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Their specific intellectual’s arguments are a ruse. Talking about privilege only allows the confessor to become a mediating force in the marketplace of identities this supercharges dominant structures. 
Adam Katz, English Instructor at Onodaga Community College. 2000. Postmodernism and the Politics of “Culture.” Pg.176 ]-AC
Specific modes of knowledge and technique begin to appear fundamentally violent and illegitimate in relation to a different mode of sovereignty. Consequently, the primary responsibility of the specific intellectual, the self-reflexive inquiry into the modes of power/knowledge that have formed one, i.e., “unlearning privilege,” is nothing but a transfer of allegiance to new modes of marketized sovereignty emerging around knowledge production. The counterpublics, meanwhile, and their border-crossing diplomats are simply negotiating points, playing one form of marketized sovereignty off against another. Such conditions complicate politics, of course—no one gets to choose which mode of marketized sovereignty they come into direct confrontation with—but this doesn’t liquidate the universalizing political principles. The very fragmentation of the “common” is at stake in the multiplication of sovereign forms, since the legitimacy of any sovereignty is in the space it provides for theory, accountability, and power to be articulated before an outside. To put it differently, how wide a scope does a given mode of sovereignty provide for each to be “outside of the outside of the other,” on a global scale? In this way, we can also account for the hierarchy arranging different modes of sovereignty, in terms of where the antagonism between privatized modes of sovereignty and transnational modes of accountability are most concentrated.

And, their focus on identity formulated out of social location is problematic – it creates divisiveness and is unable to have effective coalitional solidarity, the impact is that they cannot successful combat the right
KRUKS 1995 [SONIA Hypata vol. 10, no. 2 (Spring 1995) Identity Politics and Dialectical]
As a political critique of global-difference feminism, identity politics is indubitably valid. Since women are never women rout court, hut are always situated also as members of a class, a race, an ethnic grouping, a sexual orientation, an age grade, and so on, it is dangerous to assume that the inequities and power relations that pertain to those other dimensions of social situation will not play our also between women. However, in its attempts to refute falsely universalizing knowledge claims, identity politics sometimes tends to replicate those aspects of global-difference feminism which have stressed the radical incommunicability of women’s experience to men. Identity politics tends toward an excessive particularization and partitioning of knowledge, but now along the lines of race or ethnicity, for example, as well as gender. For such experience-based accounts of knowledge imply an epistemology of provenance: that is, the claim that knowledge arises from an experiential basis that is fundamentally group-specific and that others, who are outside the group and who lack its immediate experiences, cannot share that knowledge. As a corollary it is generally claimed that outsiders have no basis from which they can legitimately evaluate the group’s claims about its knowledge, or those political or moral positions that it takes on the basis of that knowledge. In short, only those who live a particular reality can know about it; and only they have the right to speak about it.Many groups that practice identity politics also advocate a politics of alliance or coalition with other groups, invoking the ideal of “bridging” differences once they are recognized and respected.5 Commitments to coalition-work, to alliance, to solidarity across groups are, I believe, vital for any effective progressive politics in this day and age. However, the implications of an epistemology of provenance, if consistently pursued, threaten to undercut coalition politics or other forms of solidarity among women. The unintended end-point of an epistemology of provenance can be an acute and politically debilitating subjectivism, which belies the possibility of communication and common action across differences. It is this apparent contradiction within identity politics (and other forms of multiple-difference feminism) that concerns me in this essay. 

Outright rejection of the academy means that conservatives will fill in – the argument that debate should be informed by different epistemologies is the same argument conservatives use to maintain funding for coal plants
Banning ‘9, Professor of Communication at the University of Colorado (Elisabeth, “When Poststructural Theory and Contemporary Politics Collide-The Vexed Case of Global Warming”, September)

