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The affirmatives efforts at equality and justice are a clever ruse of the majority – this form of narcissistic hegemony guarantees the continuation of discrimination – the extension of the gift only strengthens the powers that be – the affirmatives discussion must be de-centered from legal apparatus before a discussion on equality can truly begin
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “The (Im) Possibility of Democratic Justice and the "Gift" of the Majority.” Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice.
<http://ccj.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/321> 

The impediments to establishing democratic justice in contemporary American society have caused a national paralysis; one that has recklessly spawned an aporetic1 existence for minorities. The entrenched ideological complexities afflicting under- and nonrepresented groups (e.g., poverty, unemployment, illiteracy, crime) at the hands of political, legal, cultural, and economic power elites have produced counterfeit, perhaps even fraudulent, efforts at reform: Discrimination and inequality in opportunity prevail (e.g., Lynch & Patterson, 1996). The misguided and futile initiatives of the state, in pursuit of transcending this public affairs crisis, have fostered a reification, that is, a reinforcement of divisiveness. This time, however, minority groups compete with one another for recognition, affirmation, and identity in the national collective psyche (Rosenfeld, 1993). What ensues by way of state effort, though, is a contemporaneous sense of equality for all and a near imperceptible endorsement of inequality; a silent conviction that the majority still retains power. The “gift” of equality, procured through state legislative enactments as an emblem of democratic justice, embodies true (legitimated) power that remains nervously secure in the hands of the majority. The ostensible empowerment of minority groups is a facade; it is the ruse of the majority gift. What exists, in fact, is a simulacrum (Baudrillard, 1981, 1983) of equality (and by extension, democratic justice): a pseudo-sign image (a hypertext or simulation) of real sociopolitical progress. For the future relationship between equality and the social to more fully embrace minority sensibilities, calculated legal reform efforts in the name of equality must be displaced and the rule and authority of the status quo must be decentered. Imaginable, calculable equality is self-limiting and self-referential. Ultimately, it is always (at least) one step removed from true equality and, therefore, true justice. The ruse of the majority gift currently operates under the assumption of a presumed empowerment, which it confers on minority populations. Yet, the presented power is itself circumscribed by the stifling horizons of majority rule with their effects. Thus, the gift can only be construed as falsely eudemonic: An avaricious, although insatiable, pursuit of narcissistic legitimacy supporting majority directives. The commission (bestowal) of power to minority groups or citizens through prevailing state reformatory efforts underscores a polemic with implications for public affairs and civic life. We contend that the avenir (i.e., the “to come”) of equality as an (in)calculable, (un)recognizable destination in search of democratic justice is needed. However, we argue that this displacement of equality is unattainable if prevailing juridico-ethicopolitical conditions (and societal consciousness pertaining to them) remain fixed, stagnant, and immutable. In this article, we will demonstrate how the gift of the majority is problematic, producing, as it must, a narcissistic hegemony, that is, a sustained empowering of the privileged, a constant relegitimation of the powerful. Relying on Derrida’s postmodern critique of Eurocentric logic and thought, we will show how complicated and fragmented the question of establishing democratic justice is in Western cultures, especially in American society. We will argue that what is needed is a relocation of the debate about justice and difference from the circumscribed boundaries of legal redistributive discourse on equality to the more encompassing context of alterity, undecidability, cultural plurality, and affirmative postmodern thought.



Our alternative is to reject the affirmative in favor of an embrace of the impossibility of justice, this is key to deconstructing the hegemony of the law the only way that we can achieve equality
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “The (Im) Possibility of Democratic Justice and the "Gift" of the Majority.” Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice.
<http://ccj.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/321> 

The distinction between justice and law has significant ramifications for the logic of the gift and the discourse on equality in Western civilization. Justice, for Derrida, is not law: “Laws are not just as laws. One obeys them not because they are just but because they have authority” (Derrida, 1992, p. 12);“Justice is what gives us the impulse, the drive, or the movement to improve the law” (Derrida, 1997, p. 16). Justice functions as the catalyst by which laws are enacted, amended, or abolished. Thus, we may speak of the law as a thing: “The law is a physical, written, definable, and enforceable governing force that constitutes the judicial system in all its legality, legitimacy, and authorization” (Caputo, 1997, p. 130). Conversely, justice is not a thing. It is not an existing reality (such as the law) but rather an “absolutely (un)foreseeable prospect” (Caputo, 1997, p. 132). It is through justice as an (im)possibility that the law can be criticized, that is, deconstructed (e.g., Balkin, 1987; Cornell, Rosenfeld, &Carlson, 1992; Landau, 1992). The sufferance of critical deconstructive analysis is that a provisional, relational complicity between (majoritarian) rules and the (minority) transgressions the rules formally forbid threaten the very authority of the law itself and are discoverable through (un)foreseeable justice (Derrida, 1992, p. 4). Revealing the slippages between law and justice becomes progressively transparent and represents incentive to seek justice—absent the imposition of laws (the [im]possible, “just” law). It is this activity of displacing or dissociating law and, thus, moving toward justice that makes convalescence possible in the sphere of the legal.9 Moreover, it is through this (im)possibility that democracy strives for justice when deconstructively examining the law. In this context, a critique of juridical ideology mobilized by the (im)possibility of justice becomes a tool for a sociopolitical equality, its basis being the “desedimentation of the superstructures of law that both hide and reflect the economic and political interests of the dominant forces of society” (Derrida, 1992, p. 13). In other words, the inherent injustice of law as a performative force becomes the subject of disclosure. Thus, in a sense, deconstruction is justice. “Justice as the possibility of deconstruction” is what makes the spectre of equality (in)calculable, (un)recognizable, and (un)knowable (Derrida, 1992, p. 15).10 Derrida’s position on the (im)possible, as applied here to justice and equality, is not so much that it is beyond the exclusionary law-like limits of the possible as much as it is within it. The (im)possible both constitutes the outside-within of the possible and deconstructively disrupts the seemingly self-contained but actually haunted or forever aporetic dimension of everything that appears as possible. In this way, the (im)possible is never an end-state as much as it is a forever passing moment, that is, a materialist tremor and/or poetic glimpse of an otherwise displaced alterity that itself repetitiously displaces (but never absolutely replaces) the partial and provisional authorized legalities it opens up. In this sense, there is a spiraling motion to Derrida’s deconstruction followed by a law-like (although aporetic) reconstruction. These reconstructions are exemplars of justice and its (im)possibility. Much of the distinction between law and justice has implications for the gift (of equality) and the (im)possibility of justice as equality: “The gift is precisely, and this is what it has in common with justice, something which cannot be reappropriated” (Derrida, 1997, p. 18).11 Once a gift is given, if any gratitude is extended in return, the gift becomes circumscribed in a “moment of reappropriation” (Derrida, 1997, p. 18). Ultimately, as soon as the giver knows that he or she has given something, the gift is nullified. The giver congratulates him- or herself, and the economy of gratitude, of reappropriation, commences. Once the offering has been acknowledged as a gift by the giver or receiver it is destroyed. Thus, for a gift to truly be a gift, it must not even appear as such. Although it is inherently paradoxical, this is the only condition under which a gift can be given (Derrida, 1991). This is the relationship between the gift and justice. Justice cannot appear as such; it cannot be calculated as in the law or other tangible commodities (Derrida, 1997). Although Derrida acknowledges that we must attempt to calculate, there is a point beyond which calculation must fail and we must recognize that no amount of estimation can adequately assign justice (Derrida, 1997). For equality (like the “gift beyond exchange and distribution”; Derrida, 1992, p. 7) to be possible, we must go beyond any imaginable, knowable notion. This is why the gift and justice are conceptually (im)possible (Desilva Wijeyeratne, 1998).  They serve a necessary purpose in society; however, they represent something to always strive for, something that mobilizes our desire. If the impossible was possible, we would stop trying and desire would die. Justice, and thus democracy, is an appeal for the gift. As Derrida (1992) notes, “this ‘idea of justice’ seems to be irreducible in its affirmative character, in its demand of gift without exchange, without circulation, without recognition of gratitude, without economic circularity, without calculation and without rules, without reason and without rationality” (p. 25). The gift (of equality), like justice and democracy, is an aporia, an (im)possibility. Thus, the use of the gift as a transaction in the name of equality, and equality in the name of justice and democracy, is truly (un)just, (un)democratic, and (in)equitable. The gift is a calculated, majoritarian endeavor toward illusive equality. Equality beyond such a conscious effort (i.e., where the illusion is displaced) is open-ended and absent of any obligatory reciprocation. As Caputo (1997) notes, “justice is the welcome given to the other in which I do not . . . have anything up my sleeve” (p. 149). With this formula of equality and justice in mind, one may still speculate on the law’s relationship to the gift. But again, the law as a commodity, as a thing to be transacted, eliminates its prospects as something to be given.

