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***Trauma 2AC Cards***

AT Restriction

Counterinterpretation – nuclear power restrictions are only the standards for licenses pursuant to 10 CFR part 50 – only contextual legal definition for a restriction on nuclear production.

NRC in 12 (NRC Regulations Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, PART 50—DOMESTIC LICENSING OF PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION FACILITIES; http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/cfr/part050/full-text.html)
(a) Each license will be …license for the facility.

Those licensing standards include passing the Environmental Impact Statement – US code proves.
NRC in 12 (NRC Regulations Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, PART 50—DOMESTIC LICENSING OF PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION FACILITIES; http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/cfr/part050/full-text.html)

§ 50.36b Environmental conditions….and 52.80 of this chapter.

Licensing standards are one of the largest barriers to nuclear energy production – massive section of education on the topic.
US DOE. A Strategic Framework for SMR Deployment, United States Department of Energy, Nuclear Energy. February 24, 2012 http://www.ne.doe.gov/smrsubcommittee/documents/SMR%20Strategic%20Framework.pdf

The licensing challenge for new …business model may be useful.

No topical affs for a shitload of other energy 

Institute for Energy Research in 12 (Fossil fuel production on federal lands at 9 year low; http://www.instituteforenergyresearch.org/2012/03/15/fossil-fuel-production-on-federal-lands-at-9-year-low/)

The Energy Information Administration …to oil and gas drilling.
AT Civ K

We have to engage not retreat from the social world that founds us – atomistic agency does not exist – thought is located outside the individual – in order for us to break we must directly confront the narratives in social structure that have determined the subject. We carry civilization with us always.

Hoedemaekers in 7

Casper; Performance, Pinned Down: A Lacanian analysis of subjectivity at work; p. 37

Cognitive psychology, for instance…return to this in chapter 4).
This is the foregrounded question of the 1AC – Modernity has been born out of trauma and manifested in colonialism and an endless war on terror. Aff method key to interrogate. Cultural psychological shifts in understanding trauma determine the direction of history.

McAfee in 8, Noelle,  Associate Research Professor of Philosophy and Conflict Analysis,  Democracy and the Political Unconscious)

Consider the major epochs …and an endless war on terror. <32-34>

A complete break with civilization and modernity is impossible – the impulse to retreat into private communities is a failed reaction to its trauma that only confirms modernity’s hegemony. Instead we should work through to dismantle and reassemble a culture that keeps some aspects of modernity.
Irwin in 8 (Ruth; Heidegger, Politics and Climate Change: Risking it All)

Environmental concerns are forcing …the optimistic mastery over nature. <71-72>
The aff is key to revolutionary change we have to affirm the negativity at the core of subjectivity that’s the Sjoholm evidence. The aff acts as praxis of loss – that’s key to uniting a movement and addressing fears of loss without the most destructive aspects of industrialism. 
Soto-Crespo in 2k (Ramon E; “’Scars of Separation’: Psychoanalysis, Marxism and the Praxis of Loss”; Textual Practice Vol 14 No 3; Scholar) Many Boners

In exploring this reading of loss …radically positioned to the left.
This turn toward reflexive subjectivity in the context of the 1AC gives us ideological tipping point that spills over to the hegemonic ideology.
Mertz in 99 (David; THE SPECULUM AND THE SCALPEL: THE POLITICS OF IMPOTENT REPRESENTATION AND NON-REPRESENTATIONAL TERRORISM; dissertation for PhD Philo @ U Mass Amherst; Scholar)
Ideologies sometimes become pinned …riding the wake of a larger ideology. <107>
A productive address of the state is critical – the negation and retreat from politics only confirms the hegemony of master narratives. Politics begins when we realize exactly how radical we aren’t and engage in a rewriting of those master narratives.
McGowan in 4
Todd; The End of Dissatisfaction?: Jacques Lacan and the Emerging Society of Enjoyment; p. 150-153

