly) impersonated. As Slavoj Zizek would say, insisting on the false mask can bring us nearer to a true, authentic subjective position than throwing off the mask and displaying our "true face." A mask is not a false disguise but an agent of realization which determines the actual place we occupy in the intersubjective symbolic network, and thus our social role. In other words what is effectively "false" is not the mask itself, but the inner distance we take from it -- the illusion that our "true self" is hidden behind it. Perhaps, as Zizek suggests, the path to an authentic subjective position runs from the outside inward: first, we pretend to be someone, and then gradually, step by step, we actually become that person.
***A2: k authors
A2: Deleuze
Deleuzian politics are totally indifferent to reality – his project of pure affirmation asks only the wrong questions. His ontological basis in the notions of the virtual and the actual paralyzes his political stance. As his philosophy cannot handle change or time, Deleuzian political ontology naturally leads to political quietism, and cedes the political into the hands of imperialism. 
Peter Hallward 6 (teaches at the Centre for Research in Modern European Philosophy at Middlesex University in London, “Out of This World: Deleuze And the Philosophy of Creation”, 2006, p 161-163)-JN

Now Deleuze understands perfectly well why 'most of the objections raised against the great philosophers are empty’. Indignant readers say to them: 'things are not like that [...]. But, in fact, it is not a matter of knowing whether things are like that or not; it is a matter of knowing whether the question which presents things in such a light is good or not, rigorous or not' (ES, 106). Rather than test its accuracy according to the criteria of representation, 'the genius of a philosophy must first be measured by the new distribution which it imposes on beings and concepts' (I-S, 6). In reality then, Deleuze concludes, 'only one kind of objection is worthwhile: the objection which shows that the question raised by a philosopher is not a good question', that it 'does not force the nature of things enough' (ES, 107; cf. \V*P, 82). Deleuze certainly forces the nature of things into conformity with his own question. Just as certainly, however, his question inhibits any consequential engagement with the constraints of our actual world. For readers who remain concerned with these constraints and their consequences, Deleuze's question is not the best available question. Rather than try to refute Deleuze, this book has tried to show how his system works and to draw attention to what should now be the obvious (and perfectly explicit) limitations of this philosophy of unlimited affirmation. First of all, since it acknowledges only a unilateral relation between virtual and actual, there is no place in Deleuze's philosophy for any notion of change, time or history that is mediated by actuality. In the end, Deleuze offers few resources for thinking the consequences of what happens within the actually existing world as such. Unlike Darwin or Marx, for instance, the adamantly virtual orientation of Deleuze's 'constructivism’ does not allow him to account for cumulative transformation or novelty in terms of actual materials and tendencies. No doubt few contemporary philosophers have had as an acute a sense of the internal dynamic of capitalism - but equally, few have proved so elusive a response as the virtual 'war machine' that roams through the pages of Capitalism and Schizophrenia. Like the nomads who invented it, this abstract machine operates at an 'absolute speed, by being "synonymous with speed'", as the incarnation of 'a pure and immeasurable multiplicity [...I- an irruption of the ephemeral and of the power of metamorphosis' (TP* 386, 352). Like any creating, a war machine consists and 'exists only in its own metamorphoses' (TP, 360). By posing the question of politics in the starkly dualistic terms of war machine or state by posing it, in the end, in the apocalyptic terms of a new people and a new earth or else no people and no earth -- the political aspect of Deleuze's philosophy amounts to little more than Utopian distraction. Although no small number of enthusiasts continue to devote much energy and ingenuity to the task, the truth is that Deleuze's work is essentially indifferent to the politics of this world.14 A philosophy based on deterritorialisalion, dissipation and flight can offer only the most immaterial and evanescent grip on the mechanisms of exploitation and domination that continue to condition so much of what happens in our world. Deleuze's philosophical war remains 'absolute' and 'abstract', precisely, rather than directed or 'waged' [/nm«].1'Once 'a social field is defined less by its conflicts and contradictious than by the lines of flight running through it*,16 any distinctive space for political action can only be subsumed within the more general dynamics of creation or life. And since these dynamics are themselves anti-dialectical if not anti-relational, there can be little room in Deleuze's philosophy for relations of conflict or solidarity, i.e. relations that are genuinely between rather than external to individuals, classes, or principles. Deleuze writes a philosophy of (virtual) difference without (actual) others. He intuits a purely internal or self-differing difference, a difference that excludes any constitutive mediation between the differed. Such a philosophy precludes a distinctively relational conception of politics as a matter of course. The politics of the future are likely to depend less on virtual mobility than on more resilient forms of cohesion, on more principled forms of commitment, on more integrated forms of coordination, on more resistant forms of defense. Rather than align ourselves with the nomadic war machine, our first task should be to develop appropriate ways of responding to the newly aggressive techniques of invasion, penetration and occupation which serve to police the embattled margins of empire. In a perverse twist of fate, it may be that today, in places like Palestine, Haiti and Iraq, the agents of imperialism saw more to learn from Deleuzian rhizomatics than do their opponents.17 As we have repeatedly seen, the second corollary of Deleuze's disqualification of actuality concerns the paralysis of the subject or actor. Since what powers Deleuze's cosmology is the immediate differentiation of creation through the infinite proliferation of virtual creatings, the creatures that actualise these creatings. are confined to a derivative if not limiting role. A creature's own interests, actions or decisions are of minimal or preliminary significance at best: the renewal of creation always requires the paralysis and dissolution of the creature per sc. The notion of a constrained or situated freedom, the notion that a subject's own decisions might have genuine consequences -the whole notion, in short, of strategy - is thoroughly foreign to Deleuze's conception of thought. Deleuze obliges us, in other words, to make an absolute distinction between what a subject does or decides and what is done or decided through the subject. By rendering this distinction absolute he abandons the category of the subject altogether. He abandons the decisive subject in favour of our more immediate subjection to the imperatives of creative life or thought.

Turn: Deleuze = paralysis

Deleuze’s philosophy may be inspirational, but it’s not revolutionary; it’s paralyzing. We must forget Deleuze.
Peter Hallward 6 (teaches at the Centre for Research in Modern European Philosophy at Middlesex University in London, “Out of This World: Deleuze And the Philosophy of Creation”, 2006, p 163-164)-JN

Deprived of any strategic apparatus, Deleuze's philosophy thus combines the self-grounding sufficiency of pure force or infinite perfection with our symmetrical limitation to pure contemplation or in-action. On the one hand, Deleuze always maintains that 'there are never any criteria other than the tenor of existence, the intensification of life. Absolute life or creation tolerates no norm external to itself. The creative movement that orients us out of the world docs not depend on a transcendent value beyond the world. After Spinoza, after Nietzsche, Deleuze rejects all forms of moral evaluation or strategic judgement. Every instance of decision, every confrontation with the question 'what should we do?', is to be resolved exclusively in terms of what we can do. An individual's power or capacity is also its 'natural right', and the answer to the question of what an individual or body should do is again simplicity itself - it should go and will always go 'as far as it can' (\VP, 74; EP, 258). But on the other hand, we know that an individual can only do this because its power is not that of the individual itself. By doing what it can, an individual only provides a vessel for the power that works through it, and which alone acts or rather, which alone is. What impels us to 'persevere in our being' has nothing to do with us as such. So when, in the conclusion of their last joint project, Deleuze and Guattari observe that 'vitalism has always had two feasible interpretations', it is not surprising that they should opt for the resolutely in-active interpretation. Vitalism, they explain, can be conceived either in terms of 'an Idea that acts but is not, and that acts therefore only from the point of view of an external cerebral knowledge; or of a force that is but does not act, and which is therefore a pure internal Keeling [Saihr]\ Deleuze and Guattari embrace this second interpretation, they choose Ieibnizian Being over Kantian act, precisely because it disables action in favour of contemplation. It suspends any relation between a living and the lived, between a knowing and the known, between a creating and the created. They embrace it because what feeling 'preserves is always in a state ofdetachment in relation to action and even to movement, and appears as a pure contemplation without knowledge'. As Deleuze understands it, living contemplation proceeds at an immeasurable distance from what is merelv lived, known or decided. Life lives and creation creates on a virtual plane that leads forever out of our actual world. Few philosophers have been as inspiring as Deleuze. But those of us who still seek to change our world and to empower its inhabitants will need to look for our inspiration elsewhere.

Perm: Deleuze is marxist
Only the perm can solve – a close reading of Deleuze reveals that he is a very traditional Marxist.  Without Marx, his philosophy becomes depoliticized – Marx originates his politicization through a politicization of economics.
Simon Choat 9 (PhD Politics, Queen Mary University of London, www.euppublishing.com/doi/abs/10.3366/E1750224109000695q, accessed June 29th, 2012)-JN

Analysis of the place of Marx in Deleuze’s early works achieves a number of things. First and foremost, it validates and reinforces Deleuze’s self-description as a Marxist. This aids understanding of his later work with Guattari. The point is not to attempt merely to reverse the orthodox view of the Deleuze–Guattari books, so that the Marxist politics therein becomes all Deleuze’s, to the neglect of Guattari’s contribution. Rather, by recognising that both Deleuze and Guattari were Marxists when they came to work with each other, we are better able to trace the lineage of their arguments and concepts: it is not only with reference to Deleuze’s broader conceptual innovations that we can sketch a line between his early and his later, collaborative work, but also with reference to his speciﬁc use of Marx. In addition to throwing new light on the joint works, recognition of Deleuze’s Marxism alters our understanding of his solo work, bringing out passages or insights that have been ignored. The image of Deleuze that arises from both Nietzsche and Philosophy and Difference and Repetition is not at all that of an apolitical elitist yet to show an interest in Marx, but of a politically committed thinker involved in contemporary debates within Marxism and making the ﬁrst steps towards a reformulation of Marx’s ideas, unafraid to deal with him even though he was still associated with trends that Deleuze must have found repellent and that many of Deleuze’s contemporaries had abandoned Marx altogether. There has in recent years been an effort by some commentators to align Deleuze with a liberal-democratic, even Rawlsian, politics.8 This effort is not in itself illegitimate, and may even yield signiﬁcant insights. Nor is it wholly incompatible with recognition of the important place of Marx in Deleuze’s work. But there is a risk that if Deleuze is aligned with the liberal tradition in this way – even if as a critical interlocutor – then what makes his work interesting in the ﬁrst place may be smoothed away, to the extent even that Deleuze may effectively become depoliticised: assimilated into mainstream thought and practice and into an academic exercise in the history of thought, his work loses his political impact. It might be argued that, on the contrary, to align Deleuze too closely with Marx is to depoliticise him. There has, after all, been a long-standing accusation made against Marx that he is depoliticising, in that he supposedly effects an economistic reduction or effacement of the political. But Deleuze and Guattari know that this is not true: what they show throughout both volumes of Capitalism and Schizophrenia is that far from reducing the political to the economic, Marx demonstrates that it is capitalism itself that performs this reduction, as it functions directly through an axiomatic, without the need for political codes or beliefs. Simultaneously, they show that Marx politicises realms that had been previously thought to be apolitical: it is true that capitalism effaces politics by making political institutions, values, beliefs, practices, etc., secondary or even unnecessary – but this effacement of politics is itself a political manoeuvre: it is generated by economic forces that prior to Marx (in the work of the classical political economists) had been considered an apolitical realm of natural and spontaneous order, but which Marx reveals to be pervaded by political relations of power and domination. When they claim that it is Marx’s analysis of the encounter between the deterritorialised worker and decoded money that lies at ‘the heart of Capital’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1977: 225), Deleuze and Guattari indicate the importance of Marx’s section on primitive accumulation. They do this not simply because this section counters determinist readings of Marx and demonstrates his recognition of capitalism’s contingent origins, but also because it is here above all that Marx politicises economics. For Marx as for Deleuze and Guattari, the recognition that the capitalist economy depoliticises must be based upon the simultaneous recognition that the capitalist economy is highly politicised. Furthermore, all this rests upon a politicisation of philosophy. Marx directs philosophy’s attention to the political struggles and forces that exist as an integral part of apparently apolitical domains, including that of philosophy itself: philosophy’s function after Marx is no longer to separate the true from the false but to analyse, interrogate and change the material conditions of its own emergence, challenging the existing order in the name of a new world. Deleuze’s Nietzsche and Philosophy and Difference and Repetition, far from being apolitical, are in a similar way politically motivated by the need to challenge established values and create a new order. To recognise this is to begin to recognise Deleuze’s debt to Marx. A political Deleuze and a politicised Deleuzian philosophy are both possible and welcome – but we will get nowhere until we acknowledge the profundity and persistence of Deleuze’s Marxism.