Rendering justice as calculable and measurable is the root cause of human devaluation- the aff functions to destabilize value to life
Dillon, Michael (U of Lancaster). “Another Justice.” Political Theory, 1999. Sage Journals, accessed July 9, 2009. 
http://ptx.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/27/2/155

Economies of evaluation necessarily require calculability.35 Thus no valuation without mensuration and no mensuration without indexation. Once rendered calculable, however, units of account are necessarily submissible not only to valuation but also, of course, to devaluation. Devaluation, logically, can extend to the point of counting as nothing. Hence, no mensuration without demensuration either. There is nothing abstract about this: the declension of economies of value leads to the zero point of holocaust. However liberating and emancipating systems of value—rights—may claim to be, for example, they run the risk of counting out the invaluable. Counted out, the invaluable may then lose its purchase on life. Herewith, then, the necessity of championing the invaluable itself. For we must never forget that, “we are dealing always with whatever exceeds measure.”36 But how does that necessity present itself? Another Justice answers: as the surplus of the duty to answer to the claim of Justice over rights. That duty, as with the advent of another Justice, is integral to the lack constitutive of the humanway of being.

[bookmark: _Toc234922564]Link: Community

Discussion of community building only further alienates those around us- by prescribing the enclosure of a common group someone is left out further inscribing the us/them dichotomy
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “The (Im) Possibility of Democratic Justice and the "Gift" of the Majority.” Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice.
<http://ccj.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/321> 

Society and its institutions are analogical to Derrida’s notion of community. Derrida, however, asserts an aversion to the word community as well as to the thing itself. His primary concern for the word relates to its connotations of fusion and identification (Weber, 1995). Caputo (1997) elucidates these meanings with reference to Derrida’s etymological examination of community. Communio is a word for military formation and a kissing cousin of the word “munitions”: to have a communio is to be fortified on all sides, to build a “common” (com) “defense” (munis), as when a wall is put up around the city to keep the stranger or the foreigner out. The self-protective closure of “community,” then, would be just about the opposite of . . . preparation for the incoming of the other, “open” and “porous” to the other. . . . A “universal community” excluding no one is a contradiction in terms; communities always have an inside and an outside. (p. 108) Thus, the word community has negative connotations suggesting injustice, inequality, and an “us” versus “them” orientation. Community, as a thing, would constitute a binary opposition with the aforementioned concept of democratic society. The latter evolves with, not against, the other. Although the connotations may be latent and unconscious, any reference to a community or a derivative thereof connotes the exclusion of some other. A democratic society, then, must reject the analogical conceptions of community and present itself as a receptacle for receiving difference, that is, the demos (the people) representing a democratic society.



[bookmark: _Toc234922565]Link: Essentialism

Gift giving requires the gifter to choose a suitable gift based on an assumed knowledge of the other- this results in more feelings of injustice when the gift is not consistent with the other’s desires
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “PHILOSOPHY OF THE GIFT AND THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ADVOCACY: CRITICAL REFLECTIONS ON FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH INTERVENTION.” International Journal for the Semiotics of Law, 2000. Accessed July 7, 2009.
http://www.springerlink.com/content/v083155n8l118j06/fulltext.pdf

There is one last feature of Nietzsche’s theoretical speculations on giftgiving warranting some attention. This point, raised by Gary Shapiro,35 invites a consideration of Nietzsche’s philosophy of masks. As Shapiro describes, gift-giving
risks undermining the masks . . . that are necessary for our protection. In giving a gift one undertakes the hermeneutical project of discovering what is appropriate to the true character of the recipient. If I fail to interpret him properly, he will feel that some violence or degradation has been done. . . . 36
Nietzsche’s philosophy of masks is of considerable importance, particularly when comparing the congruence between what the intervener gives and what the recipient wants or needs. Indeed, if I fail to recognize, connect with, and respond to the individual on this most fundamental of levels, the receiver of the assistance is certain to feel that an injustice has occurred. This is significant in the context of advocacy where the assigner’s gift must be entirely congruent with the recipient’s desire. A failure to understand this dynamic only furthers the (purported) injustice against which the giver assumes his/her unique role as (mental health) advocate.

Gift giving assumes to know the desire of the other- this ideology further serves to support the gift giver in a position of power and knowledge
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “PHILOSOPHY OF THE GIFT AND THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ADVOCACY: CRITICAL REFLECTIONS ON FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH INTERVENTION.” International Journal for the Semiotics of Law, 2000. Accessed July 7, 2009.
http://www.springerlink.com/content/v083155n8l118j06/fulltext.pdf

Proponents of mental health treatment regard the treater as helping the person who is sick or in need. One’s ailment is relieved or, ideally, cured. Intervening in the lives of persons with psychiatric disorders is understood as the gift of reparation; of repairing, remedying, or correcting illness or disease. In such cases as these, the gift of treatment promises the elimination of the patient’s suffering. Thus, the first assumption is that treatment is a gift. A second, and more problematic, assumption is that the giver knows what the recipient desires to receive. In other words, the intervener understands what unique treatment is in the best interest of the receiver. This assumption is similarly untenable within the context of advocacy. Indeed, does the advocate fully know, beyond any self-interest or personal experience, what the patient wants, needs, or desires? A third assumption is that the recipient of treatment, receiving the gift of reparation, wants the award or, more startling, would want it, if the individual truly knew what was in her or his best interest.


