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Your method requires literal, real violence in order to achieve an ontological shift

Carter (teaches theology and black church studies at the Divinity School at Duke University) 11
(J. Kameron, September, http://jkameroncarter.com/?p=1185)

Nevertheless, the quotation that I give below from Wilderson’s book should connect with anyone who cares about issues of violence, anyone who is trying to make some sort of Christian sense of it, whether you’re in the Yoder et al conversation or (like me) not. For what Wilderson gets and too many who think often uncritically about violence and non-violence (even when they think they’re thinking critically about it!) is how the question of (non-) violence functions within the horizon of that construct called “the human,” which is to say, within the horizon of Whiteness, which structurally the Black or the Slave (because this is structurally the position of the non-human and the unthought) does not and cannot participate in.

OK. Nuff stalling. Here’s the Wilderson remark:

 . . . “participation” is a register unavailable to Slaves. Black film theory, as an intervention, would have a more destructive impact if it foregrounded the impossibility of a Black film, the impossibility of a Black film theory, and the impossibility of a Black person except, and this is key, under “cleansing” conditions of violence. Only when real violence is coupled with representational “monstrosity,” can Blacks move from the status of things to the status of . . . of what, we’ll have to just wait and see. (66)

Sounding quite Fanonian (and for that matter, Césairean, which is where Fanon got it from), Wilderson is calling for the end of the world—the end of the world of the Human, that is, and the structural positions in relation to which it positions and sustains itself in the social order called “civil society.” Serious, serious stuff . . .

2NC – Turns Case

Advocacy Skills Turn Case

The State and Capitalism 

AK Press 12

(February 17, http://www.revolutionbythebook.akpress.org/accumulation-of-freedom-video-promo-2/)
Anti-capitalism is too often little more than a sentiment, easily captured as a slogan on a wall or banner. Much of the discussion stays close to the surface. It’s as if we, as anarchists, don’t feel a responsibility to intellectually challenge capitalist dogma on its own terms (because we can’t? because it requires an incredible amount of work?). We rail against capitalist institutions and forms but spend too little time working to understand them and to effectively translate that understanding to others. So it’s with pleasure that we welcome works likeAccumulation, David Graeber’s Debt, and forthcoming titles like Wayne Price’s revamped book on Marx’s economics for anarchists (2012), and Geoff Mann’s Dissassembly Required: A Field Guide to Actually Existing Capitalism (2013). Those smug anarchists quick to dismiss the study of economic

The alt is dogmatism that turns the case – need to defend it sometimes

Doyle 11

(Mike, In Defense of Neoliberalism, Ideas and Reflections by the MPhil Development Studies Students

http://cambridgedevelopmentstudies.wordpress.com/2011/04/12/in-defense-of-neoliberalism-part-i/)

 We have all spent the past sixth months learning about how bad neo-liberalism is. Unfortunately, we have heard comparatively little from the other side. If neo-liberalism is to stand trial, it deserves a good defense as well as a good prosecution. This is why I have attempted to issue a defense of neoliberalism. What you are about to read are not necessarily my views. However, I think it is important to describe the thinking of the neoliberalism since we have, in my opinion, received very little of it in our course. Before I begin however, I want to state a few reasons why reading an article like this is important even if you have already made up your mind on this issue. Perhaps neoliberalism’s greatest failing is that it has developed an ossifying ideology that no longer heeds the advice of people outside its political and academic circle. This has stifled critical debate and broad based thinking causing neoliberals and their institutions to fall into groupthink. Unfortunately, I believe our course, with its lack neoliberal counter criticisms, is falling into the same trap. I fundamentally believe that very smart people can make themselves very stupid by failing to consider views outside their already established ideology.  Regrettably, this happens far too often because ideologies are very tempting to adopt. It is very uncomfortable to honestly assess contrary views and come to the conclusion that what you thought you knew was wrong. Moreover, becoming part of a political or intellectual “team” is very reassuring. It isn’t often recognized that learning and scholarship are social activities, but they very much are. It feels good to associate with people, publications, and organizations that think as you do. It is equally difficult to reject these associations when you change your views. Just as leaving your job, your hometown, or a club comes with social costs, so can changing your ideological beliefs. While you won’t be cast into the streets by your free-market friends because you became a socialist, the social bonds that used to connect you to your old buddies can become frayed.  Another reason why adopting an ideology proves tempting is because it makes thinking much easier. Without such intellectual rubrics, it becomes much harder to take a stance on an issue or formulate propositions. Without an ideology, we find ourselves in a nebulous space always questioning facts and suppositions and unable to come to any clear conclusions. The constant feeling of “I don’t know” plagues us. To be sure, this is not a bad place to be, intellectually speaking, but it certainly isn’t comfortable. It feels much better when we “know” the right answer and are able to ascertain the “true” facts. This is probably why so many smart people have caved in to ideologies over the years even though ideology has long been known to stifle thinking and lead to poor decision-making. This is also the reason why you should endeavor to consider the other side’s view, irritating as it may be. 
Revolutionary goals without a concrete vision for success is worthless