Despite the fact that their turn …we do, the public world erodes. 
Addressing repression and disavowal is key – it erases environmental trauma because slow ecological violence gets displaced until we’re past the tipping point.
Woolbright in 11 (Lauren; MA English @ Clemson U; WOUNDED PLANET, WOUNDED PEOPLE: THE POSSIBILITY OF ECOLOGICAL TRAUMA; Scholar)
The delay of the expression of any symptoms …more damage, and the cycle rolls on.
Take advantage of every mode of galvanizing support for structural change – simple adherence to objective knowledge is not enough – information saturation creates political apathy – affective and psychological components to our approach are key to mobilizing the public.
Olivier in 7 (Bert; Prof Philosophy, Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University; “Nature as ‘abject’, critical psychology, and ‘revolt’: The pertinence of Kristeva”; South African Journal of Psychology, Vol 37 No 3; scholar)
The present is a time in …and for other creatures on the planet.
AT Politics

The virtual character of threats takes out your causality arguments – moments are retroactively charged with significance as a means to avoid fear that is of an ontological character – ontology is first and your scenarios are wrong.
Mertz in 99 (David; THE SPECULUM AND THE SCALPEL: THE POLITICS OF IMPOTENT REPRESENTATION AND NON-REPRESENTATIONAL TERRORISM; dissertation for PhD Philo @ U Mass Amherst; Scholar)
At the first level, …of such moments below. <103-104>
And succumbing to anxiety causes crisis escalation

Stein in 4 (Mark; “The critical period of disasters: Insights from sense-making and psychoanalytic theory”; Human Relations 2004 57: 1243; SAGE/Scholar)
The study of anxiety has …inclination to avoid such anxiety (Menzies Lyth, 1988, 1989; Stein, 2003).
We carry out wars and pre-emptive assaults as a disavowal of trauma. It is the belief in the fantasy of US hegemony and control that causes unspeakable acts in its name and perpetuates a repetition compulsion that is the root of ongoing war
McAfee in 8, Noelle,  Associate Research Professor of Philosophy and Conflict Analysis,  Democracy and the Political Unconscious)

In Derrida's view, even just the naming …with it through a 'work of mourning"' (ibid.). <74-75>
Their state conflict scenario is based on out-dated Newtonian models of linear cause and effect – it is useless for making predictions and demonstrates our attachment is merely psychological. 
Geyer and Pickering 2011 Robert and Steve Lancaster University “Applying the tools of complexity to the international realm: from fitness landscapes to complexity cascades,” Cambridge Review of International Affairs, Volume 24, Number 1, March 2011 

Despite multiple waves of debate …between natural and social sciences’.
***Irigaray 2AC Cards***

AT FW

There is no objective or fixed meaning to any of the words in the resolution – topicality is a language game surrounding the use of a word – you should allow our appropriation to explore the meaning of the topic.

Davidson and Smith in 99 (Joyce N and Mick; Wittgenstein and Irigaray: Gender and Philosophy in a Language (Game) of Difference; Hypatia Vol 14 No2; MUSE)
The concept of a “language-game” …answer “depth” is obviously tautological.
Even if absolute predictability were possible it wouldn’t be desirable
Pollock in 98

Della; “Performing Writing,” The Ends of Performance; ed Peggy Phelan and Jill Lane; http://artsites.ucsc.edu/faculty/gustafson/film%20223/pollock.perfwriting2.pdf

In his argument against …end of cynicism and despair.
The judge plays a necessary role to encourage emotional over detached education

Peters, 2k3

[Michael, Research Professor in Education at the University of Glasgow, Technologising Pedagogy: The Internet, Nihilism, and Phenomenology of Learning, Studies in Media & Information Literacy Education, February 2003, Vol. 3, Issue 1] 
Through greater experience, …have led to these outcomes" (pp. 38-39). [27] 
Switch-side is an instrumental form of education which seeks to socialize debaters into ‘good’ liberal-democratic subjects 

Hicks and Greene in 2k5 

(darrin and walter, LOST CONVICTIONS Debating both sides and the ethical self-fashioning of liberal citizens, cultural studies, vol 19 no 1)

But why dredge up this event …circulation and uptake of cultural technologies.
AT Essentialism