[bookmark: _Toc234922566]Link: Forgiveness/Reconciliation

Attempts at reconciliation reaffirm power relations- preventing aff solvency
Haddad, Samir. “Arendt, Derrida, and the Inheritance of Forgiveness.” Philosophy Today, Winter 2007. http://www.fordham.edu/philosophy/haddad/InheritanceofForgiveness.pdf accessed July 8, 2009.

Now in highlighting this difference between Arendt and Derrida I do not mean to suggest that Derrida thinks that forgiving is good for politics. Derrida uses this vocabulary of unconditionality and conditionality across his writings to analyze a number of ethical and political concepts—in addition to forgiveness, he makes similar claims concerning hospitality, justice, and democracy—and he is consistent in maintaining that all of these concepts always carry with them both a chance and a threat. Thus, in the present case Derrida notes that forgiveness is not without violence, since “what makes the ‘I forgive you’ sometimes unbearable or odious, even obscene, is the affirmation of sovereignty.”32 This ambivalence can be seen more clearly by returning to Derrida’s remarks on the gift. Here too he argues extensively, and more directly, that it is a mistake to equate giving with the good. “If giving is spontaneously evaluated as good… it remains the case that this ‘good’ can easily be reversed. We know that as good, it can also be bad, poisonous (Gift, gift), and this from the moment the gift puts the other in debt, with the result that giving amounts to hurting, to doing harm.”33 As a gift, forgiveness thereby carries both the good and the bad, the benign and the dangerous, and this ambivalence is irreducible. 

[bookmark: _Toc234922567]Link: Guilt/Shame

Using collective guilt only furthers egoism- the aff’s call for an obligation to act based on shame recreates dominance
Murphey, Ann (New South Global Postdoctoral Fellow in the School of Philosophy at the University of New South Wales). “The Political Significance of Shame.” Borderlands e-journal 2004.
http://www.borderlands.net.au/vol3no1_2004/murphy_shame.htm

It would be disingenuous, however, to assign blame wholly to the political right. To be fair – and admittedly with a few notable exceptions – the discourse on shame has arguably suffered equal abuse at the hands of the left. While there is no disputing the claim that the right has frequently coopted the discourse on empathy in order to shirk certain social responsibilities, it is also the case that the left has demonstrated a marked reluctance to delve into the politics of collective guilt. Particularly amidst a theoretical landscape – inherited from Levinas and Derrida – that privileges the stranger, the foreigner, and the radically other, the worry surrounding guilt and shame is that there is something in the experience of these emotions that is perhaps narcissistic, indulgent, and even patronizing. In short, the fear of addressing shame and guilt is grounded in the worry that these emotions in the end only recuperate certain privileges. Shame and guilt are self-regarding emotions, and so one worries that they may detract from the genuine consideration of others and that at heart they are egoistic. Add to this the worry that guilt in and of its own right does not necessarily motivate concrete action, and one sees why even those with progressive political agendas express reticence regarding the issue of guilt, not simply in regard to the danger of appearing patronizing, but likewise out of suspicion regarding its efficacy in motivating action.


[bookmark: _Toc234922568]Link: Hospitality

Hospitality is yet another way for the host, or the giver of the gift, to attain control over the recipient as master. Hospitality indulges in the narcissistic mind-set that allows people to continue to pretend they are giving unselfishly while claiming dominance over the other party.
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “The (Im) Possibility of Democratic Justice and the "Gift" of the Majority.” Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice.
<http://ccj.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/321> 
An etymological problem akin to that of the word community is also discernible with the word hospitality. Caputo (1997) again provides insightful elucidation on Derrida: “The word hospitality derives from the Latin hospes, which is formed from hostis, which originally meant a ‘stranger’and came to take on the meaning of the enemy or ‘hostile stranger’(hostilis), + pets (potis, potes, potentia), to have power” (pp. 110-111). The implications, then, of Derrida’s deconstructive analysis are profound. The word hospitality and, thus, the function of hospitality becomes a display of power by the host (hospes). Being hospitable is an effort to welcome the other while maintaining or fortifying the mastery the host has over the domain. Thus, the host is someone who welcomes the other and gives to the other while always sustaining control. The host is always someone who possesses the power to welcome someone or something. If one did not enjoy some control, some dominance over the situation, one would not be a host at all: One would be on equal terms with the other (actually, there would be no other), and neither would constitute the host or guest. A display of hospitality, then, does not endanger the inherent power that the host experiences. The power, control, and mastery of the host and the alterity of the stranger or other are not disrupted by the display of hospitality. As Caputo (1997) notes, “there is an essential ‘self-limitation’ built right into the idea of hospitality, which preserves the distance between one’s own and the stranger” (p. 110).
The notion of giving while retaining power is embodied in the concept of hospitality: “A host is only a host if he owns the place, and only if he holds on to his ownership; [that is,] if one limits the gift” (Caputo, 1997, p. 111). The welcoming of the other into and onto one’s territory or domain does not constitute a submission of preexisting power, control, mastery, or identity. It is simply, as Derrida (1997) describes, a limited gift. The hospes, then, is the one engaged in an aporetic circumstance. The host must appear to be hospitable, genuinely beneficent, and unbounded by avaricious narcissism while contemporaneously defending mastery over the domain. The host must appeal to the pleasure of the other by giving or temporarily entrusting (consigning) something owned to the care of the other while not giving so much as to relinquish the dominance that he or she harbors. The host must feign to benefit the welfare of the other but not jeopardize the welfare of the giver that is so underwritten by the existing circumstances—whether they be democratically and justly legitimated or not. Thus, hospitality is never true hospitality, and it is never a true gift because it is always limited. Derrida (1997) refers to this predicament as the “im-possibility of hostil-pitality” (p. 112, italics added). True hospitality can only be realized by challenging this aporia, ascending the paralysis, and experiencing the (im)possible. The inherent self-limitation of hospitality must be vanquished. Hospitality must become a gift beyond hospitality (Caputo, 1997). Hospitality is . . . that to which I have never measured up. I am always . . . too unwelcoming, too calculating in all my invitations, which are disturbed from within by all sorts of subterranean motivations—from wanting to show off what I own to looking for a return invitation. (Caputo, 1997, p. 112)
Thus, hospitality, like the gift (the gift of hospitality), is always limited by narcissistic, hedonistic cathexes. Avaricity governs the Western capitalistic psyche and soma. As the (im)possibility of hospitality and the gift denote, one will never fully compromise that which belongs to the self. The conceptual underpinnings of hospitality and community were deliberately juxtaposed. If the notion of community is constructed around a common defense that we (the majority) fashion against them (the minority), then it is designed around the notion of inhospitality or hostil-pitality. Community and hospitality are similarly and equally subject to self-limitations. These intrinsic liabilities are largely unconscious. Notwithstanding the mythical, spectral foundations (Derrida, 1994) on which American society’s thoughts and actions are grounded, the detrimental consequence of our economy of narcissism is revealed. In offering hospitality to the other, the community must welcome and make the other feel at home (as if the home belongs equally to all) while retaining its identity (that of power, control, and mastery). As Caputo (1997) notes, “If a community is too unwelcoming, it loses its identity; if it keeps its identity, it becomes unwelcoming” (p. 113). Thus, the aporia, the paralysis, the impossibility of democratic justice through hospitality and the gift is our community.