A2: Foucault
Foucauldian linguistic games, or his ludic theory of power, ignore the only capital-T True theory of power – Marxism. They disconnect power from its true roots – capital, in favor of the vague “State”. However, this form of post-al politics disengages the left from any real activism, entrapping it within realms of increasing abstraction. 

Teresa L. Ebert 95 (English Department at the State University of New York, Albany, Rethinking Marxism Association for Economic and Social Analysis, vol 8 no 2, “The Knowable Good--Post-al Ethics,

the Question of Justice and Red Feminism”, http://xgridmac.dyndns.org/~thiebaut/www_etext_org/Politics_4014/AlternativeOrange/5/v5n1_kg4.html)-JN

Ludic theories of power in feminism are aimed at displacing any centralized or systematic exercise of political, social or symbolic authority. These theories, however, take the state (not capital) to be the primary arena for the exercise of centralized power. For instance, the Foucauldian analytics is fundamentally anti-Statist with its critique of juridical and sovereign theories of power and substitution of diffuse, dispersed and anti-authoritarian—because indeterminate, acausal, contingent and reversible—theories of power (e.g., Foucault 1978; 1979; 1980). The State in Foucault and in ludic feminism is an ahistorical source of power. However, the state, as Marx has indicated, is the “committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie” (1988, 57). In place of any systematic authority—which derives from control of the means of production—ludic theorists seek to reconstitute power as, in and of itself, non-authoritarian, de-centralized and diffuse. What is at stake in these diverse anarchic-ludic theories of power is that they all rewrite power as an abstract form of domination—and which remains “abstract” no matter how “specific” and “local” they describe a particular effect of power. Power is “always already” cut off from the economic. As Foucault asserts, "power is not primarily the maintenance and reproduction of economic relations, but is above all a relation of force” (1980, 89). But in defining power as autonomous from the relations of production, ludic critics sever its relation to exploitation.

Foucault - linguistics = wrong

Foucault’s theory banks on linguistics as a reality separate from material reality.  He thus reduces all potentially liberatory politics to nothing but language games.  This leads to political quietism and causes the alt to fail – it cannot adequately solve for the True root of power – capital, and instead squabbles over signification. He disconnected the non-discursive from the discursive and has confused cause-and-effect.  His post-al politics are very conservative.

Teresa L. Ebert 95 (English Department at the State University of New York, Albany, Rethinking Marxism Association for Economic and Social Analysis, vol 8 no 2, “The Knowable Good--Post-al Ethics,

the Question of Justice and Red Feminism”, http://xgridmac.dyndns.org/~thiebaut/www_etext_org/Politics_4014/AlternativeOrange/5/v5n1_kg4.html)

In theorising "materialism" as a "matter" of language, ludic feminism essentially deployed the concept of "textuality" in Derrida (for example, in Of Grammatology, especially 141-164), the idea of the "sign" in Lacan (Ecrits, particularly, 30-113 and 146-178), and also the notion of language as discourse in Foucault (Archaeology of Knowledge, especially 40-49 and The Discourse on Language). For Foucault "discourse" has an exteriority of its own ("Politics and the Study of Discourse" 60); it is a reality in its own right and not simply a reflection of an independent reality outside it. In his elaboration on this view of "discourse," Ernesto Laclau goes so far as to say that "The discursive is not, therefore, being conceived as a level nor even as a dimension of the social, but rather as being coextensive with the social as such" (Populist Rupture and Discourse 87). Understanding materialism as a matter of language has led ludic feminism to rethink politics itself. If the "matter" of social reality is "language," then changes in this reality can best be brought about by changing the constituents of that reality — namely, signs. Therefore, politics as collective action for emancipation is abandoned, and politics as intervention in discursive representation is adopted as a truly progressive politics. Since language always works in specific contexts, the new progressive ludic politics was also deemed to be always "local" and anti-global. From such a perspective, emancipation itself is seen as a metaphysical metanarrative and read as totalising and totalitarian (e.g., Lyotard, Postmodern Condition). Following the post-Marxism of Laclau, ludic feminists like Judith Butler, proclaim the "loss of credibility" of Marxist versions of history" and "the unrealisability of emancipation." Emancipation for Butler has a "contradictory and untenable" foundation and thus becomes part of a sliding chain of significations ('Poststructuralism and Postmarxism"). Social change, thus, becomes almost entirely a matter of superstructural change, that is, change in significations. Political economy, in short, is displaced by an economy of signs. With minor local modifications in the works of various ludic feminists, this notion of materialism is maintained in ludic theory from the early 1970's to the mid-1980s. However, from the mid-to-late 1980's (around the time of publication of Jane Gallop's Thinking Through the Body in 1988) the idea of "materialism" as solely a matter of language loses its grip on ludic theory. After the publication of Paul deMan's Wartime Journalism — when questions of "ethics" suddenly become foregrounded in contemporary high theory — an under the increasing pressures from New Historicism, ludic feminism has made new attempts to rearticulate materialism in a less discursive manner. The pressures on reunderstanding "materialism' as a non-discursive force have not been entirely internal to theory. At the end of the 1980's, as a result of conservative social policies in the U.S. and Europe (for example, new tax laws), a massive transfer of wealth from the working class to the owning class has taken place. Moreover, the working of postmodern capitalism has literally affected "everyday" life in U.S. and European cities (homelessness, crime in neighbourhoods devastated by unemployment, abandoned children ... ). In the face of such conditions, the idea of progressive politics as simply a question of changing representations and problematising the "obvious" meanings in culture has become too hollow to be convincing. As part of the emergence of "ethics" in critical theory and the decline of "high theory" itself, ludic feminism has been rethinking its own understanding of "materialism." In the 1990's materialism in ludic feminism is no longer simply the "matter" of language, rather it has become the resisting "matter" of the non-discursive, or as Diana Fuss puts it in her Essentially Speaking, "the body as matter" (52). The main theorists of this new version of materialism" are writers such as Judith Butler and Elizabeth Grosz. (Increasingly the notion of materialism deployed by Eve Sedgewick and other queer theorists is to a very large extent influenced by Butler). The idea of the non-discursive ("the real or primary relations") is, of course, available even in the early work of Foucault himself (Archaeology of Knowledge, for example 45-46; 68-69). Butler, whose recent writings are increasingly marked by her engagement with something called the non/extra-discursive is, of course, a close reader of Foucualt. (Butler's doctoral dissertation, later published as Subjects of Desire, it is helpful to keep in mind, is focused, in part, on Foucault). What is of great importance in any theory of materialism is the way in which the relation of the material to the non-material is articulated. In his earlier works such as Madness and Civilisation, Foucault had posited a more causal relationship between the discursive and non-discursive. The "innovation" in Archaeology (and in the writings that followed) is that causal explanation (in fact any explanation) is dismissed as a modernist search for origin. In the post-Archaeology writings the discursive and the non-discursive exist side by side without any "necessary" relation between them. The Marxist principle that the extra-discursive explains the discursive ("it is not the consciousness of men that determines their existence, but their social existence that determines their consciousness," Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy 21) is abandoned in favour of indeterminacy. In fact, the "indeterminateness" of the relation between the discursive and nondiscursive is central to the idea of the "material" in ludic feminism. Through indeterminacy, ludic feminism — like all idealist theory — argues for the freedom of agency and proposes a theory of the social in which the bourgeois subject is still the central figure. The subject in ludic feminism does not, of course, always appear in its traditional form. However, it is commonly affirmed through a trope or a practice, such a the practice of performance in Butler: it is, for example, impossible to think of a performance, no matter how performative — without a performer. It is, therefore, important to say here that Foucault and ludic feminism ostensibly reject any causal explanation in order to acquire the freedom of the agent, but in actuality the only determinism that they are opposing is the determinism of the material (labour, class, and the relations of production). In spite of their formal objections to explanation and causality, they, in fact, establish a causal relation in their theories between the discursive and non-discursive in which the Marxist theory of the social is reversed. In ludic theory it is the discursive that silently explains the nondiscursive. Dreyfus and Rabinow (hardly opponents of Foucault!) put it this way: "Although what gets said depends on something other than itself, discourse dictates the terms of this dependence" (Michel Foucault 64). In other words, not only is also determining: it organises the non-discursive. In is discourse autonomous, it more of a formal(ist) gesture towards an "outside" which short, the non-discursive is might be regarded as "material." The decidability/undecidability of the relation between the discursive and non-discursive — and not the mere acknowledgment (as in both Foucault and ludic feminism) that there is an extra-discursive — is the central issue in theorising materialism. The result of this ludic positing of a relation of indeterminacy is a materialism that does not act materially; it does not determine anything: it is an inert mass. For the poststructuralist feminist, such as Butler, Cornell, or Fuss, this non-determinate relation is what makes the theory of the non-discursive in postmodern feminism "progressive" and non-reductionist. However, this is a very conservative and constraining understanding of the non-discursive and its relation to the discursive. The indeterminacy that it posits as a mark of resistance and freedom is, in actuality, a legitimisation of the class politics of an "upper-middle class" Euroamerican feminism that is obsessed with the freedom of the entrepreneurial subject and as such privileges the "inventiveness" of the sovereign subject — in the form of what Butler calls "citationality," Cornell calls "remetaphorisation," and what more generally is understood as creativity, agency — over the collective social relations of production. This individuality is materialised in the uniqueness and irreplaceability of each body.

Foucault misunderstands power

Foucauldian epistemology is flawed – anything outside of discourse is not addressed.  It ignores the true origins of power.
Rene Francisco Poitevin 1 (Ph.D., Assistant Professor, Gallatin School, New York University, Sociology, “The end of anti-capitalism as we knew it: Reflections on postmodern Marxism” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3952/is_200101/ai_n8932891/pg_11/?tag=content;col1)

The key point in assessing the postmodern/post-Marxist epistemological and ontological viability is this: None of Foucault's subtleties in theorizing the "nondiscursive" are present in the postmodern/post-Marxist model. Not only is Foucault's notion of "discourse" more complex and nuanced than the one presented in postmodern/post-Marxism, the "nondiscursive" is defined as constituted by "institutions, social relations, economic and political conjuncture" - and as explicitly nonreducible to discourse.38 This is why the postmodern/post-Marxist's incapability and/or refusal to account for the irreducibility of the nondiscursive aspects of institutions and the economy ultimately disqualifies them from articulating a viable Left project. To retort by saying that it is OK to not deal with the centrality of the nondiscursive (e.g., the institutional) because "every object is constituted as an object of discourse"39 misses the point that the moment of the nondiscursive and extradiscursive is both irreducible and essential. How many more Ptolemaic circles of "discursive fixings" is it going to take before it becomes clear that postmodern Marxism's bankrupt epistemology/ontology cannot articulate a viable project for radical politics?

A2: Baudrillard
Baudrillard’s model of the imaginary fails to accurately engage the political, and is not qualitative than Marx’s imaginary. The impact is apathy and stagnation. The Marxist perspective is the only epistemologically true understanding of history and economics.  Only a combination of our criticisms can correct the fundamental flaws in Baudrillard’s critique; perm solves
Douglas Kellner 89 [Ph.D., Philosophy, Columbia University, Jean Baudrillard: From Marxism to Postmodernism and Beyond (Key Contemporary Thinkers)]-JN

Contra Baudrillard, I believe that there are good reasons to maintain that we still live in a society in which the mode of production dominates much of our cultural and social life. Thus I am skeptical as to whether we can make sense out of our current social order without using the categories of Marxian political economy. For if one grants that 'the mirror of production' is Marx's imaginary, his conceptual vision of society and history, with inevitable omissions, distortions, illusions and so on, then, by the same token, one can conceive of 'the mirror of signification,' or what I have called 'sign control,' or the semiological imaginary, as Baudrillard’s imaginary. With regard to the previous discussion, one could argue that, just as Baudrillard s first three works on the consumer society can be read in retrospect as projections of a capitalist imaginary, as the articulations of capitalist dreams to totally control society through consumption and the management of consumer demand, so Baudrillard now projects what might be called a cybernetic imaginary. This imaginary consists in the fantasy of a certain technocratic stratum that society can be controlled through steering mechanisms, through the imposition of codes and rules whereby cybernetic organization and management successfully achieves total social control and domination. (Baudrillard differs from more banal cybcrncticists in believing that signs and signification by themselves - without human intervention - will become the controlling force, thereby advancing perhaps the first theory of semiological determinism; but this position will not become clear until the works that I shall discuss in the next chapter.) From this cybernetic-technocratic standpoint, Baudrillard is proposing a new perspective on society and history which provides some useful insights, but also contains its own omissions, distortions and illusions. In particular, Baudrillard will progressively erase materiality - that is, political economy, capital, the body, human suffering and so on - from his theory, a move anticipated by his severing of his now radically semiological theory from political economy in Mirror. The theoretical problem with Baudrillard's position, on this level, is that he is simply proposing the substitution of one imaginary, his, for another, Marx's. Against such monocular perspectives I would argue that to make sense of the social processes and transformations going on, we need many theories, of which theories of production and signification would both seem to be important. Thus I am proposing precisely what the later Baudrillard resists most stubbornly: conceptual mediation and synthesis and a multiperspectival vision. While in Critique Baudrillard explicitly calls for a synthesis of political economy and semiology, and in his first three books assumes – correctly I believe – that the logics of production and signification are intertwined in contemporary capitalist societies, from Mirror to the present he argues that information, media and the other constituents of postindustrial societies are severed from the logic of production. I will argue in various contexts throughout this book that this rupture is too absolute, and that the dynamics of labor, production and political economy continue to often determine, or act upon, signification and the production of signs and meaning, at the same time admitting that the logic of signification likewise affects production and consumption and can play a relatively autonomous role in social reproduction. Instead of such a dialectical view (which was to become anathema to him), Baudrillard ascribes a new role to signification as a primary mode of social determination. (In the next chapter we will see that simulation is eventually assigned this role.) But does signification escape the logic of production so easily? Is it an autonomous social force with its own ends, goals, purposes and interests? I think not. We are still in a society where the imperatives of capital and production play a crucial structuring role in politics, culture, and social and economic life through capitalist control of the media, advertising, packaging, design, architecture, urbanization, computerization and so forth.18 Against Baudrillard's position, I would argue that some of the most useful work in contemporary cultural and social theory has combined economic, political and cultural approaches, and that it would be perverse to dismiss political economy, production and Marxism completely from contemporary social theory. For, even minimally, such perspectives can provide illuminating approaches and concepts in dealing with a wide range of phenomena.