No essentialism – your authors are basing their claims on a shoddy translation. In French the female and the feminine are the same word but have entirely different meanings – we don’t essentialize identity but essentialism in the academy is inevitable until we embrace difference feminists.
Holliday-Karre in 11
Erin; The Seduction of Feminist Theory; PhD English Literature from Loyola University Chicago; May; Proquest

According to some feminists….of domination and hierarchy, as I will explain.
Their evidence has to assume that recognition and the feminine mean something absolute – instead our ethics is tied to the ultimate unknowability of both
Peebles in 7 Catherine, “Knowing the Other: Ethics and the Future of Psychoanalysis” Returning to Irigaray: feminist philosophy, politics, and the question of unity, ed Maria C. Cimitile and Elaine P. Miller p.229-231

As I mentioned above in …years or decades in her oeuvre.
We’re key to injecting difference into politics essentialism only offense against the status quo 

Stone in 2k3 (Alison, Lecturer in Philosophy at Lancaster University, Hypatia 18.3, The Sex of Nature:  A Reinterpretation of Irigaray’s Metaphysics and Political Thought, accessed via project muse)
Irigaray's later writings bear constant …which the entire cosmos displays.
AT Cap Bad

And the criticism solves no part of the aff – the negative poses the false opposition of class consciousness and struggle to sexual warfare – the default to an anti-capitalist politics that denies a politics grounded in sexual difference reproduces the same epistemic and symbolic structures that demand capitalism and leave power in the hands of masculinity.

Irigaray in 85

Luce; This Sex Which Is Not One; p. 81-83

But these questions are complex, all the more so in that women are obviously not to be expected to renounce equality in the sphere of civil rights. How can the double demand-for both equality and difference-be articulated? Certainly not by acceptance of a choice between "class struggle" and "sexual warfare," an alternative that aims once again to minimize the question of the exploitation of women through a definition of power of the masculine type. More precisely, it implies putting off to an indefinite later date a women's "politics," a politics that would be modeled rather too simplistically on men's struggles. It seems, in this connection, that the relation between the system of economic oppression among social classes and the system that can be labeled patriarchal has been subjected to very little dialectical analysis, and has been once again reduced to a hierarchical structure. A case in point: “the first class opposition that appears in history coincides with the development of the antagonism between man and woman in monogamous marriage and the first class oppression coincides with that of the female sex by the male.” Or again: "With the division of labour, in which all these contradictions are implicit, and which in its turn is based on the natural division of labour in the family and on the separation of society into individual families opposed to one another, is given simultaneously the distribution, and indeed the unequal (both quantitative and qualitative) distribution, of labour and its products, hence property: the nucleus, the first form of which lies in the family, where wife and children are the slaves of the husband. This latent slavery in the family, though still very crude, is the first property, but even at this early stage it corresponds perfectly to the definition of modern economists who call it the power of disposing of the labour-power of others.” Of this first antagonism, this first oppression, this first form, this first property, this nucleus ... , we may indeed say that they never signify anything but a "first moment" of history, even an elaboration-why not a mythical one?-of "origins." The fact remains that this earliest oppression is in effect even today, and the problem lies in determining how it is articulated with the other oppression, if it is necessary in the long run to dichotomize them in that way, to oppose them, to subordinate one to the other, according to processes that are still strangely inseparable from an idealist logic. For the patriarchal order is indeed the one that functions as the organization and monopolization of private property to the benefit of the head of the family. It is his proper name, the name of the father, that determines ownership for the family, including wife and children. And what is required of them – for the wife, monogamy; for the children, the precedence of the male line, and specifically the eldest son who bears the name – is also required so as to ensure “the concentration of considerable wealth in the hands of a single individual – a man” and to “bequeath this wealth to the children of that man and of no other”; which, of course, does not “in any way interfere with open or concealed polygamy on the part of the man.” How, then, can the analysis of women’s exploitation be dissociated from the analysis of modes of appropriation?
Marxism collapses into state capitalism because it maintains a fidelity to the metaphysics of visibility and capture criticized by the aff that makes private property appear as natural and inevitable – it assumes matter is reducible to relations of labor which is the same erasure of air and the grounding of the earth that enables any ontology. The aff is a key supplement or they fall back into state capitalism. 