[bookmark: _Toc234922569]Link: Justice

The aff approaches justice in a calculable manner destroying any true sense of real charity
Murphey, Ann (New South Global Postdoctoral Fellow in the School of Philosophy at the University of New South Wales). “The Political Significance of Shame.” Borderlands e-journal 2004.
http://www.borderlands.net.au/vol3no1_2004/murphy_shame.htm

As Nancy Fraser has suggested, the result of the increasing hegemony of contractual norms is that there appears to be less and less conceptual space for the forms of noncontractual reciprocity and solidarity that constitute the moral basis of citizenship (Fraser 1994: 61). As justice is rendered in reference to the calculus of contract and legality, the space for charity and political generosity is being eroded. This erosion seems to be accomplished as a double movement; firstly in the division of justice and charity, a breach that seems to imply that the two are antithetical, and secondly in the increasing erosion of charity by the calculus of justice. As charity is increasingly construed as the "other" of justice, it is – not unlike the experience of shame – construed as an phenomenon that surpasses and exceeds the obligations to others that are dictated within the parameters of the law, or the discourse on rights. Thus justice and charity are increasingly thought in opposition to each other, as though there is something in charity that is excessive and superfluous, something that the scales of justice do not and should not weigh. The dangerous implication of this way of thinking is that justice is not – nor should it strive to be – charitable. 

[bookmark: _Toc234922570]Link: Money

Gifts come in the form of monetary value- the aff gives funding to a program
Arjo Klamer, Economist Professor, 1996 “Gift Economy” 

A generous interpretation of the gift considers a gift any ‘good’, including money, that is transferred, conveyed or transmitted from one party to another when the nature, the value and the timing of the return of an equivalent is left undetermined. In that reading gifts constitute the major part of recorded economic transactions. Income earners pay rent and buy groceries and other items in order to give lodging, food and holidays to the other members of the household (such as their children), as well as family and friends. The bulk of Christmas spending is intended for gifts under the Christmas tree. But also a part of taxes could be considered gifts insofar they are transfers to those in need of support. Even though these latter gifts are not voluntary, they meet the definition: no equivalent for the return is being specified. The most important gifts, however, are not recorded. Think in particular of the unpaid labour of mothers caring for their children, of children caring for their parents, and of volunteers donating their time to charities, churches and cultural institutions. Finally, there are the typical gifts in the form of monetary donations to organizations. In a country like the USA, the most important beneficiaries are churches. Other important beneficiaries are charities, scientific institutions and cultural institutions.


[bookmark: _Toc234922571]Link: Pity

The aff is not a genuine caring for the other- but rather a fear and discomfort of feeling the other’s conditions for ourselves
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “PHILOSOPHY OF THE GIFT AND THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ADVOCACY: CRITICAL REFLECTIONS ON FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH INTERVENTION.” International Journal for the Semiotics of Law, 2000. Accessed July 7, 2009.
http://www.springerlink.com/content/v083155n8l118j06/fulltext.pdf

From this perspective, conduct motivated by self-interest might be inevitable, and our interpretation of actions as selfless merely the result of “self-deception and rationalization”.14
Similarly, Hobbes presents a definition of pity that anticipates the more psychoanalytically situated offerings of Lacan and lends further credence to the former’s egoistic theoretical posture. For Hobbes, pity is “imagination or fiction of future calamity to ourselves, proceeding from the sense of another man’s calamity.”15 It is because of pity, in Hobbes’s sense of the word, that we have certain feelings, some of which we might call “compassion,” “empathy,” or “sympathy.” Each of these describes our ability to appreciate the suffering that another experiences or confronts. Of course, these feelings may be thought of as motivations for action; some of which may include charity, assistance, or advocacy.
In Hobbes’s philosophy, we are not genuinely disturbed or discomforted by the misfortunes and sufferings of others; rather, we are disturbed and discomforted only through an imaginative leap that entails the possibility of our own suffering – we must identify with the sufferer. It is here, perhaps, where we can reflect on the extent to which our pity differs when it involves someone unlike ourselves who suffers. The imaginative aspect of this process – that which entails identification – assumes an important role in Lacanian psychoanalytic theory as well.16 We will return to these particular dynamics in subsequent sections of this essay.

The aff’s intervention represents a pity felt for the other- this reaffirms their own narcissistic subject position
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “PHILOSOPHY OF THE GIFT AND THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ADVOCACY: CRITICAL REFLECTIONS ON FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH INTERVENTION.” International Journal for the Semiotics of Law, 2000. Accessed July 7, 2009.
http://www.springerlink.com/content/v083155n8l118j06/fulltext.pdf

The tension Nietzsche creates around the topic of pity or, alternately, assistance and altruism, is felt strongly in Daybreak, Zarathustra, as well as in his Genealogy of Morals.27 Indeed, Nietzsche advances several important arguments that challenge the logic of altruism; that is, of giving in reaction to pity.28 The first and most frequently occurring of these objections to pity recognizes the psychic ascription of human weakness to the one who receives pity. “To offer pity,” writes Nietzsche, “is as good as to offer contempt . . . ”29 Offering pity, then, is an acknowledgment of the insufficiency or inadequacy of those who receive such “charitable” sentiments.
The danger lies in the possibility that “the pupil whose nose is too often wiped will not wipe her own nose, the child whose parents’ love is too smothering will not become a mature adult . . . ”30 When we pity or intervene on behalf of others, a Nietzschean assessment would require that we consider whether there are unconscious restrictions on the quality of our assistance. Indeed, following Nietzsche’s position on pity, we might ask ourselves whether our altruistic endeavors are affected (motivated) by a reluctance to undermine the self-sufficiency of the recipient of our gift or not?
Another tension that Nietzsche reveals concerning pity is more akin to that developed by Hobbes. In this argument, Nietzsche identifies the egoistic nature of pity and, in so doing, repudiates the possibility of altruistic pity. Nietzsche provides an ethical or moral objection to altruistic assistance, one premised on the recognition that no act is free from self-interest or self-concern. As he describes it:
Let us reflect seriously upon this question: why do we leap after someone who has fallen into the water in front of us, even though we feel no kind of affection for him? Out of pity: at that moment we are thinking only of the other person – thus says thoughtlessness . . . The truth is: in the feeling of pity – I mean that which is usually and misleadingly called pity – we are, to be sure, not consciously thinking of ourselves but are doing so very strongly unconsciously . . . an accident which happens to another offends us: it would make us aware of our impotence . . . Or an accident and suffering incurred by another constitutes a signpost to some danger to us . . . (emphasis added)31
Nietzsche makes two important points here: (1) that an act engaged out of pity is motivated by our contemplation of similar danger to ourselves rather than from pure compassion; and (2) that this and other egoistic concerns motivate largely from the level of the unconscious or, at least, from beneath or beyond the motives we are capable of experiencing on a conscious level. When we observe such suffering, we are reminded of the fragility of the human condition. To “repel” this kind of pain – this realization – we compensate through an act of pity, which “may contain a subtle self-defence;”32 namely, an affirmation of our own well-being, of the strength of our own capacity in light of the person we assist. Nietzsche indicates that we avoid sights of human suffering unless, we can “present ourselves as the more powerful and as a helper . . . if we want to feel how fortunate we are in contrast.”33