A2: Perm fails/unpossible

The perm is not denied by your evidence because Baudrillard’s rejection of Marx is unwarranted – he may claim that it’s reductionist, imperialist, or economistic, but this is not the case.  Historical materialism is derived from a much longer historical heritage, and takes this history into account.  Marxist theory and Baudrillardian theory are far closer than Baudrillard would admit.

Douglas Kellner 89 [Ph.D., Philosophy, Columbia University, Jean Baudrillard: From Marxism to Postmodernism and Beyond (Key Contemporary Thinkers)]-JN

Baudrillard might argue against this proposal that it is impossible to combine radically different logics of production and signification, and that Marxism is intrinsically reductionistic, imperialistic and terroristic and refuses to be combined with any theories that oppose in any way its categories and logic. But just as I argued in 2.1 that Baudrillard's critiques of Marx's theories of use value and needs were unfair to Marx who himself anticipated many of Baudrillard's points in his critique of bourgeois political economy, so I would also argue that Marxism is not as economistic or reductive as Baudrillard claims, and that Marxists like Henri Lefebvre, Guy Debord and the Critical Theorists of the Frankfurt School anticipated many of Baudrillard's positions - though admittedly not in such an extreme, anti-Marxist form. In general, it seems to me that Baudrillard, especially in his middle and later periods, is so intent on demolishing Marxism that he fails to appreciate to what extent all theories of neo-capitalist societies, including his own, build on Marx's work. Marx arguably established the conceptual framework for the sort of analysis of consumption and the consumer society, as well as the critical perspectives on capitalist society, which characterize Baudrillard's early and middle works at least. Moreover, I believe that readings of Marx which claim that he reduces all social phenomena to epiphenomena of the mode of production, and that he uses a logic of production to explain all social phenomena are themselves reductionislic readings. Walter Adamson, for example, has shown that Marx utilizes four different models of the relation between production, culture and society in his various works and conceptualizes production in at least four different ways.19 Whereas an analytic philosopher might take this as an indication of conceptual confusion on Marx's part, I prefer to see it as a Marxian recognition that concepts have different uses in different contexts, and that meaning is therefore relative to context and use. In some contexts, therefore, one might well characterize production in rather narrow economic terms, as Marx sometimes does. In other contexts - and one finds Marx doing this as well - one might employ the term 'production' to include cultural, symbolic and communicative interaction. Thus, while there are reductionistic and economistic passages in Marx which seem to reduce cultural superstructures and all social processes to their economic base, there are more historical and less reductive passages as well (just as I earlier argued that there were naturalistic passages, although Marxism was predominantly historicist). Consequently, I would argue that while Baudrillard provides a strong polemic against reductionist, naturalistic and economistic readings of Marx, his broadside attack and dismissal of Marxism tout court is unfair and unwarranted. Part of Baudrillard's problem with Marx is symptomatic of his approach to many of the theories and thinkers he polemicizes against. In general, Baudrillard does not go in for careful, patient, detailed textual readings of his polemical targets. Instead, he takes positions out of context and gives the impression that his goal is destruction rather than dialogue and conceptual appropriation, mediation and synthesis. Baudrillard thus seems to be engaging in a particular type of capitalist activity - rising above, even attempting to destroy, one's competitors - that itself, as I will suggest below, is determined by the logic of the cultural market in France (see 5.4). Adopting a Baudrillardian notion and style, we might refer to his mode of criticism as hypercriticism which is - to use a Baudrillardian trope - 'more critical than critical' and reminiscent of the 'critical criticism' of the Young Hegelians attacked by Marx.20

Baudrillard ( cap

Baudrillard’s specific style of polemic flies in the face of traditional, well thought-out criticism. When he’s criticizing some assemblage, his only aim is destruction of the conception, instead of consideration of the theory presented. This method furthers a major characteristic of capitalism – the impulse to fight and defeat competitors. He does not engage in dialectical criticism, and thus his criticism exits actual critical theory. Baudrillardian critique thus loses any and all power.

Douglas Kellner 89 [Ph.D., Philosophy, Columbia University, Jean Baudrillard: From Marxism to Postmodernism and Beyond (Key Contemporary Thinkers)]-JN

Thus, while there are reductionistic and economistic passages in Marx which seem to reduce cultural superstructures and all social processes to their economic base, there are more historical and less reductive passages as well (just as I earlier argued that there were naturalistic passages, although Marxism was predominantly historicist). Consequently, I would argue that while Baudrillard provides a strong polemic against reductionist, naturalistic and economistic readings of Marx, his broadside attack and dismissal of Marxism tout court is unfair and unwarranted. Part of Baudrillard's problem with Marx is symptomatic of his approach to many of the theories and thinkers he polemicizes against. In general, Baudrillard does not go in for careful, patient, detailed textual readings of his polemical targets. Instead, he takes positions out of context and gives the impression that his goal is destruction rather than dialogue and conceptual appropriation, mediation and synthesis. Baudrillard thus seems to be engaging in a particular type of capitalist activity - rising above, even attempting to destroy, one's competitors - that itself, as I will suggest below, is determined by the logic of the cultural market in France (see 5.4). Adopting a Baudrillardian notion and style, we might refer to his mode of criticism as hypercriticism which is - to use a Baudrillardian trope - 'more critical than critical' and reminiscent of the 'critical criticism' of the Young Hegelians attacked by Marx.20 Indeed, Baudrillard's hypercriticism is completely undialectical, and attempts to destroy the object of critique rather than to appropriate valid or useful insights or positions. In particular, Baudrillard seems to reject concepts of mediation and Aufhebung which would attempt to raise positions, or stages of history, into a higher synthesis. Thus criticism for him is primarily negative. (Later we will see that he explicitly assigns precisely this role to the intellectual and to intellectual critique.) Nonetheless, some of his criticisms are provocative and useful, though perhaps less devastating than the critical critic and some of his bedazzled disciples seem to think.
A2: Nietzsche
Marxist thought is superior to Nietchean thought and represents a viable alternative.  We must embrace a method that rationally fights capitalism.

András Gedö 98 [Studied philosophy at the Budapest University of Sciences. PHD 1959, DrSc (Doctor of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences) 1969. Member of the editorial board of ‚World Marxist Review’ (Prague) 1961-1971. From 1972 full professor of philosophy at the Institute of Political Studies, Budapest. In 1992 visiting professor at the University of Siena, Italy. From 1982 to 2006 committee member of the International Society for Dialectical Philosophy – Societas Hegeliana, "Why Marx or Nietzsche?", Nature, Society, and Thought, vol. 11, no. 3 (1998): 331–346, accessed 29th June 2012]-JN

The question “Why Marx or Nietzsche?” has three implications. First, it involves becoming aware of the historically changing character of the controversies between the philosophies of Marx and Nietzsche, aware of the opposition between their different social settings and their differing philosophical contents. Max Weber realized the scope of the Marx-Nietzsche problem. After a debate with Oswald Spengler, who was contemptuous not only of Marx but also of Nietzsche, the main source of his own ideas, Max Weber said: The honesty of a contemporary scholar and above all, of a contemporary philosopher, is to be decided on the basis of his attitude to Nietzsche and Marx. Those who do not acknowledge that they could not carry out considerable parts of their work without the work done by these two, are cheating themselves and others. The world in which we ourselves exist intellectually is a world largely molded by Marx and Nietzsche. (cited in Baumgarten 1964, 554–55) The simultaneous presence and influence of the two in Max Weber seems to raise the possibility of paying tribute to and following both. The basic thought framework of Max Weber points to the opposite; he was influenced by both Marx and Nietzsche, and he admitted this honestly. He polemicized against Marx and disagreed with him even when he borrowed from his work; Nietzschean motifs had a part in shaping his way of thinking, the disparity of their attitudes notwithstanding (see Hennis 1987). Nevertheless, his assessment in 1920 that “the world in which we ourselves exist intellectually is a world largely molded by Marx and Nietzsche” retains its validity despite the alternating increases and decreases of the influence of Marx and Nietzsche. Secondly, the philosophical Marx-Nietzsche controversy implies an awareness of the fact that Marx is the alternative to Nietzsche. The thought of Nietzsche is a particular variant of Lebensphilosophie, but also a focus of elements, germs, and possibilities for other versions of Lebensphilosophie and of later forms of positivism. Controversies such as the one over Heidegger's interpretation and criticism of Nietzsche or the lack of interest of logical positivists in Nietzsche may veil these interrelations. Nevertheless, it is recognizable that “many influences lead from Nietzsche to Heidegger,” as the Nietzsche scholar Wolfgang Müller-Lauter stated. “There is a kinship between the two that must not be pushed aside because of misjudgements and false estimations concerning Nietzsche by Heidegger that have come to the fore” (1981/82, 362). Danto's 1965 book on Nietzsche as a precursor of analytic philosophy stresses, despite the one-sidedness and omissions in Danto's explanation (see Schacht 1983, 530–35), the positivistic traits and anticipations of Nietzsche as well as his Berkeleyan tendency.13 In consequence, the only alternative to Nietzsche's `philosophy in its entirety is a philosophy located outside of the controversy and complementarity of positivism and Lebensphilosophie. Thirdly, the issue “Why Marx or Nietzsche?” when formulated and developed by Marxists implies the question “Why Marx and not Nietzsche?” Since the alternative, Marx or Nietzsche, persists, the criticism of Nietzsche can involve neither the deletion of a Marxist Nietzsche scholarship nor an abstract unchanging negating. It implies rather an evolving historical and theoretical surmounting. If Nietzsche's philosophy is an epitome of Lebensphilosophie, the source field and melting pot of different, even divergent, attempts and possibilities of philosophical decadence, the tragic character of which was experienced by Nietzsche as his personal destiny, in suffering from it and in supposing himself to have found redemption from it, then Nietzsche is in a certain sense a key to the critical understanding and discussion of philosophical decadence in general. The Nietzsche waves and renaissances following one another reflected nonidentical social and cognitive situations from a persistent standpoint that was full of ambiguities. The renewed discussions with Nietzsche and Nietzscheanism are not repetitions of the same. They involve novelties in each modified situation, first of all because the question “Why Marx?” has a bearing on the theoretical totality of the Marxian conception, the thought movement of which takes place in the dialectic of identity and change, in the historicity of knowing and acting. In the question “Marx or Nietzsche?” Marx stands for the theoretical revolution represented by the dialectics and the historical outlook of the new materialism, for the theoretical revolution that was initiated before and without Nietzsche. The question “Why Marx and not Nietzsche?” needs to be answered in a rational—and only in a rational—manner. A theoretical option in favor of Marx, and against Nietzsche and Nietzscheanism, is not an arbitrary voluntaristic act. It can only be the result of a cognitive process, an act of thought against arbitrary voluntarism, not an unsubstantiated statement. The appearance of abstract generality in these philosophical topics and discussions, the appearance of their remoteness from life, stands apart from the debates about Nietzsche or Marx. Nietzsche himself had a foreboding of the fateful consequences of his own philosophy: “There shall one day be attached to my name a reminder of something monstrous—of a crisis the like of which has never been on earth, of the deepest collision of conscience, of a decision against everything that up to now has been believed, demanded, kept holy. I am not a human being, I am dynamite” (1969a, 1152). The theoretical option in favor of grasping the historical necessities of capitalist society and the historical necessity of overcoming it, dealing with the real social crisis not as the destiny of the “last man” but with concepts of knowledge and reality, against the nihilistic negating of knowledge, against the loss of truth and the positing of a mythical quasi objectivity; in favor of a rational dialectics against the irrationalizing of dialectics; in favor of democracy and a socialist perspective against contempt for humanity, the exhilaration of the master morality and of the superman, against “philosophizing with the hammer”—this option is an act of thought not only dealing with Lebensphilosophie's anticonceptual concept of irrational life, but also with the issues of the objective-real and intellectual life of social human beings. The materialistically founded humanistic aspect of Marxist theory is neither an arbitrary supplement to, nor an idealistic substitute for, its scientific content, but a necessary conclusion from it. The intellectual experience of the inner connection of proletarian class consciousness, Marxist knowledge, and humanistic understanding was articulated in the philosophical poetry of Attila József in the early thirties: “After the priest, soldier and burgher / now it is our turn at last / to be upholder of the laws; / and so the sense of all human works / resonates in us / like so many resounding violas” (1997, 67). As the philosophical theory of materialist dialectics, in the process of sensitive recording of history and of grasping whatever “the works of man” may mean, the thought of Marx is the alternative to Nietzsche's philosophy.