MARTIN 2K4

Alison Martin, 2004, Leverhulme Special Fellow in Dept of French, Univ of Nottingham, “A European Initiative: Irigaray, Marx, and Citizenship” Hypatia 19.3 (2004) 20-37, p project muse http://muse.jhu.edu.ezproxy.mnl.umkc.edu/journals/hypatia/v019/19.3martin.html

< Her essay on Capital (1970), "Women on the Market" (Irigaray 1985b), is a classic instance of Irigaray's mimicry, not to say mockery. It perhaps deliberately taunts the earnest Marxist who believes that the serious issues are ones of economy proper and that other exchanges, of desire and recognition and of the subject's desire for recognition, are somewhat frivolous, rather nonmaterial matters. Yet Irigaray's intention is entirely serious, for she attempts to demonstrate that the question of gender is intrinsic to economic exchange and that all forms of economy that claim to be beyond gender employ, in fact, the illusion of a masculine universal. This is what Irigaray describes as a hom(m)o-sexuel, or a "masculine homosexual" economy, one in which all exchange is an issue of men's desire to exchange with (and hence be recognized by) other men (1985b, 171). The semblance of the public vindication of heterosexuality is a necessary sham for this economy because it enables the question of libidinal investment to be ostensibly located outside of the economy proper in the feminine realm [End Page 22] of "sex" and nature (1985b, 193). If women function as the natural depositories of men's desire and that desire can be kept in its proper place, men can be seen to be economically active in a neutral manner, beyond body and desire. Liberal economies thus presuppose the public appearance of men to one another in a fashion that foregrounds their sex only to deny it: only men are able to undertake rational and fair exchange because paradoxically they are the only sex whose particular sex (and desire) can be discounted because they operate at the level of the universal. Hence the desire for exchange between men and the impossibility of women entering the exchange market on their own terms (1985b, 175). In spite of Marx's (1970) critique of the reification of the subject in exchange relations, Irigaray argues that his emphasis upon the labor theory of value equally masks a more fundamental problem of the "sex" of matter. Although, like Heidegger, Irigaray does not philosophize by rejection or acceptance, she aligns Marx and Engels with the patriarchal philosophical tradition because of the break they have made with what she terms "material contiguity," in their case by construing materiality as nothing other than the product of a social labor process (Irigaray 1985b, 73). Thus for her, Marx's notion of the social depends upon a productivist model of economy in which bodies make value out of neutral matter. While Marx (1970) recognized the body of laborers in the production of value, the value produced by that labor still retains a dichotomous and ultimately metaphysical hierarchy between material and value, given its assumption of neutral bodies acting upon neutral matter to produce a universal labor value. Behind this universalist analysis Irigaray discerns an underlying sexual scheme that belongs to male-female cultural relations. She cites Marx's admiration for Aristotle in order to highlight the latter's attribution of femininity to matter and masculinity to form (Irigaray 1985b, 174): having disinvested himself of sex and his own matter, nature and matter are then taken to be formed by man as his own product (1985b, 174). She is therefore able to argue that actual women have historically functioned as "matter" in the social structure, so if they appear at all it is only to appear in the forms attributed to them by men (1985a, 18). That is why, attempting to speak as a woman, she cannot to be taken seriously. If Marx's ironic textual asides in Capital (1970) referring to commodities as women and how to "take" them are meant for titillation, Irigaray analyses them as jokes that belie another repressed economy, one embarrassed by the presence of a woman because women function as commodities (1985b, 175-76). Hence the mimicry. >

SEXUAL DIFFERENCE SOLVES YOUR CAPITALISM K—ALTERITY LEADS TO POSITIVE POSITINGS OF THE ECONOMY OUTSIDE OF SIMPLE DUALISMS 