[bookmark: _Toc234922572]Link: State/law

Justice is not something that can be fixed by the law- the aff’s insistence on a legal approach relies on the notion that justice is a singular event rather than a movement
Valverde, Mariana, professor at Centre of Criminalogy, Univerisity of Toronto. "Even the daed will not be safe from the enemy if he wins: Deconstruction and Justice." '99.  http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/829071.pdf?cookieSet=1. accessed 7/7/09 

In this sense, law is the opposite of justice, since Derrida, following Emmanuel Levinas, argues that justice "must always concern singularity" (Derridra 1992, 17). Justice, which always involves "an unlimited responsiveness to and responsibility for the other" (Fitzpatrick 1995, 9), cannot be fixed precisely because it is not a state of affairs but rather a movement toward the particularity of the Other. Using Levins and Walter Benjamin as his main resources, Derrida counterposes the calculative logic of law to the ethical logic of infinity-an infinity no longer located in humanity's relation to God but rather in here-and-now practices of intersubjectivity. The justice that is glimpsed in genuine intersubjectivity is a movement that by definition can never be fully accomplished, and so justice is inherently nonexistent, something that cannot be achieved (Levinas 1994). The desire for justice is thus destined to be never fulfilled, insofar as we can never fully know and understand the irreducible specificity of the other, toward whom we nevertheless have what Levinas would call an infinite responsibility. And yet, despite its peculiar ontological status, justice is very real in the pragmatist sense: it has real affects. Justice impels us to constantly critique our own tendency to think that we know what is due to others, that we know each other.  

[bookmark: _Toc234922573]Alt Solvency

Our alternative is a pre-requisite to understanding identity and overcoming narcissism
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “The (Im) Possibility of Democratic Justice and the "Gift" of the Majority.” Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice.
<http://ccj.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/321> 

To emancipate both agency and structure, an affirmative postmodern perspective would require that subjects
themselves be deconstructed and reconstructed, that is, function as subjects-in-process or as emergent subjects (JanMohamed, 1994; Kristeva, 1986). Under- and nonrepresented groups would actively engage in the task of uncovering, recovering, and recoding their identities (e.g., Collins, 1990; hooks, 1989) in ways that are less encumbered by prevailing (majority) sensibilities regarding their given constitutions. The economy of narcissism would, more likely, be suspended, and the culture of difference would, more likely, be positionally and provisionally realized.

[bookmark: _Toc234922574]Perm Answers

(these are just basic cards- you should put together your own blocs to answer the permutations- use analytics!)

The permutation is detrimental to the greater concepts of justice and equality – only our alternative can embrace the aporia of justice and re-conceptualize notions of domination and control
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “The (Im) Possibility of Democratic Justice and the "Gift" of the Majority.” Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice.
<http://ccj.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/321> 

This article was less a condemnation of existing legislative reform than it was a critique of Western culture in general and American society in particular. We contend that revisions in the name of equality, and equality in the name of justice, as presently constructed are not only inadequate but also detrimental to and countertransformative for those very (minority) groups who are purportedly benefiting from such initiatives. Derrida’s socioethical exploration was instructive, directing us to the limitations of the gift of the majority in relation to law, hospitality, community, and the (im)possibility of justice. The work that remains is to displace the aporia located in Derrida’s critique with supplemental processes of understanding and sense making. An affirmative postmodern framework, as we have loosely sketched, identifies some protean areas of potential exploration and worth. We submit that it is time to move to a new plateau in understanding alterity; one that more completely embraces racial, cultural, sexual, gender, and class differences. We contend that it is time to transform what is and more fully embody what could be. The search for equality realized through a radical and ongoing deconstructive/reconstructive democracy demands it. We also contend that by examining several supplemental notions found in affirmative postmodern thought, important in-roads for the aporia of justice and the destination of equality are within (in)calculable, (un)recognizable reach.

Only our alternative embraces the (im)possibility of justice within the framework of equality and reparations – unless we embrace this aporia of responsibility we will forever be trapped in the cyclical violence of racism and majority control – the permutation will offer no way out
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “The (Im) Possibility of Democratic Justice and the "Gift" of the Majority.” Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice.
<http://ccj.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/321> 

With regard to the (im)possibility of a legally imposed equality in search of a transformative justice, we (as social and political beings) must go beyond what is consciously imaginable, calculable, and knowable. We must go beyond the realm of recognized possibility. This article does not assume the position, as some critics of Derrida may suggest, that, given the ruse of the gift, affording minority populations opportunity to attain equality should therefore be discarded entirely (see Rosenfeld, 1993, on the dilemmas of a Derridean and deconstructive framework for affirmative action). This article is far from a right-wing cry for cessation of those undertakings that would further the cause of equality in American society. This article is also not a statement of despair, a skeptical and nihilistic pronouncement on the (im)possibility of justice (Fish, 1982) in which we are all rendered incapable of establishing a provisional, deconstructive political agenda for meaningful social change and action. What we do suggest, however, is simply the following: That political and/or legislative attempts at empowerment (as they currently stand) are insufficient to attain the deconstructive and discursive condition of equality for minority citizen groups (Collins, 1993). More significant, we contend that construction of these initiatives as Derridean gifts advance, at best, fleeting vertiginous moments of inequality and injustice. Still further, we recommend the (im)possible; that which, at first blush, admittedly delivers no pragmatic value for social analysts. Our invitation is for a fuller, more complete displacement of equality and initiatives pertaining to it such that there would be no giving for its own sake; that giving would not be construed as giving, but as the way of democratic justice (i.e., its foreseeability would be [un]conscious, its recognizability would be with[out] calculation). If we are able to give without realizing that we have done so, the possibility of reciprocation, reappropriation, and the economy of narcissism and representation are abruptly interrupted and perhaps indefinitely stalled. This form of giving more closely embodies the truth of human existence; that which betters life for all without regard for differential treatment, neither promoting nor limiting those who are “other” in some respect or fashion. This re-presentation of equality, this justice both of and beyond the calculable economy of the law (Derrida, 1997), requires a different set of principles by which equality is conceived and justice is rendered. What would this difference entail? How would it be embodied in civic life? In the paragraphs that remain, our intent is to suggest some protean guidelines as ways of identifying thework that lies ahead for the (im)possibility of justice and the search for aporetic equality.