A2: relativity of truth (genealogy)

Arguing that truth is an ambiguous and completely uncertain concept ensures that social and political movements and studies will always fail.

Kenan Malik '96 (fellow, Department of Political, International, and Policy Studies at University of Surrey, "The Mirror of Race: Postmodernism and the Celebration of Difference," in "In Defense of History," Ed. by E. Meiskins Wood & John Foster, p 117-121)-JN

The postmodernist celebration of indeterminacy is reinforced by hostility to universalizing theory, or ideas of totality. Indeed the stress on indeter​minacy arises from the belief that we cannot comprehend social reality in any holistic sense. In poststructuralist theory all attempts at grasping social reality as a totality are rejected. All such attempts are "totalitarian," ethno​centric, and racist, because they impose a single vision of the world upon what is in fact a plurality. Here, postmodernists fall into another confusion. Their rejection of uni​versalism and "totalizing" theories draws on some well-established epistemological principles, which they take to extreme—and illogical—conclu​sions. There has long been a widely accepted epistemological convention, even a truism, that "facts" do not present themselves to us unmediated, unaffected by our social experience and without selection or interpretation. This is, of course, even more the case when we are dealing with very complex social "facts" and when powerful ideological factors intervene. For example, by conventional measures of intelligence, African-Americans as a group have a lower I.Q. than white Americans. That is a fact. But what that fact means is not apparent from the fact itself. For some authors, like Richard Herrnstein and Charles Murray in their infamous The Bell Curve, the difference in I.Q. is an indication that black and white Americans are naturally different in their intellectual abilities. For others it means that I.Q. tests are a poor measure of intellectual ability. For yet others, the difference between the I.Q. scores of black and white Americans is a product of their differential treatment by society. This obvious epistemological point does not necessarily mean that there is no basis for judging one interpretation as better than another. Many— probably most—historians and social scientists have long acknowledged that their knowledge is mediated in various ways; but they have not neces​sarily felt obliged to conclude that there are no standards of historical truth, or plausibility, against which to measure one account of history or social experience in comparison to others. Such people have commonly recog​nized that there can be different accounts, seen from the perspective of different places, times, or social groups, and that these accounts can even all be valid in relation to the particular experience and needs of those that propound them; but they have not necessarily felt obliged to conclude that there can never be a common standard to adjudicate among these different accounts, no basis for comparing them, or even a common vantage point from which to communicate between them or accommodate them to each other. As E.H. Carr understood: It does not follow that, because a mountain appears to take on different shapes from different angles of vision, it has objectively either no shape or an infinity of shapes. It does not follow that, because interpretation plays a necessary part in establishing the facts of history, and because no existing interpretation is wholly objective, one interpretation is as good as another, and the facts of history are not amenable to objective inter​pretation.9 But postmodernists have indeed jumped to such extreme and absurd conclusions. They have seized upon the multiplicities of meaning in order to reject not only common standards of judgment but the possibility of any commensurability between different worlds of meaning. Postmodernism claims to situate "facts" in their specific social and his​torical context, but that is precisely what it fails to do. The very nature of deconstructionist methodology imposes an eternal framework on its object of investigation. The starting point of poststructuralism is the search for difference. As Derrida has put it, it is futile to ask who or what differs, since difference is prior to any subject.10 But this is to smuggle the conclusion of the investigation into the method. If you set out to find difference in anything and everything, then that is exactly what you will find. If you begin with the premise that there is nothing but difference, then it goes without saying that you will never find commonalities or relations between things that are irreducibly different, let alone totalities in which these different things are linked together. Difference becomes the absolute in history. It plays the "essentialist" role in poststructuralist discourse that Nature played in nineteenth-century positivism.

A2: Nietzsche/Suffering

There’s only a risk that we can solve suffering if our aff solves, it is not morality but lack of morality that is the issue.

Bryan Leiter 10 (law professor at UT, Ph.D. from Michigan, “Nietzsche’s Moral and Political Philosophy” , http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/nietzsche-moral -political/)

Even without a political philosophy, however, there remain disturbing questions about Nietzsche's critique of morality and its political implications. For example, when Nietzsche objects that morality is an obstacle to “the highest power and splendor possible” to man, one is tempted to object that this gets things perversely backwards. For surely it is the lack of morality in social policy and public institutions — a lack which permits widespread poverty and despair to persist generation upon generation; that allows daily economic struggle and uncertainty to define the basic character of most people's lives — that is most responsible for a lack of human flourishing. Surely, in a more moral society, with a genuine commitment to social justice and human equality, there would be far more Goethes, far more creativity and admirable human achievement. As Philippa Foot has sharply put it: “How could one see the present dangers that the world is in as showing that there is too much pity and too little egoism around?” (1973, p. 168).

Antihumanism bad

Antihumanist discourse (Foucault, Nietzsche, Derrida, etc.) only serves to disarm actual political movements. It serves to repress liberatory politics.  If we’d just worry about solving, and not the next plateau of theory, we’d have, or would be on the way to, solving all the world’s problems.  Each indict of rationalism is misconceived.

Kenan Malik 96 (fellow, Department of Political, International, and Policy Studies at University of Surrey, "The Mirror of Race: Postmodernism and the Celebration of Difference," in "In Defense of History," Ed. by E. Meiskins Wood & John Foster, p.117-121)-JN

Whether liberal or Marxist, underlying all humanistic strands is a belief in human emancipation—the idea that humankind can rationally transform society through the agency of its own efforts. Indeed, no emancipatory philosophy is possible without a humanist perspective, for any antihumanistic outlook is forced to look outside of humanity for the agency of salva​tion—if earthly salvation is possible at all. Antihumanistic strands developed from the Enlightenment on, largely in opposition to the idea of rational human emancipation. Just as there have been a number of different strands of humanism, so there have been a number of different strands of antihumanism, ranging from the conserva​tism of Burke, the Catholic reaction of de Maistre, to the nihilism of Nietzsche and the Nazism of Heidegger. All rejected Enlightenment ration​alism and the idea of social progress because they despaired of the capacity of humankind for such rational progress, a despair that was in general an expression of either fear of or contempt for the masses, who were seen as irrational, atavistic, and a threat to civilized society. Antihumanism rejected ideas of equality and human unity, celebrating instead difference and divergence and exalting the particular and the "authentic" over the universal. Antihumanism developed therefore as a central component of elite theo​ries. In the postwar era, however, antihumanism came to represent a very different tradition—the liberal, indeed radical, anticolonialist and antiracist outlook. In the hands of such critics of Western society as Frantz Fanon, Michel Foucault, Jacques Derrida, and Louis Althusser, among others, antihumanism became a central thread of structuralist and poststructural​ist theories, and a key weapon in the interrogation of racist and imperialist discourses. Even Jean-Paul Sartre, in his famous preface to Fanon's The Wretched of the Earth, wrote that "Humanism is nothing but an ideology of lies, a perfect justification for pillage; its honeyed words, its affectations of sensibility were only alibis for our aggression." Elsewhere he claimed that ."Humanism is the counterpart of racism: it is a practice of exclusion."17 How did a philosophical outlook which originated within conservative anti-emancipatory politics, and which was a key component of racial theory, become a central motif of radical antiracist, anti-imperialist doctrines? And how did philosophers such as Nietzsche and Heidegger, whose work had previously been seen as paving the way for twentieth century racist and fascist ideologies, become icons of antiracist discourse? There were two main strands to postwar radical antihumanism. One developed out of anticolonial struggles, the other through Western (and in particular French) academic philosophy and was subsequently elaborated by the "new social movements" such as feminism and environmentalism. In The Wretched of the Earth, Fanon gave voice to the rage of colonial peoples against their inhuman treatment at the hands of the imperialist powers. The humanist idea of "Man," wrote Fanon, which lay at the heart of the Western post-Enlightenment tradition, was achieved through dehu​manizing the non-Western Other. Europeans only became human, Fanon suggested, by denying humanity to their colonial Other. To maintain a belief in humanism while treating non-European peoples as animals, Europeans declared that non-Europeans were in fact subhuman. Herein lay the source of racial theory in humanism. At the same time, argued Fanon, humanists salved their consciences by inviting the subhuman colonial Other to become human by imitating "European Man." The category "human" is empty of meaning, the critics asserted, because it is ahistorical. The invocation of a common human nature hides the fact that human nature is socially and historically constructed. According to the anthropologist James Clifford, "[I]t is a general feature of humanist com​mon denominators that they are meaningless, since they bypass local cultural codes that make personal experience articulate." When human​ists assert the universality of human nature, what they are really talking about are the particular human values expressed in European society. Third world critics, however—and some European critics like Sartre too— did not reject humanism in its entirety. Fanon, for instance, recognized that the contradiction lay not in humanism itself but in the disjuncture between the ideology of humanism and the practice of colonialism: All the elements of a solution to the great problems of humanity have, at different times, existed in European thought. But Europeans have not carried out in practice the mission which fell to them, which consisted of bringing their whole weight to bear violently upon these elements, of modifying their arrangement and their nature, of changing them and, finally, of bringing the problem of mankind to an infinitely higher plane.19 Fanon called therefore for a new humanism stripped of its racist, Euro​centric aspects: Let us decide not to imitate Europe; let us combine our muscles and our brains in a new direction. Let us try to create the whole man, whom Europe has been incapable of bringing to triumphant birth.20 For Fanon, then, the humanist idea of "the whole man" was key to emancipation. Despite the critique of Western humanism as a camouflage for the dehumanization of non-Western peoples, humanism remained a central component of the ideology of third world liberation struggles of the postwar era, virtually all of which drew on the emancipatory logic of uni​versalism. Indeed, Western radicals were often shocked by the extent to which anticolonial struggles adopted what the radicals conceived of as tainted ideas. As Claude Levi-Strauss noted ruefully, the doctrine of cultural relativism "was challenged by the very people for whose moral benefit the anthropologists had established it in the first place." The willingness of third world radicals to maintain at least a residual support for a humanistic outlook stemmed from their continued engage​ment in the project of liberation. Postwar radicals in the West, however, increasingly rejected humanism, not simply in its guise as a cover for racism and colonialism but in its entirety. For postwar European intellectuals the most pressing problem was not that of establishing the ideological founda​tions of liberation struggles but rather of coming to terms with the demise of such struggles in Western democracies. Western intellectuals had, on the one hand, to excavate the social and intellectual roots of the Nazi experi​ence, an experience that more than any other weighed upon the European intellectual consciousness in the immediate postwar period; and on the other, to explain why the possibilities of revolutionary change, which had seemed so promising in the early part of the century, appeared to have been extinguished. For many the explanation seemed to lie in some deep-seated malaise in European culture. Postwar radicals asked themselves why it was that Germany, a nation with deep philosophical roots in the Enlightenment project and a strong and vibrant working class movement, should succumb so swiftly and so com​pletely to Nazism. The answer seemed to be that it was the logic of Enlight​enment rationalism itself and the nature of democratic politics that had given rise to such barbarism. As Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer put it in their seminal work, The Dialectic of Enlightenment, "Enlightenment is totalitarian."22 Adorno and Horkheimer develop the two motifs—a cri​tique of Enlightenment rationality and social progress, on the one hand, and of mass society, on the other—which became central themes of the Frankfurt school and which were to become immensely influential in shap​ing postwar discourse. The idea that the Holocaust—and indeed all Western barbarism—had its roots in Enlightenment rationalism and humanism became a central tenet of postwar radicalism. The Enlightenment ambition of mastering nature, of setting humanity above nature, inevitably had destructive consequences for humanity itself. A humanity which could enslave nature was quite capable of enslaving fellow human beings. As David Goldberg has put it, "Subjuga​tion ... defines the order of the Enlightenment: subjugation of nature by human intellect, colonial control through physical and cultural domination, and economic superiority through mastery of the laws of the market."23 Mastery of nature and the rational organization of society, which in the nineteenth century was seen as the basis of human emancipation, now came to be regarded as the source of human enslavement. The idea that technological and social progress could be the cause of barbarism has led many critics to find evidence not simply of humanism but the whole project of "modernity" behind the Holocaust. Zygmunt Bau-man has suggested that the Final Solution was the "product" not the "failure" of modernity and that "it was the rational world of modern civili​sation that made the Holocaust thinkable": The truth is that every ingredient of the Holocaust—all those many things that rendered it possible—was normal ... in the sense of being fully in keeping with everything we know about our civilisation, its guiding spirit, its priorities, its immanent vision of the world—and of the proper ways to pursue human happiness together with a perfect society.24 Bauman's argument that the Holocaust became thinkable only in the conditions of modernity may fall short of actually blaming that horror on Enlightenment principles of rationality; but his hint that "civilisation" itself may have been responsible for the barbarism of the "Final Solution" is made explicit by Richard Rubinstein who (in a phrase approvingly quoted by Bauman) argues that the Holocaust "bears witness to the advance of civili​sation": The world of death camps and the society it engenders reveals the pro​gressively intensifying night side of Judeo-Christian civilization. Civiliza​tion means slavery, wars, exploitation, and death camps. It also means medical hygiene, elevated religious ideas, beautiful art, and exquisite music. It is an error to imagine that civilization and savage cruelties are antithesis... Both creation and destruction are inseparable parts of what we call civilization.25 This comes very close to saying not just that modernity makes death camps possible but that it makes them necessary and inevitable. This proposition is deeply questionable in many ways, but for our purposes, the first question that comes to mind is this: what does it mean to suggest that barbarism is a product of civilization? To suggest that "the advance of civilization" inevitably leads to "slavery, wars, exploitation, and death camps" can only mean that barbarism is an ineradicable part of human nature. Yet is this not to posit a concept of a human nature that is as ahistorical as that supposedly held by humanists? Condemning civilization as forever imbricated with inhumanity is certainly an argument that sits uneasily with a critique of humanism which claims that an ahistoric notion of "Man" has been used to deny humanity to the West's Others. To argue that humanism and rationalism (or "modernity") are the causes of the Holocaust is to turn logic on its head. The discourse of race was a product not of Enlightenment universalism and humanism but of its deg​radation. Scientific racism was not the application of science and reason to the question of human difference but the use of the discourse of science to give legitimacy to irrational, unscientific arguments. The "Final Solution" was implicit in the racial policies pursued by the Nazis. To engage in mass extermination it was necessary to believe that the objects of that policy were less than human. But to say that it was a rationally conceived plan is to elevate the prejudices of the Third Reich to the status of scientific knowl​edge—in other words to accept as true the very claims of racial discourse.