[bookmark: _GoBack]This essay critically reads a preeminent public policy debate*that of global warming*with a two-fold purpose. Because global warming skeptics have used strategies and coercions that lie mostly beneath the radar of public life to manipulate public opinion, I array some of their extensive efforts to control public information. I offer this array of efforts not just to reveal what has occurred behind the scenes, but also to illustrate that the resources, motives, and authority behind these efforts are anything but symmetrical. Rather, while there are clearly opposing points that can be reified on a talk show as a two-sided debate, there is an imbalance between conclusions based on scientific conventions, protocols, and inter-subjective agreement, and conclusions based on commercial interests, private profit, and corporate gain. The debate on global warming exemplifies what has been termed a ‘‘disingenuous’’ or ‘‘pseudo-controversy,’’ 5 in which commercial and political entities labor to generate a perception of widespread debate among a scientific community where instead there is a strong agreement. The goal of this pseudo-controversy is to keep viable the appearance that there is ongoing debate about global warming and to foster uncertainty amongst US publics. Those attempting to manipulate the results of science research and the rhetorical impact of scientific findings on global warming to achieve these ends are not limited to the Bush Administration, but include various political action groups, the Republican National Committee, energy industry representatives, and conservative punditry positioned in mainstream media news outlets and elsewhere. To capture a sense of the extent of these efforts in this essay, I synthesize the COGR with other research reports, news accounts, policy statements, letters, and speeches on the topic. Studies of discrete or ‘‘limited’’ texts are common in interpretive work in rhetoric, such as presidential actions or speeches, canonical works, or official policy, but the discursive actions occurring behind these textual scenes often contradict and complicate public and official discourses; indeed, that is their purpose. Amassing the evidence provides the grounds for an analysis that addresses the epistemological question of how various publics in the US can know what information to believe in their policy deliberations, an analysis that discerns the connections between phenomena that are often scrutinized discretely. My investigation is thus unabashedly normative*it assumes there is a social imperative to which public discourse should be accountable and ethical warrants to which scholarship must answer*and it is informed by Fredric Jameson’s critical stance that eschews aporias and antinomies in favor of a focus on the central contradiction of a ‘‘text,’’ however construed. 6 Both sides in the struggle to define global warming offer factual claims that result in positions that are irreconcilable. Both positions cannot be equally true, and this is the central contradiction on which I focus. My account implicitly relies on McGee’s notion that rhetorical critics need to construct ‘‘discourses from scraps and pieces of evidence’’ that they amass, 7 in order to illustrate the links between discursive and non-discursive practices (the historical events that become the basis for further discourse), and to account for the stabilization of beliefs about a historical event (global warming). My second purpose is to ask what institutional and discursive conditions have enabled this moment, in which the broad ideals of academic freedom and protocols guiding scientific inquiry appear to hold precarious authority in the public arena, and the knowledge produced by this inquiry is increasingly viewed as political. A complex of factors contributes to the difficulty for US publics to know what to believe about global warming or who to hold accountable for changes in policy: The quality of information that US publics have received is certainly key. Perhaps a more insidious set of epistemological problems, however, are the assumptions that the debate over global warming is in fact a debate, that all discourse is equally political, and that there are no standards by which to determine what to accept as contingently true. Even the most rudimentary rhetorical analysis of the public discourse on global warming would reveal that the interlocutors in this debate are not equally positioned in terms of resources, motives, and authority, nor do they abide by a normative set of deliberative standards for public discourse. There are two institutional arenas related to this set of epistemological problems to which I pay particular attention, the public arena with its broad array of government, economic, and political operatives; and the academic arena*specifically*how theoretical discourses on knowledge and truth generated within this arena have been exported to, if not expropriated in, public discourse. This co-optation of contemporary critical perspectives on knowledge and truth in public discourse deserves particular scrutiny: When commercial interests deploy contemporary critical perspectives on knowledge and truth to obfuscate and mislead publics, they impede interventions designed to restore conditions for public reason in the political realm. Rhetorical critics and critical communication scholars are uniquely positioned to intervene when scientific conclusions relevant to public policy but disadvantageous to private and elite interests are manipulated. It is not clear, however, how critical scholars of any stripe intervene in order to press this social imperative into service in the public arena, or what might be the moment and manner of critical intervention in pseudo-controversies such as these. As I will show, those like myself who are indebted to poststructuralist 8 theories of knowledge, truth, and power and who want to intervene in contemporary struggles over policy find ourselves positioned awkwardly*at best*by these theories and our own standards of disinterestedness. Our capacities as critical rhetorical and communication scholars are not easily translated into practice and when they are, they face the same claims of partisan politics as all discourse. The question of how these capacities might be pressed into service, however, seems worthy of attention.