The permutation is the opposite of our alternative – our Arrigo and Williams evidence indicates that we must be willing to move past the majorities control and instead embrace the (im)possibility of the concepts of justice and equality that the 1AC talks about – only refusing to conclude the aporia of justice can move past the ruse of control and calculations of justice
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “The (Im) Possibility of Democratic Justice and the "Gift" of the Majority.” Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice.
<http://ccj.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/321> 

A cultural politics of difference grounded in an affirmative postmodern framework would necessarily prevail
(Arrigo, 1998a; Henry&Milovanovic, 1996). In this more emancipatory, more liberatory vision, justice would be rooted in contingent universalities (Butler, 1992; McLaren, 1994). Provisional truths, positional knowledge, and relational meanings would abound (Arrigo, 1995). New egalitarian social relations, practices, and institutions would materialize, producing a different, more inclusive context within which majority and minority sensibilities would interact (Mouffe, 1992). In other words, the multiplicity of economic, cultural, racial, gender, and sexual identities that constitute our collective society would interactively and mutually contribute to discourse on equality and our understanding of justice. These polyvalent contributions would signify a cut in the fabric of justice, a text that “pretends to be a whole” (i.e., the whole of democratic justice) (Derrida, 1997, p. 194). Equality on these terms would become an ethical, fluid narrative: “an anxiety-ridden moment of suspense” (Derrida, 1997, pp. 137-138) cycling toward the possibility of justice. For Derrida (1997), this is the moment of undecidability. The cacophony of voices on which this aporetic equality would be based would displace any fixed (majoritarian) norms that would otherwise ensure an anterior, fortified, anchored justice. Instead, the undecidable, as an essential ghost (Derrida, 1994), would be lodged in every decision about justice and equality (Desilva Wijeyeratne, 1998). For Derrida (1997), this spectral haunting is the trace, the differance.19 It is the avenir or that which is to come. The avenir is the event that exceeds calculation, rules, and programs: “It is the justice of an infinite giving” (Desilva Wijeyeratne, 1998, p. 109). It is the gift of absolute dissymetry beyond an economy of calculation (Derrida, 1997). This is what makes justice, and the search for equality, an aporia: It is possible only as an experience of the impossible. However, it is the very (im)possibility of justice itself that renders the experience, and the quest for equality, a movement toward a destination that is forever deferred, displaced, fractured, and always to come (Derrida, 1997). This justice that is to come, this equality as an aporetic destination, resides in discourse. The production of provisional truths and knowledge requires that the voice(s) of alterity emerge to construct new visions of relational and positional equality and justice. Thus, the undecidability of interaction—the inclusion of minority discourse with majoritarian discourse as differance—represents a radically democratic in-road producing multilingual,
multicultural, and multiracial effects for equality. This is what Caputo (1997) refers to as a “highly miscegenated
polymorphism” (p. 107). For Derrida (1991, 1997), a radical democracy is constituted by preparedness for the incoming of the other. Derrida (1997) advocates “highly heterogenous, porous, selfdifferentiating quasi-identities, [and] unstable identities . . . that . . . do not close over and form a seamless web of the selfsame” (p. 107). In short, a receptacle for difference that receives the provisional truths, positional knowledge, and supplemental processes of meaning making is necessary in the struggle for (im)possible equality. This interaction would reflect a different context for policy formation, program evaluation, and practical decision making. A hermeneutical appeal to dialogical pedagogy (Freire, 1972; Laclau, 1991) would be essential. In this framework, “speaking true words”20 (dialogical encounters) (Freire, 1972, pp. 57-67) would matter: Giver and receiver of the gift would actively and reflectively speak alternatively from within each other’s subject position thereby promoting a revolutionary, more participatory cultural ethos.21 Linking both action and reflection, gift givers and receivers would represent active agents in the process of becoming equitable citizens (Freire, 1972).

[bookmark: _Toc234922575]AT: Aff is charitable/compassionate

We are all self centered beings- the aff act of charity is motivated by a desire to pat themselves on the back
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “PHILOSOPHY OF THE GIFT AND THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ADVOCACY: CRITICAL REFLECTIONS ON FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH INTERVENTION.” International Journal for the Semiotics of Law, 2000. Accessed July 7, 2009.
http://www.springerlink.com/content/v083155n8l118j06/fulltext.pdf

The psychological egoist questions the possibility of acting altruistically; that is, of acting purely with regard for the interests of another. That is to ask, can our actions at times be motivated purely by a concern for the welfare of others without some manifestation of primary self-interest in our actions? Though questions of self-interest factored significantly into the classical era of philosophical speculation, the establishment of egoism as psychologically predetermined and, consequently, inescapable received its first detailed and philosophically animated treatment in the work of Thomas Hobbes.10 Hobbes’s theory rests on one core assumption: human beings, when acting voluntarily, will be egoistically motivated. In other words, all human actions are rooted in self-interest, and the very possibility of being motivated otherwise is forbidden by the structure of our fundamental psychological make-up.
Hobbes’s conceptualizations on the self are artfully depicted in passages from his work, On Human Nature (1650), in which he defines both “charity” and “pity.” These ideas are particularly important for our purposes. Indeed, they anticipate future developments in the logic of the gift and the motivational aspects of advocacy. With regard to the former, Hobbes deconstructs the prevalent sentiment of neighborly love, finding “charity” to be a veiled form of egoism. As he describes it:
There can be no greater argument to a man, of his own power, than to find himself able not only to accomplish his own desires, but also to assist other men in theirs: and this is that conception wherein consisteth charity.11
Actions motivated by a concern for others are those which Hobbes refers to as “charity.” To this, we might also add “altruism,” “assistance,” “intervention,” and, to that effect, “advocacy.” For Hobbes, charity is nothing more than one taking some delight in one’s own power.
The charitable man is demonstrating to himself, and to the world, that he is more capable than others. He can not only take care of himself, he has enough left over for others who are not so able as he. He is really just showing off his own superiority.12
There is another important aspect of the charitable person, relevant more specifically to the psychological underpinnings of such selfinterested displays of benevolence. This is the notion of conscious selfinterest versus self-interest that motivates from behind or, in Freud’s topology, underneath the level of conscious awareness.13 This point will become clearer when we discuss self-interest in the context of a Lacanian psychoanalytic critique. For now, we note that even Hobbes recognized that persons motivated by self-interest might not be consciously aware that their seemingly selfless acts were, in fact, blemished by concerns for the self. What is more characteristic of such behavior in terms of human psychology is that we consciously regard our actions as altruistic; an interpretation most beneficial to our psychic life. In other words, we want to believe that our actions are unselfish and, consequently, we interpret them in such a fashion. In fact, following psychological egoists, this interpretation obtains only superficially; that is, we delude ourselves absent a careful investigation of the unconscious dynamics that give rise to the logic of charitable, altruistic, intervening behavior.



[bookmark: _Toc234922576]AT: Aff isn’t QPQ

The act of receiving the gift functions as a form of reciprocity- because aff advantages stem from the actual transference and implementation of social services this is a 100% risk of link 
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “PHILOSOPHY OF THE GIFT AND THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ADVOCACY: CRITICAL REFLECTIONS ON FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH INTERVENTION.” International Journal for the Semiotics of Law, 2000. Accessed July 7, 2009.
http://www.springerlink.com/content/v083155n8l118j06/fulltext.pdf

Indeed, reappropriation (i.e. the negation of the pure or altruistic gift) can assume a number of forms. The most obvious is a similar gesture of giving found in most instances of gift-exchange.41 Beyond this traditional form of reciprocation, however, appear a number of subtle ways in which the bestowal of an award becomes acknowledged as such. For example, the receiver’s display of gratitude may function as reciprocity. Gratitude includes both a recognition of the gift as well as a show of appreciation. Moreover, when thankfulness is not present (including instances when the gift is refused) the simple recognition of gift-giving by the recipient (an acknowledgment that is necessary for the refusal that follows) becomes, in some sense, a reciprocation. Finally, even if the receiver disavows receipt of an award, the value of the gift qua gift; that is, as a selfless act of assistance or beneficence, becomes nullified as soon as the assigner knows s/he has given something.
	