A2: Pomo – generic
Postmodern Marxism’s criticism of Marxism fails to address its many branches and modes of analysis.  Class is a concrete way to examine society, relational and semantic criticism is not.

Rene Francisco Poitevin 1 (Ph.D., Assistant Professor, Gallatin School, New York University, Poitevin, R.F. “The End of Anti-Capitalism As We Knew It: Reflections on Postmodern Marxism.” Socialist Review. Vol. 28:3/4. 2001)-JN

Also left out is the rich Marxist scholarship that was addressing their concerns long before there was a postmodern Marxist school. The fact is that postmodern Marxist's "contributions" are not as original nor as profound as they might have us believe. For example, what about the bulk of the Western Marxist tradition since the Frankfurt School? Has it not been predicated on a rejection of the economic reductionism embedded in the passage from the Preface to the Introduction to A Critique of Political Economy in which the (in)famous base/superstructure metaphor of society gets set in stone as the "official" definition of historical materialism? Or what about Horkheimer and Adorno's relentless critique of instrumental rationality? Marxism, in spite of what the postmodern Marxists want us to believe, has long been making the case for the centrality of culture and its irreducibility to economic laws, as anybody who has read Walter Benjamin or Antonio Gramsci can certify. Furthermore, postcolonial Marxism and critical theory have also been theorizing at more concrete levels of analyses the irreducibility of subjectivity to class.22 And despite the postmodern Marxist excitement when talking about class as a relational process, in fact it is impossible to tell that they are not the first ones to talk about class as a relational process, lots of Marxists before the Amherst School have been theorizing and clarifying the relational mechanisms embedded in class politics.23

Pomo ( end of Marxist project (not against Foucault)

Postmodern Marxism destroys Marxism by focusing on no more than discourse to shape reality – their alternative fails.

Rene Francisco Poitevin 1 (Ph.D., Assistant Professor, Gallatin School, New York University, Poitevin, R.F. “The End of Anti-Capitalism As We Knew It: Reflections on Postmodern Marxism.” Socialist Review. Vol. 28:3/4. 2001)-JN

A third feature of J.K. Gibson-Graham's work, in particular, and of the whole radical democracy tradition, in general, is its post-structuralist extremism.26 For postmodern Marxists it is not enough to point out that, as both Foucault and Habermas argue, we inhabit an intellectual regime characterized by a paradigm shift from the "philosophy of consciousness" to the "philosophy of language."27 Nor is it good enough for postmodern/post-Marxists to recognize the pitfalls embedded in Hegelian epistemology and argue instead, as Spivak does, for strategic-- uses-of-essentialism as a corrective to the excesses of teleological thinking and fixed notions of class.28 No way. As far as postmodern Marxism is concerned, the only way to compensate for constructions of capitalism that are too totalizing is through the unconditional surrender of the Marxist project. As J.K. Gibson-Graham themselves make clear, "to even conceive of 'capitalism' as 'capitalisms' is still taking 'capitalism' for granted."29 And to try to redistribute the heavy theoretical and political burden placed upon the proletariat by reconfiguring political agency through "race-class-gender," as opposed to just class, is still a futile endeavor: essentialism is still essentialism whether one essentializes around one or three categories. This strand of post-structuralism, one that once again, can be directly traced back to Laclau and Mouffe's Hegemony and Socialist Strategy,30 is predicated on the faulty epistemological premise that what really matters is "discourse." As Laclau and Mouffe clarify, "our analysis rejects the distinction between discursive and nondiscursive practices. It offirms that every object is constituted as an object of discourse."31 The problem with this approach is that once we enter this world of epistemological foundationalism predicated on the claim that there is "nothing but discourse," we enter a world of relativism in which all we can do is "create discursive fixings," as J.K. Gibson-Graham themselves prescribe, that will guarantee that "any particular analysis will never find the ultimate cause of events."32 It is this ideological postmodern insistence on reducing all of social reality to discourse that ultimately overloads its theoretical apparatus and causes it to buckle beneath them. The Amherst School's "provisional ontology" is incapable of escaping the performative trap of trying to get rid of essentialism by essentializing all of reality as "discursive." The postmodern Marxist approach to ontology boils down to substituting in political practice every occurrence of "continuity" with "discontinuity" as a way to get rid of essentialism and macro-narratives. Even Foucault, the great master of discontinuity, distances himself from such mirror-reversal solutions when theorizing the limits of discourse and accounting for the "divergence, the distances, the oppositions, the differences" that constitute the episteme of a period.33

Pomo epistemology flawed

Postmodern Marxist epistemology is flawed – anything outside of discourse is not addressed.

Rene Francisco Poitevin 1 (Ph.D., Assistant Professor, Gallatin School, New York University, Poitevin, R.F. “The End of Anti-Capitalism As We Knew It: Reflections on Postmodern Marxism.” Socialist Review. Vol. 28:3/4. 2001)-JN

The key point in assessing the postmodern/post-Marxist epistemological and ontological viability is this: None of Foucault's subtleties in theorizing the "nondiscursive" are present in the postmodern/post-Marxist model. Not only is Foucault's notion of "discourse" more complex and nuanced than the one presented in postmodern/post-Marxism, the "nondiscursive" is defined as constituted by "institutions, social relations, economic and political conjuncture" - and as explicitly nonreducible to discourse.38 This is why the postmodern/post-Marxist's incapability and/or refusal to account for the irreducibility of the nondiscursive aspects of institutions and the economy ultimately disqualifies them from articulating a viable Left project. To retort by saying that it is OK to not deal with the centrality of the nondiscursive (e.g., the institutional) because "every object is constituted as an object of discourse"39 misses the point that the moment of the nondiscursive and extradiscursive is both irreducible and essential. How many more Ptolemaic circles of "discursive fixings" is it going to take before it becomes clear that postmodern Marxism's bankrupt epistemology/ontology cannot articulate a viable project for radical politics?

A2: random poststructuralisms
The radical rejection of material problems and solutions by ludic leftists in favor of discursive squabbling destroys any chance for real revolution, and facilitates the expansion of globalized capitalism. This turns the K – though they claim to solve for power, class is the true propagator of power, and the only propagator of power that we can solve for.

Teresa L. Ebert 95 (English Department at the State University of New York, Albany, Rethinking Marxism Association for Economic and Social Analysis, vol 8 no 2, “The Knowable Good--Post-al Ethics, the Question of Justice and Red Feminism”, http://xgridmac.dyndns.org/~thiebaut/www_etext_org/Politics_4014/AlternativeOrange/5/v5n1_kg4.html)-JN