Day 9

(Christopher, The Historical Failure of Anarchism: Implications for the Future of the Revolutionary Project, http://mikeely.files.wordpress.com/2009/07/historical_failure_of_aanarchism_chris_day_kasama.pdf)

The strength of anarchism is its moral insistence   on the primacy of human freedom over political expediency. But human freedom exists in a political context.   It is not sufficient, however, to simply take the most   uncompromising position in defense of freedom. It   is neccesary to actually win freedom. Anti-capitalism   doesn’t do the victims of capitalism any good if you   don’t actually destroy capitalism. Anti-statism doesn’t   do the victims of the state any good if you don’t actually smash the state. Anarchism has been very good at   putting forth visions of a free society and that is for the   good. But it is worthless if we don’t develop an actual   strategy for realizing those visions. It is not enough to   be right, we must also win. 

Responsibility to make a real plan or failure is inev – [can’t generate movements, revolutionary movement will coopted by other forces]

Day 9

(Christopher, The Historical Failure of Anarchism: Implications for the Future of the Revolutionary Project, http://mikeely.files.wordpress.com/2009/07/historical_failure_of_aanarchism_chris_day_kasama.pdf)

Finally revolutionaries have a responsibility to   have a plausible plan for making revolution. Obviously   there are not enough revolutionaries to make a revolution at this moment. We can reasonably anticipate that   the future will bring upsurges in popular opposition to   the existing system. Without being any more specific   about where those upsurges might occur it seems clear   that it is from the ranks of such upsurges that the numbers of the revolutionary movement will be increased,   eventually leading to a revolutionary situation (which   is distinguished from the normal crises of the current   order only by the existence of a revolutionary movement ready to push things further). People who are   fed up with the existing system and who are willing to   commit themselves to its overthrow will look around   for likeminded people who have an idea of what to do. If we don’t have a plausible plan for making revolution we can be sure that there will be somebody else   there who will. There is no guarantee that revolutionary-minded people will be spontaneously drawn to   anti-authoritarian politics.  The plan doesn’t have to be an exact blueprint. It   shouldn’t be treated as something sacred. It should be   subject to constant revision in light of experience and   debate. But at the very least it needs to be able to answer questions that have been posed concretely in the   past. We know that we will never confront the exact   same circumstances as previous revolutions. But we   should also know that certain problems are persistent   ones and that if we can’t say what we would have done   in the past we should not expect people to think much   of our ability to face the future.  There is a widespread tendency in the anarchist   movement (and on the left in general) to say that the   question of how we are going to actually make a revolution is too distant and therefore too abstract to deal   with now. Instead it is asserted that we should focus on   practical projects or immediate struggles. But the practical projects or immediate struggles we decide to focus   on are precisely what will determine if we ever move   any closer to making revolution. If we abdicate our responsibility to try to figure out what it will take to actually make revolution and to direct our current work   accordingly we will be caught up in an endless succession of “practical projects and immediate struggles” and   when confronted with a potentially revolutionary situation we will be pushed to the side by more politically   prepared forces (who undoubtedly we will accuse of   “betraying” the revolution if they don’t shoot all of us).   We will be carried by the tide of history instead of attempting to steer our own course. And by allowing this   to happen again it will be we who have really betrayed   the revolution.  The net result of the refusal to deal with what it   will actually take to make a revolution is that anarchism has become a sort of directionless but militant   reformism. We are either building various “counter-institutions” that resemble nothing so much as grungier   versions of the social services administered by different   churches; or we are throwing ourself into some largely reactive social struggle in which our actions are frequently bold and courageous, but from which we never   build any sort of ongoing social movement (let alone a   revolutionary organization). 

West quoted in 94

(Malik Miah, Cornel West's Race Matters, May-June, http://www.solidarity-us.org/node/3079)

“The crisis in black leadership,” West explains, “can be remedied only if we candidly confront its existence. We need national forums to reflect, discuss, and plan how best to respond. It is neither a matter of a new Messiah figure emerging, nor of another organization appearing on the scene. Rather, it is a matter of grasping the structural and institutional processes that have disfigured, deformed, and devastated black America such that the resources for nurturing collective and critical consciousness, moral commitment, and courageous engagement are vastly underdeveloped. “We need serious strategic and tactical thinking about how to create new models of leadership and forge the kind of persons to actualize these models. These models must not only question our silent assumptions about black leadership -- such as the notion that black leaders are always middle class -- but must also force us to interrogate iconic figures of the past. This includes questioning King's sexism and homophobia and the relatively undemocratic character of his organization, and examining Malcolm's silence on the vicious role of priestly versions of Islam in the modern world.” (45-46) (West's analysis includes no criticisms of Christian priests.)
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