A pure gift is impossible- at the point in which a gift is reciprocated it loses value
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “PHILOSOPHY OF THE GIFT AND THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ADVOCACY: CRITICAL REFLECTIONS ON FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH INTERVENTION.” International Journal for the Semiotics of Law, 2000. Accessed July 7, 2009.
http://www.springerlink.com/content/v083155n8l118j06/fulltext.pdf

Derrida’s deconstruction of the gift signifies a logocentric paradox. According to his inquiry, the gift is an aporia, an impossibility, situated in its very possibility.39 The critical problem Derrida identifies is that for an act of giving to truly be a gift, it must not derive its value from its status as an object of exchange. The difference between a gift and an object of exchange is that, while the latter has value within an economy of reciprocal relations, the value of the true, unadulterated gift is destroyed by any reciprocity. Such an offering is something “which cannot be reappropriated,” lest it lose its value as a gift.40 The question for Derrida, then, is one concerning the possibility of giving without reciprocity, of give and take absent the circular economy of exchange. This matter is more difficult than it seems because, as Hobbes, Emerson, and Nietzsche all allude to, reciprocity does not necessarily involve the return of a material, tangible object to the giver.


[bookmark: _Toc234922577]AT: Aff will say no to / resist reciprocity

Even attempting to prevent reciprocity is a form of exchange by means of intense ego-ism
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “PHILOSOPHY OF THE GIFT AND THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ADVOCACY: CRITICAL REFLECTIONS ON FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH INTERVENTION.” International Journal for the Semiotics of Law, 2000. Accessed July 7, 2009.
http://www.springerlink.com/content/v083155n8l118j06/fulltext.pdf

In the first instance, once the gift is conferred the receiver is grateful and contracts a debt of gratitude. Indeed, instead of being the recipient of a gift, s/he is now obliged to the giver.42 At the same time and, more importantly for our critique of advocacy, the assigner is consciously contented with his or her behavior, recognizing it as “altruistic” giving. This form of selfinterested assistance is even more pronounced – even more profound in its effect – if the recipient of the gift is either ungrateful or if the giver remains anonymous. In these instances, the giver is remarkably self-assured and congratulatory because the assigner’s generosity is so unselfish it does not warrant any acknowledgment.43 As a result, the giver has actually received rather than given, and the receiver, instead of being the recipient of generosity and altruistic sentiment, is now indebted.44 This is precisely why Derrida presents the gift as an aporia: it annuls itself as an award as soon as it is given. Indeed, the altruism becomes egoism as soon as one’s intentions turn to actions.

Not expressing gratitude for the gift only reinscribes power relations 
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “PHILOSOPHY OF THE GIFT AND THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ADVOCACY: CRITICAL REFLECTIONS ON FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH INTERVENTION.” International Journal for the Semiotics of Law, 2000. Accessed July 7, 2009.
http://www.springerlink.com/content/v083155n8l118j06/fulltext.pdf

Following Derrida, those who refuse to say “thank you” for their gift of treatment (i.e., display a lack of gratitude), reinforce the giver to an equal, if not greater, status than the accepted award itself. The assigner of the refused gift is ego-bound; extolling their own self-generosity so much so that external acknowledgment is unnecessary.51 This self-proclaimed, congratulatory posture is particularly evident in instances of mental health treatment refusal. In these cases, the person’s mental disorder presumably interferes with the individual’s capacity to comprehend what needs are in one’s best medical interest. The (psychiatric) treater intervenes, providing a gift that the person does not even know s/he needs. This very assumption, however, is the basis upon which one thoroughly fails to act unselfishly, compassionately, or altruistically. Selfless acts always coincide with the recipient’s interest beyond what the giver believes to be in one’s best interest. Assisting one who refuses the gift of treatment is the same as giving someone that which is not wanted: treatment amounts to a gift that is not worth having because it is not a gratuity at all. This deconstructive interpretation echoes Emerson’s critique. Indeed, the bestowed gift of treatment is both a threat to the recipient’s independence, as well as a perversion of genuine assistance, given the gift’s calculated nature. For Derrida, the pure gratuity is one that is never calculated, lest it lose its value as a gift.


[bookmark: _Toc234922578]Gifts create debt

The gift forces the receiver to assume a debt – there’s a reason for every gift
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “The (Im) Possibility of Democratic Justice and the "Gift" of the Majority.” Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice.
<http://ccj.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/321> 

The gift has no idiosyncratic or artful definition that needs to be addressed. Derrida’s concept of the gift is simply as it sounds: Something that is given to someone by someone else. Gift, however, is a misleading term. Once an award is given to someone, that someone assumes a debt (of gratitude or a reciprocation of the gift). The giver of the gift, in return, is “consciously and explicitly” pleased with him- or herself for the show of generosity (Caputo, 1997, p. 141). This narcissistic, self-eudemonical exchange is in fact in- creased if the receiver is ungrateful or is unable, through the anonymity of the gift, to show gratitude. Thus, the offering that is made without expectation of explicit gratitude simply nourishes the narcissism of the giver. This is the paradoxical dimension of the gift. The sender of the gift, instead of giving, receives; and the receiver of the gift, instead of receiving something, is in debt (Caputo, 1997). To avoid mobilizing the circular economy of the gift (the circle of exchange, of reciprocation, and of reappropriation), the gift must not appear as such. Thus, the giver must not be aware that he or she is giving, and the receiver must not be aware that he or she is receiving. Only under those circumstances would the giver not fuel the fire of narcissistic generosity, and the receiver not assume a debt. As Caputo (1997) notes, the pure gift “could take place only if everything happened below the level of conscious intentionality, where no one intends to give anything to anyone and no one is intentionally conscious of receiving anything” (p. 147). Phenomenologists remind us, following Aristotle’s (1925) notion of act and intentionality, that the agent always acts for its own good. The agent always intends to act for its own good; otherwise, it will not act at all (e.g., Heidegger, 1962; Husserl, 1983). Thus, there are always degrees of intentionality—expectation, reciprocation, and reappropriation—on the part of the giver. The giving of the gift serves a purpose. It can be traced to narcissism masked by a facade of generosity, or it can be linked to anticipation of something that will come back at some point some time in the future (Derrida, 1997). This is where the notion of economy arises. What fuels the economy are “entities determined and exchanged, of calculation and balanced equations, of equity and sound reason, of laws and regularities” (Caputo, 1997, p. 146). It is the gift that the community has an affinity for in the name of democratic justice. The justice that the gift does, however, authenticates the reality of a pseudo-democracy. An imitation (i.e., illusion) of justice that, as an artifact of simulation, is more real that reality itself; one that is (im)possible in the community that we refer to as democratic society.12