What remains of "left" politics in the West is increasingly a post-al politics--a politics that is based on the assumption that the history of the West has entered a new phase. This phase, it is said, can no longer be made sense of in terms of such concepts as "production," "ideology," and "class," but must be simply described in terms of its incommensurate and proliferating language games. The game of consumption, for instance--with its innumerable variables, variables that are themselves the effect of a post-Fordist game of distribution--rather than class is now seen as constituting the main arena of identity. Ideology, with its binary logic of "truth" and "falsehood," to give another example, is assumed to be displaced by the ceaseless permutations of discourse games: games in which the bipolarity of ideology is problematized by the undecidability of all binaries. In the post-al situation, as might be expected, the very idea of politics as a praxis of social transformation is put in question by the language game of cultural representations in which the goal is more to displace the existing meanings of social signs than to bring about a new socioeconomic order. The idea of politics as transformative, in other words, is seen as based on a totalitarian notion of the adequation of signifier and signified--a valorization, ultimately, of use-value over the game of exchange-values. Feminist theory, like all contemporary theoretical practices, has entered its own post-al phase. For reasons that I have elaborated on at length elsewhere, I mark this mode of feminism as "ludic feminism" (Ebert 1995a). Ludic feminism, which is founded upon poststructuralist assumptions about linguistic play, difference and the priority of discourse, has taken the lead in retheorizing politics in terms of series of "post-alities"1: post-Marxist, poststructuralist, post-class, post-emancipatory, post-foundationalist, post-history, post-gender, post-dialectical, post-teleological, post-totality, post-essentialist, post-patriarchy.... At the core of this post-alization of politics is the displacement of material reality (the non-discursive) by the discursive, and the substitution of ethics and semiotic subversions for the project of emancipation. What is at stake here for feminism, and the left more generally, is not only the question of how to effectively bring about social change but what constitutes social change? These are especially pressing questions when ludic theorists are commonly arguing, as Ernesto Laclau does, that "society" itself "is an impossible object" (Laclau 1993, 40-41), and ludic feminists, such as Judith Butler (following Laclau), declare the "unrealizability of `emancipation'" because its "foundations are exposed as contradictory and untenable" (Butler 1993b, 8). This discursive post-al politics "discredits" historical materialism and confines the scope of politics strictly to the arena of the superstructure: reducing it, in effect, to simply a cultural politicsconcerned with intervening in and changing cultural representations, signifying practices and textualities. Post-al politics is the means for realizing the ludic priority of semiotic freedom: which seeks the liberation of desires through the "free," unconstrained play of codes, multiple significations, and pluralities of differences. In contrast, transformative politics--which is the project of a new Red Feminism (Ebert 1995c)--involves radical interventions in both the prevailing relations of production and its superstructural forms. It seeks to end the exploitation and divisions of labor; to abolish private property and to restructure social relations to meet the needs of all people. It is based on a historical materialist theory and praxis, and works dialectically, engaging the interconnections between base and superstructure; between relations of production and signifying practices. I am, of course, aware that the concepts of base and superstructure, labor, needs, and the priority of class, have been so discredited by ludic postmodern and feminist theorists as to become largely "unsayable" in these post-al times. Butthese are precisely the times in which we have to reclaim the basic precepts of historical materialism; to rethink what has become unthinkable in the post-al logic, and to build a Red Feminism in the international struggle against patriarchal--capitalism. Red Feminism does not reject the cultural or discursive as sites of political struggle but rather argues that these need to be understood in their specific historical connections to the relations of production and the class struggle in order to open up a space for an emancipatory politics to end the exploitation of women and all people globally. In order to develop a transformative politics in postmodernity, we need to radically critique the way it has been supplanted by post-al politics and to intervene in the ludic logic that supports post-ality. The crux of all ludic postmodern and feminist theories is the rewriting of the social as largely discursive (thus marked by the traits of linguistic difference), local, contingent, asystematic and indeterminate. The consequences of this idealist move are made clear by Laclau, who develops a ludic social theory "identifying the social with an infinite play of differences" (Laclau 1993, 39). Following Jacques Derrida, he argues that "to conceive of social relations as articulations of differences is to conceive them as signifying relations"--that is, as discursive or semiotic processes. Not only is the social "de-centered," according to Laclau, but social relations, like all "signifying systems," are "ultimately arbitrary" (Laclau 1993, 40-41). As a result, they cannot be subjected to such determining relations as exploitation and thus no longer require emancipation. The other side of this logic is the de-materialization of social relations as they are cut off from the material relations of production and turned into a superstructural matrix of discursive processes, narratives and the textual play of differing significations. Postmodern reality, for ludic theorists, becomes, a "crisis of narratives," as Lyotard has called it (Lyotard 1984, xxiii). It is a crisis in which all "texts" and signifying activities--including all social relations--can no longer provide reliable knowledge of the real. This textualized "real" (e.g. "society," "history") becomes unreliable, indeterminate, "impossible," because meaning (signification) itself is seen as self-divided and undecidable. Those entities we take to be the same--that is, identical with themselves and marked by their differences from (between) others--are shown instead to be supplementary to their others and different within themselves. As a result, politics, for ludic postmodernists, can no longer be grounded on clear identities and oppositions nor can it be situated in a reality "outside" representation as a "referent" for action. Any transformative or materialist politics--any emancipatory politics--based on the struggle against hierarchies of differences (such as the class struggle; peasant or worker's movements; women's liberation movements, anti-colonial movements; civil-rights movement,) are seen as foundationless. While many left thinkers may consider themselves far removed from the textualized politics of ludic theorists, the ludic logic has had an inordinate and pervasive influence on progressive politics across the spectrum: from Laclau and Mouffe's post-Marxism to the demise of socialist feminism and socialism, more generally--as feminists as diverse as Zillah Eisenstein, Michele Barrett and Donna Haraway and leftists, like Stanley Aronowitz, are "nailing [their] colours," as Barrett says, to the discursive "mast of a more general post-Marxism" (1991, vii) and a generalized radical democracy. Among the more sophisticated articulators of post-al politics are such ludic feminists as Drucilla Cornell--with her synthesis of a Lyotardian theory of the social as language games, Derridean deconstruction and feminist l'ecriture feminine--and Judith Butler, whose work provides a complex development of deconstructionist textuality; a Foucauldian analytics of power and the peformatics of queer theory. These two exemplary theorists also demonstrate especially clearly the problems and limitations of post-al politics. I will take up Judith Butler's erasure of emancipation later in this essay, but first I want to address some of the core problems of post-al politics as articulated by Lyotard and as developed by Cornell--both of whom "textualize" politics, turning it into an arena of local language games and semiotic subversions. The main aim of Lyotard's work--as well as of post-al politics as a whole--can best be characterized by his declaration at the end of The Postmodern Condition: "Let us wage a war on totality; let us be witnesses to the unpresentable; let us activate the differences and save the honor of the name" (1984, 82). While Lyotard's position is based "on the silliest of all puns, the confusion of `totality' with `totalitarianism',"2 this has not prevented him from widely influencing ludic feminism and the left not only in terms of an unrelenting localism but also in the priority given to politics as representation, as "naming," of the "unpresentable." Lyotard's localism dismisses any attempt to understand the systematic relations connecting disparate events and instead, like Foucault, reifies the radical "singularity" of events. He thus posits culture as a fragmented series of incommensurable, "different language games--a heterogeneity of elements. They only give rise to institutions in patches--local determinism" (Lyotard 1984, xxiv). Not only does Lyotard designate metanarratives as totalizing and therefore "totalitarian," but he also claims they are "terrorist." As Lyotard explains, "by terror I mean the efficiency gained by eliminating, or threatening to eliminate, a player from the language game one shares with him" (1984, 63). This notion is expanded in his other works (notably The Differend and Just Gaming, written with Jean-Loup Thébaud), in which he refers to the suppression not only of another player but of other phrases, statements, representations, and language games. The "terror" (totalitarianism) of metanarratives, for Lyotard, is a domination that imposes linkages on what he considers to be the incommensurable heterogeneity (differences) of disparate events and phrases: it not only excludes other possible meanings but, most crucial for Lyotard, it suppresses the radical singularity of events by establishing linkages among them. The act of linking always introduces a differend--a radical point of difference, of incommensurability between events and phrases located in heterogeneous language games. In effect, it is a difference-within the speech act, metanarrative or language game. According to Lyotard, 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 must be allowed to institute idioms which do not yet exist. (1988, 13).Lyotard is articulating an exemplary ludic logic here. By foregrounding the issues of language (games) and representation, Lyotard rewrites oppression ("terrorism," "totalitarianism"), not as the material conditions of exploitation--the denial of people's needs and the appropriation of their labor--but as a matter of "consciousness" and language: the "feeling of pain which accompanies silence," in other words, the suppression of the heterogeneity of possible meanings. As a result the necessary political act, for Lyotard, is the subversion of representations, the disruption of those metanarratives (and more broadly the symbolic order) that suppress the differend. Against the "pain" of "silence" (the suppression of the differend), Lyotard asserts the "pleasure" of "invention" (of phrases, idioms, tropes). He is, in short, substituting a discursive "invention" for transformative politics. This move is based not only on the ludic textualization of the real but also on the contradictory rewriting of truth as (absolutely) relative: an incommensurable effect of the differing "phrase universes" and "language games" used to describe, that is, to establish, the "true." According to Lyotard, all politics implies the prescription of doing something else than what is. But this prescription of doing something else than what is, is prescription itself: it is the essence of a prescription to be a statement such that it induces in its recipient an activity that will transform reality, that is, the situational context, the context of the speech act... among all these thinkers, not only Plato but Marx as well, there is the deep conviction that there is a true being of society, and that society will be just if it is brought into conformity with this true being, and therefore one can draw just prescriptions from a description that is true" (Lyotard and Thébaud 1985, 23). In other words, for Lyotardthere is a differend between prescription and description, between justice and truth, that denies any possibility of founding justice and thus politics on "truth." Lyotard'slogic is based on reducing politics--like the social--to a speech act: to a series of incommensurable relations between sender and receiver and between the communicative interaction and its abstract, localized "context" (Lyotard 1988, 139-40). These differences-within the communicative situation, for Lyotard, undermine the legitimacy of any prescription for social change, as well as any description of the "true," because they open up the possibility of inventing other linkages, other meanings, other "truths." Lyotard, in a manner reminiscent of Kant, regards any arrival at the concept of justice from the truthful or a decided good to be totalitarian. In short, any attempt to articulate a knowable good involves a differend and the suppression of other notions of "good." Because the social, according to Lyotard, "is given along with the universe of a phrase... [and] depends upon the phrase by which one links onto the preceding one, and since this linking is a matter for differends between genres of discourse, the nature of the social always remains to be judged. In this way, the social is the referent... of a judgment to be always done over again" (Lyotard 1988, 140). Any judgment, in other words, one makes about the nature or truth of the social, of the "good" or about justice, is always a matter of local, specific, contingent, and incommensurable linkages that must be "always done over again," since any one linkage will suppress some differend and must be displaced by yet another linkage. Lyotard position, then--in the words of a ludic critic--is that "a just politics can only consist in responding to the imperative `be just' without claiming to know in advance what it is to be just. Politics is thus not a matter of devising strategies of arriving at goals so much as experimenting in search of an indeterminate law, the idea of justice" (Readings 1991, 110). The crux of the ludic logic is this rewriting of the social in terms of indeterminate discourse, language games, phrases, speech acts. Specifically this means that the material social contradictions--especially class contradictions--are subsumed to a discursive "tension," as Lyotard calls it: "the tension, or rather the discord, of the social is... given with its phrase universe" (1988, 140). Politics, itself, is reduced to discursive alterations and subversions: what Lyotard calls the "invention of new idioms" for the differend. The post-al politics of invention is the local, contingent act of generating new phrases, idioms, linkages and rules for judgment (judgments that have "to be always done over again") for each particular situation without any pre-existing criteria.Such a politics of invention no longer seeks to transform reality and rejects the possibility of social revolution, since there is no basis, no secure knowledge of the real or notion of justice on which to act--only the continual repetition of contingent acts of judging which invent their own idiom, their own criteria as they go along. For historical materialists, however, justice is not indeterminate; nor is politics foundationless. In contrast, for historical materialism the good is real but always obscured by the dominant ideology. In other words, the "knowable good" is not simply a rhetorical effect of language games marked by the play of difference (differend), as Lyotard claims. Rather the "knowable good" is a historical condition: it is the effect of the economic and sociocultural possibilities opened up by human production but which are, at the same time, restricted by the social contradictions of the existing relations of production and obscured by the operation of ideology in global capitalism. To be more specific, capitalism has developed the means of production and forms of technology to fulfill the basic needs of all people--for food, shelter, clothing, medical care, education--but it does not do so because of the imperatives of profit and the priority of private property. To take one quite obvious but largely overlooked example: thousands of tons of dairy products produced in this country are put in storage in order to artificially maintain a certain level of profit on dairy items, rather than distributing the food to the millions of hungry and starving children in the U.S. and globally.  The conflict between the priority of needs (feeding hungry children) and profits (for the dairy industry) is not simply the incommensurable effects of conflicting speech acts and language games--although certainly speech acts are involved in this conflict, especially in the ideological naturalization of hunger and deprivation as what "is," as inevitable. Instead this conflict is the historical effect, as Marx says, of "the material productive forces of society" (the technological capability to produce extremely large quantities of milk products and other foodstuffs) which have "come into conflict with the existing relations of production, or--this merely expresses the same thing in legal terms--with the property relations within the framework of which they have operated" (1970, 21). This conflict means that the production, commodification and distribution of milk in capitalism has not been primarily to feed as many people as possible but to maximize the surplus value or profit of those who own the means of production and distribution of milk products. It is quite true, however, as Marx argues, that it is within the "ideological forms--the legal, political, religious, artistic or philosophic"--that women and men "become conscious of this conflict and fight it out" (1970, 21). However, Lyotard's erasure of the issue of ideology and his focus instead on the singularity of phrases, speech acts and differends greatly mystifies the social struggles over "truth" and "justice" by confining them to the arena of language games--that is, to the superstructure--and cutting off their dialectical connection to the relations of production (base). "Justice" in Lyotard's logic seems to be an indeterminate competition of multiple, incommensurable, equal notions of "good" precisely because what is suppressed by his discursive localism is material necessity: the priority of needs. In historical materialism, "truth" is not a universal given nor a metaphysical certainty, but neither is it simply a local effect of language games. Rather "truth" is a historically struggled over and constructed knowledge-effect. To assert the historical constructedness of truth, however, in no way denies the existence of objective reality (Engels 1939, 96-103), nor dissolves it into rhetoric or textual relativity, instead it refers to the way objective reality is made intelligible at any given historical moment. What is validated as `making sense,' what is represented as `what is,' what is legitimated as `true,' are all effects of class struggles over meaning and the historical conflicts over knowledge. The relativity of knowledge is no way to be equated with relativism (Lenin 1970, 34-136). Rather, these are questions of ideology, for ideology constructs the representations in terms of which we "makes sense of" and live our relation to objective reality--to the material relations of production shaping our lives--and in terms of which we understand and relate to ourselves and each other. The "truth" of hunger, for example, is not simply "given with its phrase universe," as Lyotard claims. Instead it is the historical effect of the class struggle over the production and distribution of food. One (but only one) of the main arenas of this conflict in patriarchal-capitalism is the ideological fight over the "meaning" or "causes" of hunger--that is, over how it is represented and made intelligible. This means that the "truth" of hunger is indeed articulated in terms of "phrases," "genres," "speech acts," but it is not given by them. These "phrase universes" need to be understood not simply in terms of the communicative situation or "context," but dialectically in connection to the relations of production. In short, we need to know not only what are the conflicting meanings of hunger; how they are constructed, but more important why these specific (mis)representations (phrases, phrase universes, metaphors... ) are produced at this historical moment. It is this last issue--why--that the local, isolating singularity of ludic thinking brackets and makes impossible to know. For the question of why is the question of the dialectical relation of the singular entity, event, meaning to the larger social totality--to the relations of production. Thus the most common ideological misrepresentation, "the most common--and most misplaced--assumption," as one socialist critic, Mark O'Brien, points out, "used to explain starvation is that there is not enough food to go around." This misrepresentation conceals the actual material conditions of production which are quite different: according to O'Brien, "For 30 years, food production has on average increased 16 percent faster each year than population size. Enough grain is grown to make every man, woman and child fat on 3,600 calories a day" (1993). In other words, the ideological misrepresentation of hunger as the result of scarcity "naturalizes" and renders "inevitable" the consequences of production for profit in capitalism: it conceals the reality that scarcity of food is now a result of overproduction for profit. In naturalizing production for profit, ideology operates to remove from critical scrutiny--that is, to render invisible and unknowable--the systematic social, political and economic practices of capitalist relations of production creating this scarcity: such as the transformation of food into a commodity to be purchased, the substitution of cash crops for agricultural production for use (subsistence), and government subsidies for disposing of food. As Paul d'Amato, reminds us "famines do not occur; they are organized." Not only are farmers "paid by governments to take land out of productive use--in order to keep prices competitive," but "during the Reagan years--when millions starved to death in sub-Saharan Africa--the U.S. Government built special grain storage tankers, fitted with special trap doors, to dump their contents into the sea" (d'Amato 1993, 11). Moreover, the commodification of food and demise of subsistence food production means that access to food in patriarchal-capitalism is dependent on one's ability to buy it. The 1974 famine in Bangladesh, for example, as AmartyaSen (1981) has argued, resulted not from scarcity but from the inability of the poor to purchase food. It resulted from the organization of the production and distribution of food for profit--which ideology conceals.  The fundamental material contradiction--the objective reality--of patriarchal-capitalism is deprivation (not only hunger but also poverty, homelessness, lack of health care, illiteracy) amidst overproduction and abundance. But the localism of ludic analytics--the fetishization of the contingent singularity and discursivity of events--mystifies the objective "truth." Justice, is not indeterminate, rather it is very clearly determined by the historical conditions of possibility of human production: it is now possible to feed the world's population, to meet every person's basic needs--not doing so is unjust. The question of knowing the "truth" is neither a question of describing some "true" metaphysical or ontological "essence" nor a matter of negotiating incommensurable language games, as Lyotard suggests. Rather it is the question of a dialectical understanding of the dynamic relation between superstructure and base: between ideology--(mis)representations, signifying practices, discourses, frames of intelligibility, subjectivities--and the workings of the forces of production and the historical relations of production. Crucial to such a dialectical knowledge is ideology critique--a practice for developing class consciousness--which, as Henri Lefebevre has discussed, "consists in studying the margin which separates what men are from what they think they are, what they live from what they think. It re-examines the notion of mystification more deeply... for ideologies and mystifications are based upon real life, yet at the same time they disguise or transpose that real life" (1991, 146). Perhaps one of the most serious problems with ludic knowledges is the way they play a central role in generating many of the ideological (re)mystifications necessary to late capitalism--not the least of which is the erasure of class struggle and the occlusion of the relations of production. These post-al (re)mystifications are all the more effective precisely because they are developed by de-mystifying(deconstructing) the dominant common senseand some of the(outmoded) ideological forms necessary to earlier stages of capitalism.