Miller and Cimitile, 2007
Elaine P. Miller, associate prof of philo @ Miami Univ in Oxford, & Maria C. Cimitile, prof of philo & associate dean of College of Liberal Arts & Sciences @ Grand Valley State Univ, “Introduction” in Returning to Irigaray: Feminist Philosophy, Politics, and the Question of Unity, ed. By them, p 11-12 

<Ziarek’s essay explores the implications of Irigaray’s latest work, work that espouses a new relation to the other based on the recognition of the enabling invisibility of difference. Irigaray argues that difference cannot be made visible, for to do so would render difference into sameness through appropriation, but that the invisible energy of “letting-be” suggests an alternative to this economy of the same. Ziarek takes Irigaray’s claim about alterity and shows how it might suggest an alternative to the hegemony of late capitalist culture manifest as the consumerist Information Age, what he calls, expanding on Heidegger’s critique of technicity, the “info-technical economy of relations.” Ziarek’s essay demonstrates the connection between the transformation of Being into discrete units of quantifiable data and the economy of visibility. Irigaray’s new energy of enabling attempts to transcend the dialectic of visibility through the actual recognition of difference. Following this reading, Ziarek gives a critique of the hegemony of the economy of visibility and its conception of the human being as primarily a productive agent as well as a strategy for fighting contemporary culture’s movement toward quantification as knowledge. He shows how Irigaray redraws the relationship between visibility and invisibility that has been constitutive of the “Western metaphysical optics of being,” and reconceives the human being as the one who has the ability to open up invisibility rather than make being visible and knowable. This reading helps us to conceptualize Irigaray’s corpus as a continuum that begins with her phenomenological critique of the metaphysics of presence and continues in her positive positing of an economy outside simple dualism.>

The aff acts as a point of metaphorical condensation of resistance to the entire capitalist order. 

Dean in 2k6 (Jodi; teaches political theory @ Horbart and William Smith Colleges; Zizek’s Politics; 121-123)

Moreover, given that this violence and exclusion underlies
the liberal-democratic order, this order can be disrupted from
the standpoint of its exclusion. From such an abject standpoint,
in other words, it is possible to challenge the existing order in the
name of the universal. This is what Zizek has in mind when he
talks about the social symptom: "the part which, although inherent to the existing universal order, has no 'proper place' within it
(say illegal immigrants or the homeless in our societies)."" We can approach the exclusion at work in universality from
a different direction. Zizek agrees with Laclau that the "the universal is operative only through the split in the particular.""  The universal appears when the particular splits into itself and something it represents or as the gap that prevents the particular from achieving self-identity. It is a split of the community from itself.
As Zizek explains with regard to human rights, they amount to
a "right to universality as such-the right of a political agent to
assert its radical non-coincidence with itself."" Politicization (and
rights as vehicles of politicization) involves struggles to open up
something beyond itself, struggles to represent this element as displaced, as rupturing the social Whole. For Zizek, politicization is universalization. Politics proper, he explains, is "the moment in
which a particular demand is not simply part of the negotiation
of interests but aims at something more, and starts to function
as the metaphoric condensation of the global restructuring of the
entire space."" Thus, nothing is naturally or automatically political. Transgressions and resistances may be politicized, but there
is nothing about them that makes them inevitably political. This
makes sense when we recall that transgression is context dependent
and that resistances are immanent to and inseparable from power--
An act or practice of resistance, then, has to become political; it has to be reiterated in another register, a register beyond itself
(even as there is no "itself" absent this "beyond"). Zizek illustrates this point with an example from his political
experience in Slovenia: a specific slogan came to stand for more
than itself, for the demand that the regime be overthrown. An
example from the United States might be Rosa Parks: at issue was
not simply her particular seat on a bus or even the racist practices
of buses in Montgomery, Alabama. Rather, the laws of segregation, and the racism of U.S. law most broadly, of U.S. willingness
to enforce a system of apartheid, were at stake. One can imagine
what could have occurred should the therapeutic and particularized practices of institutionalized identity politics have been in
place: Rosa Parks would have discussed her feelings about being
discriminated against; the bus driver would have dealt with his
racism, explaining that he had been brought up that way; and perhaps there would have been a settlement enabling Parks to ride at
a discounted fare on weekends and holidays. Maybe the two would
have appeared together on a television talk show, the host urging
each to understand and respect the opinion of the other.   Ultimately,
the entire situation would have been seen as about Park's specific
experience rather than about legalized segregation more generally.
It would not have been political; it would have been policed (to use
terminology from Jacques Ranciere). The political problem today, then, is that global capitalism
works as the frame or condition of our current, depoliticized, post-
political situation. In a way, it appears as itself, rather than as some-
thing else; rather than, or perversely, even as, a horrific machine of
brutalization, global capitalism is just the way things are. Put differently, an aspect of the current political impasse is the extraordinary difficulty of representing (metaphorically condensing)
particular events or positions (Hurricane Katrina, the collapse of
Enron, the war against Iraq, immigrants, the Afghani people) in
such a way as to unsettle or challenge the existing order.
And spillover solvency – 

Mertz in 99 (David; THE SPECULUM AND THE SCALPEL: THE POLITICS OF IMPOTENT REPRESENTATION AND NON-REPRESENTATIONAL TERRORISM; dissertation for PhD Philo @ U Mass Amherst; Scholar)
Ideologies sometimes become pinned down with other ideologies. And sometimes, the fate of one ideology comes to ride with that of one either much more transient, or one much more archaic. Ordinary ideologies sometimes get pinned to hegemonies, or the reverse. Several examples of such pinnings down, or pinnings together, have been discussed in my case studies. One fascinating and Utopian—or at least sometimes counter- hegemonic—possibility contained in certain conjunctions is that we can often "get" much more out of an ideology critique, or out of a forgetfulness, than one might expect. Perhaps in an act bringing an end to a minor ideology, a deep and hegemonic ideology is carried to the same end—despite the all encompassing nature of the latter which would otherwise resist both critique and forgetting. On the other hand, it may happen a minor target gains a surprising lease on life by riding the wake of a larger ideology. <107>
The reduction of woman to empty vessel incapable of being a full subject is inextrably tied to the operations of capital and the clandestine violence against women. It is this economy that symbolically exchanges women as empty objects that is the foundation for capitalist domination.

Irigaray in 85

Luce; This Sex Which Is Not One; p. 170-72

The society we know, our own culture, is based upon the exchange of women. Without the exchange of women, we are told, we would fall back into the anarchy (?) of the natural world, the randomness (?) of the animal kingdom. The passage into the social order, into the symbolic order, into order as such, is assured by the fact that men, or groups of men, circulate women among themselves, according to a rule known as the incest taboo. Whatever familial form this prohibition may take in a given state of society, its signification has a much broader impact. It assures the foundation of the economic, social, and cultural order that has been ours for centuries. Why exchange women? Because they are “scare [commodities]…essential to the life of the group,” the anthropologist tells us. Why this characteristic of scarcity, given the biological equilibrium between male and female births? Because the “deep polygamous tendency, which exists among all men, always makes the number of available women seem insufficient. Let us add that, even if there were as many women as men, these women would not all be equally desirable…and that, by definition…, the most desirable women must form a minority.” Are men all equally desirable? Do women have no tendency toward polygamy? The good anthropologist does not raise such questions. A fortiori: why are men not object of exchange among women? It is because women’s bodies – through their use, consumption, and circulation – provide for the condition making social life and culture possible, although they remain an unknown “infrastructure” of the elaboration of the social life and culture. The exploitation of the matter that has been sexualized female is so integral a part of our sociocultural horizon that there is no way to interpret it except within this horizon. In still other words: all the systems of exchange that organize patriarchal societies and all the modalities of productive work that are recognized, valued, and rewarded in these societies are men’s business. The production of women, signs, and commodities is always referred back to men (when a man buys a girl, he “pays” the father or the brother, not the mother…), and they always pass from one man to another, from one group of men to another. The work force is thus always assumed to be masculine, and “products” are objects to be used, objects of transaction among men alone. Which means that the possibility of our social life, of our culture, depends upon a ho(m)mo-sexual monopoly? The law that orders our society is the exclusive valorization of men’s needs/desires of exchanges among men. What the anthropologist calls the passage from nature to culture thus amounts to the institution of the reign of hom(m)o-sexuality. Not in an “immediate” practice, but in its “social” mediation. From this point on, patriarchal societies might be interpreted as societies functioning in the mode of “semblance.” The value of symbolic and imaginary productions is superimposed upon, and even substituted for, the value of relations of material, natural, and corporal (re)production. In this new matrix of History, in which man begets