A2: zizek
Zizek’s version of radical resistance consists of a bourgeois identity crisis that would allow the already well off to embrace anti-capitalism as a lifestyle choice.  This makes revolutionary action against capitalism impossible by obscuring its material foundation.  

Stephen Tumino, prof. of English at Pitt, Spring 2001“What is Orthodox Marxism and Why it Matters Now More Than Ever Before,” The Red Critique 1, Spring, www.geocities.com/redtheory/redcritique/spring2001/whatisorthodoxmarxism.htm

Zizek provides another example of the flexodox parody of Marxism today. Capitalism in Orthodox Marxism is explained as an historical mode of production based on the privatization of the means of subsistence in the hands of a few, i.e., the systemic exploitation of labor by capital. Capitalism is the world-historic regime of unpaid surplus-labor. In Zizek's writings, capitalism is not based on exploitation in production (surplus-labor), but on struggles over consumption ("surplus-enjoyment"). The Orthodox Marxist concepts that lay bare the exploitative production relations in order to change them are thus replaced with a "psycho-marxist" pastiche of consumption in his writings, a revisionist move that has proven immensely successful in the bourgeois cultural criticism. Zizek, however, has taken to representing this displacement of labor (production) with desire (consumption) as "strictly correlative" to the concept of "revolutionary praxis" found in the texts of Orthodox Marxism (e.g., "Repeating Lenin"). Revolutionary practice is always informed by class consciousness and transformative cultural critique has always aimed at producing class consciousness by laying bare the false consciousness that ruling ideology institutes in the everyday. Transformative cultural critique, in other words, is always a linking of consciousness to production practices from which a knowledge of social totality emerges. Zizek, however, long ago abandoned Orthodox Marxist ideology critique as an epistemologically naïve theory of "ideology" because it could not account for the persistence of "desire" beyond critique (the "enlightened false-consciousness" of The Sublime Object of Ideology, Mapping Ideology,. . . ). His more recent "return to the centrality of the Marxist critique" is, as a result, a purely tropic voluntarism of the kind he endlessly celebrates in his diffusionist readings of culture as desire-al moments when social norms are violated and personal emotions spontaneously experienced as absolutely compulsory (as "drive"). His concept of revolutionary Marxist praxis consists of re-describing it as an "excessive" lifestyle choice (analogous to pedophilia and other culturally marginalized practices, The Ticklish Subject  381-8). On this reading, Marxism is the only metaphorical displacement of "desire" into "surplus-pleasure" that makes imperative the "direct socialization of the productive process" (Ticklish Subject 350) and that thus causes the subjects committed to it to experience a Symbolic death at the hands of the neoliberal culture industry. It is this "affirmative" reversal of the right-wing anti-Marxist narrative that makes Zizek's writings so highly praised in the bourgeois "high-theory" market—where it is read as "subtle" and an example of "deep thinking" because it confirms a transcendental position considered above politics by making all politics ideological. If everything is ideology then there can be no fundamental social change only formal repetition and reversal of values (Nietzsche). Zizek's pastiche of psycho-marxism thus consists in presenting what is only theoretically possible for the capitalist—those few who have already met, in excess, their material needs through the exploitation of the labor of the other and who can therefore afford to elaborate fantasies of desire—as a universal form of agency freely available to everyone.  Psycho-marxism does what bourgeois ideology has always done—maintain the bourgeois hegemony over social production by commodifying, through an aesthetic relay, the contradictions of the wages system. What bourgeois ideology does above all is deny that the mode of social production has an historic agency of its own independent of the subject. Zizek's "return" to "orthodox" Marxism erases its materialist theory of desire—that "our wants and their satisfaction have their origin in society" (Marx, Wage-Labour and Capital, 33) and do not stand in "excess" of it. In fact, he says exactly the opposite and turns the need for Orthodox Marxist theory now into a phantom desire of individuals: he makes "class struggle" an effect of a "totalitarian" desire to polarize the social between "us" and "them" (using the "friend/enemy" binary found in the writings of the Nazi Carl Schmitt, Ticklish Subject 226).  What is basic only to Orthodox Marxist theory, however, which is what enables it to produce class consciousness through a critique of ideology, is its materialist prioritization of "need" over "desire." Only Orthodox Marxism recognizes that although capitalism is compelled to continually expand the needs of workers because of the profit motive it at the same time cannot satisfy these needs because of its logic of profit. "Desire" is always an effect of class relations, of the gap between the material level and historical potential of the forces of production and the social actuality of un-met needs.
Zizek displaces the revolutionary agency of the working class with a naïve theory of spontaneous emotionalism. This is ultimately based on the same bourgeois understanding of human freedom that all bourgeois ideology is based on.

Stephen Tumino, prof. of English at Pitt, Spring 2001“What is Orthodox Marxism and Why it Matters Now More Than Ever Before,” The Red Critique 1, Spring, www.geocities.com/redtheory/redcritique/spring2001/whatisorthodoxmarxism.htm

The idea is that social inequality is an effect of the persistence of cultural rituals that need to be addressed separately from class exploitation and revaluated from within as cultures of resistance. The "folk"-sy theme accommodates the populist romanticization of people on the neomarxist Thompsonite left (Smith, Sprinker) as well, where class is reduced to the "lived experience" of traditions of "resistance" which say good-bye to the urban working class as a revolutionary agency that critiques all conventions. The flexodox left wants a party-ing proletariat (Hennessy), rather than a Party of the proletariat, to put a smile-y face on exploitation.  The hollowing out of Marxism in the name of (orthodox) Marxism by such theorists as Smith, Sprinker and Zizek is based on the ideological un-said of the bourgeois right of property and its underpinning logic of the market which are represented as natural ("inalienable") "human rights," or more commonly, in daily practices, as individual rights. Revolutionary struggles against these "rights" (of property) are assumed to be signs of dogmatism, ruthless impersonality, vanguardism and totalitarianism—all "obvious" markers of Orthodox Marxism. The remedy put forward by these theorists is to resist the revolutionary vanguard in the name of "democracy from below," which is itself a code phrase for "spontaneity." Spontaneity—the kind of supposed "freedom" which is the fabric of bourgeois daily life—is itself a layered notion that, in its folds, hides a sentimentalism that in reality constitutes "democracy from below" and its allied notion of the "individual," and the "human subject." Zizek and other "high theorists" manage to conceal this naïve emotionalism (of which soap operas are made) in the rather abstract language of "theory." What is subtly implicit in the discourses of "high theory," however, becomes explicit in the annotations of middle theory—that is, in bourgeois cultural commentary and criticism. Rosemary Hennessy's Profit and Pleasure is the most recent and perhaps most popular attack on Orthodox Marxism in the name of Marxism itself. Instead of looking at the cultural commentary in Hennessy's book (the book is actually a reprinting of older essays, and is thus even more historically significant as a documentary record of the continual emptying of Marxism in the 1980's and 1990's), I will look at its "Acknowledgments." This text is not something "personal" and "separate" from the cultural commentary and criticism of the essays in the body of her book. The "Acknowledgments" text represents in fact a summing up—and a mutual confirmation between Hennessy and those she "acknowledges"—of the core assumptions and ideas that inform the practices of the bourgeois left now.