man as his own likeness, wives, daughters, and sisters have value only in that they serve as the possibility of, and potential benefit in, relations among men. The use of and traffic in women subtend and uphold the reign of masculine hom(m)o-sexuality, even while they maintain that hom(m)o-sexuality in speculations, mirror games, identifications, and more or less rivalrous appropriations, which defer its real practice. Reigning everywhere, although prohibited in practice, hom(m)o-sexuality is played out through the bodies of women, matter, or sign, and heterosexuality has been up to now just an alibi for the smooth workings of man's relations with himself, of relations among men. Whose "sociocultural endogamy" excludes the participation of that other, so foreign to the social order: woman. Exogamy doubtless requires that one leave one's family, tribe, or clan, in order to make alliances. All the same, it does not tolerate marriage with populations that are too far away, too far removed from the prevailing cultural rules. A sociocultural endogamy would thus forbid commerce with women. Men make commerce of them, but they do not enter into any exchanges with them. Is this perhaps all the more true because exogamy is an economic issue, perhaps even subtends economy as such? The exchange of women as goods accompanies and stimulates exchanges of other "wealth" among groups of men. The economy- in both the narrow and the broad sense-that is in place in our societies thus requires that women lend themselves to alienation in consumption, and to exchanges in which they do not participate, and that men be exempt from being used and circulated like commodities. 
This justifies the permutation – do both – this is not some minor strategic gesture but the primary philosophical task for creating a space for the invisible.

Kozel in 96

Susan; “The Diabolical Strategy of Mimesis: Luce Irigaray's Reading of Maurice Merleau-Ponty”; Hypatia, Vol. 11, No. 3 (Summer, 1996), pp. 114-129; JSTOR

In the opening paragraphs of "The Invisible of the Flesh," in which lrigaray performs a close but selective reading of the chiasm chapter of Merleau-Ponty's The Visible and the Invisible, she claims to share with him a common perspective on the general task of philosophy. I contend that what they share is (1) a notion of the invisible; (2) a deep-rooted imperative toward, not transforming it into the visible, but affirming it as invisible; and (3) an aspiration toward the philosophical and social change which will ensue following such an affirmation. Irigaray begins her piece with a substantial quote from Merleau-Ponty, and then supports it with her own restatement of its focus: "If it is true that as soon as philosophy declares itself to be reflection or coincidence it prejudges what it will find, then once again it must recommence everything, reject the instruments reflection and intuition have provided themselves, and install itself in a locus where they have not yet been distinguished, in experiences that have not yet been 'worked over,' that offer us all at once, pell-mell, both 'subject' and 'object,' both existence and essence, and hence give philosophy resources to redefine them." (Merleau-Ponty 1987a, 130; quoted in Irigaray 1993,151) Up to this point, my reading and my interpretation of the history of philosophy agree with Merleau-Ponty: we must go back to a moment of prediscursive experience, recommence everything, all the categories by which we understand things, the world, subject-object divisions, recommence everything and pause at the "mystery, as familiar as it is unexplained, of a light which, illuminating the rest, remains at its source in obscurity." (Irigaray 1993, 151) After acknowledging a shared starting point Irigaray proceeds to distance herself from Merleau-Ponty by exposing ways in which some of his central notions are in fact recapitulations of the oculocentric patriarchal philosophical and social traditions. The difference between them is sexual difference. By this I do not mean that Irigaray's work is female because she is a woman whereas Merleau-Ponty's work is male because he is a man: this would be an exceedingly reductive form of essentialism. Rather, I mean that Irigaray's work is devoted to thinking sexual difference in a philosophical context.
The negative is locked into an epistemology produced by capital – their unwillingless to think coalitions and alternative means of non-capitalism makes it impossible for us to break out of the power paradigms of the status quo – resigning us to a position of intellectual despair.

Gibson-Graham in 6

JK; Julie Graham and Katherine Gibson; Post-Capitalist Politics; p. 2-3

What we found puzzling and unnerving (though certainly familiar) were the reactions to this project, and to our determination to represent capitalism as a set of economic practices scattered over a landscape, rather than a systemic concentration of power. With popular and academic audiences, in reviews and written rebuttals, in conversations with colleagues and friends, we confronted the same challenges over and over again. These resistances “spoke” to us not only at the level of intellectual argument: they also stirred uncomfortable feelings of dismay, recognition, and doubt in our usually relatively robust joint persona. The assertions that capitalism really is the major force in contemporary life, that its dominance is not a discursive object but a reality that can’t simply be “thought away,” that it has no outside and thus any so-called alternatives are actually part of the neoliberal, patriarchal, corporate capitalist global order, were deeply familiar. This way of thinking was what we had been schooled in and were now militantly working against. It “impressed” itself on us as something we once were attached to, stirring up memories of the allure of a theoretical system that powerfully organized the world and appeared to promise guidelines for transformative action. More destabilizing was the criticism that politically we were barking up the wrong tree—that while we might help a few people in a few communities, our interventions could not make a dent in corporate globalization; that working at the local level would only foster fragmentation, not the unity and solidarity needed to build a global organization able to meet global power on its own terrain; that stepping in where the state had withdrawn and trying to make the best of it was only enabling the state’s abdication, which should have been more directly opposed. These well-rehearsed views of the traditional left had authority over us, reluctant as we were to dismiss or denigrate past working-class victories with their specific strategies and tactics. Against these certainties we felt quite tentative about the potential efficacy of the new interventions we were advocating. Last there was the judgment that looking for alternatives was escapist and irresponsible. We were not dealing with the emergencies of our time, with the “people who are starving out there.” The projects we were involved in were risky and would attract the unwanted attention of the authorities, especially the IRS and the welfare bureaucracy. We were endangering the people we were trying to help. What is more, we were doing so in a way that furthered our own careers at the expense of the powerless. These implications tapped into feelings of guilt about the privilege and confidence that led us “out” into localities with a sense that we had something to offer. While we had thought that our project was up against the discursive dominance of capitalism, we found that we were up against a culture of thinking (that had socialized us, as well as others) that made capitalism very difficult to sidestep or give up. Our familiar anticapitalist milieu was one in which we could not help but hear (even our own voices saying) that our projects of noncapitalist construction weren’t going to work, that this kind of thing hadn’t worked in the past, that it was naïve and utopian, already co-opted, off-target, too small and weak in the face of manifest challenges.6 When we allowed these reactions to press heavily against us, we felt our political room to maneuver shrinking, almost as though a paralysis were setting in. In these moments of immobilization we recognized our own subjection, and that of the left more generally, within potent configurations of habit and desire that were incapable of supporting “experimentation with new possibilities of being and action” (Connolly 2002, 16). We puzzled over the emotional, theoretical, and historical conditions of this incapacity.  What was this all-knowingness about the world? Where did this disparaging sense of certainty come from, the view that anything new would not work? Why were experimental forays into building new economies, movements, and futures greeted with skepticism and suspicion? We found that we were not alone in our consternation and questioning. A growing number of contemporary thinkers have been drawing attention to the deep-seated negativity associated with an “epistemological practice” (Sedgwick 2003, 128), a “structure of desire” (W. Brown 1999, 20), “habits of feeling and judgment” (Connolly 2002, 76), the “reactive stance” (Newman 2000, 3) of critical, radical, left-oriented thinkers and activists. They identify what has come to be the accepted or correct “political” stance as one in which the emotional and affective dispositions of paranoia, melancholia, and moralism intermingle and self-reinforce.