A2: disability studies

Radical approaches like dismantling capitalism are critical to reformulating disability concepts. Even if there is a residual link the magnitude of the link turn outweighs

Gleeson, 97 [Brendan, Research Fellow at the Urban Research Program, Australian National University, “Disability Studies: A Historical Materialist View”, Disablity and Society 12:2, 179-202]

There is, of course, a more immediate political reason underscoring the call for empirically-sound research on disability by materialist analysts. A distinguishing, and politically-salient, feature of materialism is its insistence that the fundamental relationships of capitalist society are implicated in the social oppression of disabled people. This suggests that the eliminiation of disablement (and, for that matter, many other forms of oppression) requires a radical transformation, rather than a reform, of capitalism. Historically-grounded research is thus needed both to identify those specific dynamics of capitalism which oppress disabled people and also to demonstrate the ways in which impairment was experienced in alternative social formations. The latter research aim is critical given that capitalism has not been the exclusive source of disablement in human history, and the project of creating a new, non-disabling society must surely have regard for the oppressive potential of putatively-emancipatory political movements. For this reason, it is politically important that materialists turn a critical gaze towards the historical experience of disabled people in `socialist’ societies. 
Only historical materialism solves the relationship to disability

Gleeson 97 [Brendan, Research Fellow at the Urban Research Program, Australian National University, “Disability Studies: A Historical Materialist View”, Disablity and Society 12:2, 179-202]

A Radical Political Agenda What are the conceptual and political implications of the materialist viewpoint for disability? An important argument of the foregoing review was that disability cannot be dematerialised and explained simply as the product of discriminatory beliefs, symbols and perceptions. Materialism opposes such idealism by arguing that distinct social oppressions, such as disability, arise from the concrete practices which define a mode of life. Oliver, for example, has argued that the experience of impairment cannot be understood in terms of purely internal psychological or interpersonal processes, but requires a whole range of other material factors such as housing, finance, employment, the built environment and family circumstances to be taken into account. (1990, p. 69.) This is certainly not to say that attitudinal change, for example, should not be an important goal in the struggle against disablement. The materialist view acknowledges the critical role of beliefs, symbols, ideologies, and the like, in reproducing disabling social environments. [Shakespeare (1994), for example, has argued persuasively for the consideration of `cultural representations’ within `social models’ of disability.] However, the central emphasis for a transformative political practice must be on changing the material structures which marginalise and devalue impaired people. Importantly, these structural phenomena cannot be reduced to simple `material surfaces’ , such as the built environment, but must include the social practices and institutions which devalorise the capabilities of impaired people [18]. The discriminatory design of workplaces, for example, often appears to disabled people as the immediate source of their economic exclusion. However, this is true in only a very immediate sense. The real source of economic devaluation is the set of sociostructural forces that condition the production of disabling workplaces. The commodity labour market is, for example, clearly implicated in the construction of disabling employment environments. This market realm, through the principle of employment competition, ensures that certain individuals (or bodies) will be rewarded and socially-enabled by paid labour, whilst others are economically devalued and sentenced to social dependency, or worse. An obvious target for change is the social system through which the labour of individuals is valued (and devalued). This suggests that the commodity labour market must either be dispensed with or radically restructured so that the principle of competition is displaced from its central role in evaluating fitness for employment (cf. Barnes, 1992; Trowbridge, 1993; Lunt & Thornton, 1994). The commodity labour market uses the lens of competition to distort and magnify the limitations of impaired people: a just society would seek to liberate the bodily capacities of all individuals (cf. Young, 1990). Short of a profound transformation of competitive labour relations, it is difficult to imagine the end of disablement. In the era of global `market triumphalism’ (Altvater, 1993), many will promptly dismiss the materialist view forthwith as politically naive. A recognition, however, that commodity relations exploit workers or that patriarchy oppresses women has not stopped feminist and class-based social movements pursuing broad political change aimed at transforming these oppressive structures. Neither should the vastness of the emancipatory project overwhelm disabled people and their allies. 

Constructivist theories of normalization like those that undergird the alternative has no political, educational, or social value. Marxist political economic analysis has greater transformative potential 

Oliver in 99 Michael J; A quarter-century of normalization and social role valorization: evolution and impact; “Capitalism, disability, and ideology: A materialist critique of the Normalization principle”; p. 163

At the outset, I should say two things. I have no particular interest in the history of Normalization and, therefore. I am not attempting to provide a revisionist history of it. Neither do I think that Normalization, nor Social Role Valorization as it has become in its reincarnation, has much to offer in developing a social theory of disability. I am interested, however, in the oppression of disabled people in capitalist societies and what Normalization does, or rather does not, say about it. This interest has led me to begin to sketch out what a social theory of disability might look like (Oliver. 1990). For me. all social theory must be judged on three interrelated elements: its adequacy in describing experience; its ability to explain experience; and. finally, its potential lo transform experience. My own theorizing on disability is located in Marxist political economy, which, I would argue, offers a much more adequate basis for describing and explaining experience than does Normalization theory, which is based upon interactionist and functionalist sociology. In fact I would go further and argue that the social theory that underpins Marxist political economy has far greater transformative potential in eradicating the oppression that disabled people face throughout the world than the interactionist and functionalist theories that underpin Normalization ever can have. And I will go even further than that and argue that already this theory has had a far greater influence on the struggles that disabled people are themselves currently engaged in to remove the chains of that oppression than Normalization, which is, at best, a bystander in these struggles and, at worst, part of the process of oppression itself.
And inclusive constructivist theories of disability whitewash the ways in which calls for social inclusion hijacked as a market mechanism to drive down wages and quash the revolutionary potential of excluded groups and marginalized workers.

Harn in 87 Harlan; “ADVERTISING THE ACCEPTABLY EMPLOYABLE IMAGE DISABILITY AND CAPITALISM”; Policy Studies Journal Volume 15, Issue 3, pages 551–570, March 1987; Wiley Online Lib

In recent years, there has been a growing interest in the development of alternative approaches to the analysis of disability policy Much of this trend can be attributed to a significant shift in the definition of disability from a medical orientation, which focuses on functional impairments and an economic understanding which concentrates on vocational limitations to a socio-political perspective. which regards disability as a product of the interaction between individuals and the environment (Hahn 1982 1985b) As a result a new "minority-group' model has arisen to challenge the "functional limitations paradigm that has traditionally guided research on disability. (Gliedman and Roth 1980 Hahn 1985a) Perhaps even more relevant to this study is the emergence of efforts to relate disability to dominant modes of production Clearly the process of industrialization under capitalism is a major factor that has contributed to the prevalence of disability (Krause 1976 Krause 1982) Moreover, a review by Oliver (1984) represents an important attempt to develop a materialist interpretations of disability Central to this approach is what Marx termed the "industrial reserve army" As Gough (1979 25-26) has noted 'The industrial reserve army consists of not only the unemployed but also marginal groups like the disabled the seasonally employed those displaced from previous modes of production (like peasants) immigrants from other countries and housewives. The presence of these groups has tended to defuse the revolutionary potential of the dynamics of a capitalist system by exerting downward pressure on wages thereby permitting employers to maintain high rates of profit In addition people with disabilities and other exploited populations often are compelled to perform routine jobs that are neither readily mechanized nor regarded by capitalists as justifying the payment of prevailing wages. Finally they are available to fill a void in the labor force in periods of relative prosperity or in war-time when the absence of nondisabled men creates an exceptional demand for other workers.
Capitalism produces disability.   Normalization is produced by the capitalist market

Michael J. Oliver, Professor of Disability Studies, University of Greenwich, 1999.  ["Capitalism, disability and ideology: A materialist critique of the Normalization principle."]

Before proceeding further, it is perhaps necessary to explain the use of terminology in this chapter. Underpinning it is a materialist view of society; to say that the category disability is produced by capitalist society in a particular form implies a particular world view. within this world view, the production of the category disability is no different from the production of motor cars or hamburgers. Each has an industry,whether it be the car, fast food or human service industry. Each industry has a workforce which has a vested interest in producing their product in particular ways and in exerting as much control over the process of production as possible.  Producing a materialist theory of disability The production of disability therefore is nothing more or less than a set of activities specifically geared towards producing a good - the category disability - supported by a range of political actions which create the conditions to allow these productive activities to take place and underpinned by a discourse which gives legitimacy to the whole enterprise. As to the specifics of the terminology used in this discourse, I use the term disabled people generically and refuse to divide the group in terms of medical conditions, functional limitation or severity of impairment. For me disabled people are defined in terms of three criteria; (i) they have an impairment; (ii) they experience oppression as a consequence; and (c) they identify themselves as a disabled person. Using the generic term does not mean that I do not recognise differences in experience within the group but that in exploring this we should start from the ways oppression differentially impacts on different groups of people rather than with differences in experience among individuals with different impairments. I agree that my own initial outlining of a materialist theory of disability (Oliver 1990) did not specifically include an examination of the oppression that people with learning difficulties face (and I use this particular term throughout my paper because it is the one democratic and accountable organisations of people with learning difficulties insist on). Nevertheless I agree that "For a rigorous theory of disability to emerge which begins to examine all disability in a materialist account, an analysis of normalization must be included". (Chappell 1992.38) Attempting to incorporate normalization in a materialist account however, does not mean that I believe that, beyond the descriptive, it is of much use. Based as it is upon functionalist and interactionist sociology, whose defects are well known (Gouldner1970), it offers no satisfactory explanation of why disabled people are oppressed in capitalist societies and no strategy for liberating us from the chains of that oppression. Political economy, on the other hand, suggests that all phenomena (including social categories) are produced by the economic and social forces of capitalism itself. The forms in which they are produced are ultimately dependent upon their relationship to the economy (Marx 1913). Hence, the category disability is produced in the particular form it appears by these very economic and social forces. Further, it is produced as an economic problem because of changes in the nature of work and the needs of the labour market within capitalism. "The speed of factory work, the enforced discipline, the time-keeping and production norms -all these were Oliver, Michael J. 1999. 3 (16) a highly unfavourable change from the slower, more self-determined methods of work into which many handicapped people had been integrated" . (Ryan and Thomas 1980.101) The economy, through both the operation of the labour market and the social organisation of work, plays a key role in producing the category disability and in determining societal responses to disabled people. In order to explain this further, it is necessary to return to the crucial question of what is meant by political economy. The following is a generally agreed definition of political economy,

A2: ontology first

Focusing on Ontology expands neoliberalism and kills value to life

Philip Graham School of Communication Queensland University of Technology, Heidegger’s Hippies Sep 15 1999  http://www.geocities.com/SunsetStrip/Palms/8314/index.html

Societies should get worried when Wagner’s music becomes popular because it usually means that distorted interpretations of Nietzsche’s philosophy are not far away. Existentialists create problems about what is, especially identity (Heidegger 1947). Existentialism inevitably leads to an authoritarian worldview: this, my Dionysian world of the eternally self-creating, the eternally self-destroying, this mystery world of twofold voluptuous delight, my “beyond good and evil,” without a goal, unless the joy of the circle itself is a goal; without will, unless a ring feels good will towards itself – do you want a name for this world? A solution to all its riddles? A light for you, too, you best-concealed, strongest, most intrepid, most midnightly men? – This world is the will to power – and nothing besides! And you yourselves are also this will to power – and nothing besides! (Nietzsche 1967/1997). Armed with a volume of Nietzsche, some considerable oratory skills, several Wagner records, and an existentialist University Rector in the form of Martin Heidegger, Hitler managed some truly astounding feats of strategic identity engineering (cf. Bullock, 1991). Upon being appointed to the Freiberg University, Heidegger pronounced the end of thought, history, ideology, and civilisation: ‘No dogmas and ideas will any longer be the laws of your being. The Fuhrer himself, and he alone, is the present and future reality for Germany’ (in Bullock 1991: 345). Heidegger signed up to an ideology-free politics: Hitler’s ‘Third Way’ (Eatwell 1997). The idealised identity, the new symbol of mythological worship, Nietzsche’s European Superman, was to rule from that day hence. Hitler took control of the means of propaganda: the media; the means of mental production: the education system; the means of violence: the police, army, and prison system; and pandered to the means of material production: industry and agriculture; and proclaimed a New beginning and a New world order. He ordered Germany to look forward into the next thousand years and forget the past. Heidegger and existentialism remain influential to this day, and history remains bunk (e.g. Giddens , 1991, Chapt. 2).Giddens’s claims that ‘humans live in circumstances of … existential contradiction’, and that ‘subjective death’ and ‘biological death’ are somehow unrelated, is a an ultimately repressive abstraction: from that perspective, life is merely a series of subjective deaths, as if death were the ultimate motor of life itself (cf. Adorno 1964/1973). History is, in fact, the simple and straightforward answer to the “problem of the subject”. “The problem” is also a handy device for confusing, entertaining, and selling trash to the masses. By emphasising the problem of the ‘ontological self’ (Giddens 1991: 49), informationalism and ‘consumerism’ confines the navel-gazing, ‘narcissistic’ masses to a permanent present which they self-consciously sacrifice for a Utopian future (cf. Adorno 1973: 303; Hitchens 1999; Lasch 1984: 25-59). Meanwhile transnational businesses go about their work, raping the environment; swindling each other and whole nations; and inflicting populations with declining wages, declining working conditions, and declining social security. Slavery is once again on the increase (Castells, 1998; Graham, 1999; ILO, 1998). There is no “problem of the subject”, just as there is no “global society”; there is only the mass amnesia of utopian propaganda, the strains of which have historically accompanied revolutions in communication technologies. Each person’s identity is, quite simply, their subjective account of a unique and objective history of interactions within the objective social and material environments they inhabit, create, and inherit. The identity of each person is their most intimate historical information, and they are its material expression: each person is a record of their own history at any given time. Thus, each person is a recognisably material, identifiable entity: an identity. This is their condition. People are not theoretical entities; they are people. As such, they have an intrinsic identity with an intrinsic value. No amount of theory or propaganda will make it go away. The widespread multilateral attempts to prop up consumer society and hypercapitalism as a valid and useful means of sustainable growth, indeed, as the path to an inevitable, international democratic Utopia, are already showing their disatrous cracks. The “problem” of subjective death threatens to give way, once again, to unprecedented mass slaughter. The numbed condition of a narcissistic society, rooted in a permanent “now”, a blissful state of Heideggerian Dasein, threatens to wake up to a world in which “subjective death” and ontology are the least of all worries.