[bookmark: _Toc234922579]Gifts create dependence

When most give elaborate gifts and expect nothing in return, it's a sign of dominance over the other person because the donor's gift was bigger and better making them feel as though they are superior to the other person.
McGonegal, Julie. U. of Tasmania. "The Tyranny of Gift Giving:  The Politics of Generosity in Sarah Scott's Millenium Hall and Sir George Ellison."<http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/eighteenth_century_fiction/v019/19.3mcgonegal.html>. 7/6/09 AD
 
Central to Miss Alton's narrative is the contention that gift giving is a means for the donor to draw attention to discrepancies in social status: the sheer plenitude of Mrs Mayer's presents and their impracticality function to highlight class difference. Scott shows here what Bourdieu theorizes elsewhere: when gifts exclude the possibility of an equivalent return, they become a means of exercising domination. Mrs Mayer's presents inflict humiliation on Miss Alton. They are also a manipulation tactic, a way of eliciting feelings of obligation towards her benefactress: "She would reproach me with ingratitude, and enumerate the favours I had received from her. She would even cast oblique reflexions on me as being mercenary in accepting obligations, which she did not leave me the liberty of refusing. I now found, what I before had no idea of, that a giving hand, and a generous heart, are distinct things" (SGE, 113). To the extent that her strategy is transparent to Miss Alton, who eventually refuses to endure the humiliation it is intended to produce, Mrs Mayer does, in the end, fail at gift giving. Nevertheless, her devices corroborate Bourdieu's observation that when the gift emerges out of the social divide that separates people, it consolidates that divide: that is, when established in conditions of asymmetry that prevent the possibility of a quid pro quo, reciprocation in the form of concern, consideration, and submission is likely to form relations of dependence.12 

[bookmark: _Toc234922580]Gifts create social conditions

Gifts assume that there is a reciprocity present whether or not it’s acknowledged by the parties involved. The aff may claim that they don’t demand involuntary reciprocation, but the gift brings social obligations that lead the receiver to view it with mistrust.
Arjo Klamer, Economic Professor, 1996 “Gift economy” 

When we study the phenomenon of the gift, we should not only consider its many forms, ranging from money to attention, but also the parties involved. The reciprocity may occur between two parties.When friends give to one another, they expect something in return form each other. The circuit is closed. In that case the study may focus on the role that the gift plays in that relationship. Families also show a relatively closed circuit of gift giving. Gifts circulate from parents to children, from uncles and aunts to parents and back, and from uncles and aunts to children, and from children to parents. The reciprocal relationships are not one to one, but occur in the context of the family. In that case the gift appears to operate as an element and in support of familial relationships. In the case of donations to arts institutes, the circuits may be closed, as when there is a clear understanding among the parties involved of a reciprocal relationship. Often this is not the case. The donor may give to a charity, a museum or a university without the expectation of receiving something, whatever that might be, in return from that institution. The institution may not even know the identity of the donor. In that case the question is, why do people make such gifts? What is the reciprocal relationship here? Similarly, when people donate their time or money to a good cause, there may not even be a party that can reciprocate. Soldiers may give their lives for the country, but how can that country reciprocate? The medal that the family receives, is surely not more than a token. So what else is in play? We usually think of gifts as voluntary, but gifts can be involuntary. If taxes are considered gifts, they surely are above all involuntary. In other cases the social pressure is such that it is hypocritical to speak of voluntary gifts. Giving to the church, for example, could be a duty that one could not get away from. Bill Gates, who became one of the richest men in the USA by founding Microsoft, was pressured to become generous, and succumbed.
The risk he incurred was that he would be socially ostracized. Gift giving within closed circuits often has an involuntary character. If you do not partake in the gift giving at Christmas or at other such family occasions, you may be marginalized, within the family, if not locked out. If you do not live up to your part in the reciprocal relationship with your friend, you risk losing the friendship. From an economic point of view, gifts seem an aberration. When the purpose is the increase of utility, the exchange of gifts, as at Christmas, appears to be quite inefficient. After all, you know better what adds to your utility than you aunt. Within an economic frame one becomes suspicious of what appears to be the altruistic element of gift giving. ‘What is the gain?’  one is led to wonder. ‘How does the gift giver benefit?’ Even a saint like mother Theresa who dedicated her life to the poor in India must get something in return, such as the expectation of salvation and sainthood, maybe. From this perspective, the emphasis of the analysis will be on the exchange involved. The first serious account of the gift by Marcel Maus gives every reason to adopt this focus. He continues: ‘Yet, as the anthropologist Maus clarifies in the introduction to his study, his intent was to ‘isolate one important set of phenomena: namely, prestations which are in theory voluntary, disinterested and spontaneous, but are in fact obligatory and interested’The form usually taken is that of the gift generously offered; but the accompanying behaviour is formal pretence and social deception, while the transaction itself is based on obligation and economic selfinterest’ (Maus, 1925, 1960, p.1). All his examples are drawn from studies of archaic societies, most famously studies of the pot-latch of North American tribes. In the pot-latch a well-endowed member of the tribe would share his richness with the other members during a feast. The analysis shows that this generosity was enforced socially, and required for one’s social status within the tribe.


[bookmark: _Toc234922581]Gifts destroy social change

Gift giving only serves as a tranquilizer to the oppressed- the practice uses economic capital to gain symbolic domination- this prevents the oppressed from gaining true justice
McGonegal, Julie. U. of Tasmania. "The Tyranny of Gift Giving:  The Politics of Generosity in Sarah Scott's Millenium Hall and Sir George Ellison."<http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/eighteenth_century_fiction/v019/19.3mcgonegal.html>. 7/6/09 AD
 
Ellison's ability to inflict symbolic violence is only made possible, however, by virtue of his individual self-deception, which is supported by collective self-deception. For symbolic domination to happen, according to Bourdieu, the dominated have to share the dominant group's misperceptions: "their knowledge and recognition have to be rooted in practical dispositions of acceptance and submission" ("Marginalia," 237). The labouring classes in Scott's Millenium Hall and Sir George Ellison are more than well disposed to acceptance and submission. That they return the gifts provided by Ellison and the women of Millenium Hall with love, affection, and adoration is a constant reminder for the readers of both texts. The gift-giving practices of Scott's protagonists function to thwart the potential for uprisings as effectually, if not more so, than any forceful show of domination: Ellison renders his Jamaican "slaves obedient, without violating the laws of justice and humanity" (SGE, 12) and "by encouragement and indulgences" compels the laborers  on his estate in England to "act as he wished" (SGE, 67). In taking on the socially legitimized and officially recognized role of justice of the peace, moreover, Ellison continues to strategically prevent social unrest by rendering the gatherings of labourers "too dull and sober to be any great temptation even to the most idle" (SGE, 71). By inhabiting an apparently disinterested position, by performing his duty to his community, he transfigures brute power relations into lasting relations of exchange. If we borrow Bourdieu's terminology, we can say that his generous acts have a social efficacy insofar as they convert "economic capital into symbolic capital, economic domination (of the rich over the poor, master over servant, adults over children, etc.) into personal dependence (paternalism, etc.), even devotion, filial piety or love" ("Marginalia," 238). The process of transferring relations of exploitation into relations of reciprocity, of transmuting resistance into resignation, is further abetted through the invocation of Providence. Recourse to Providence permits Ellison and the female proprietors of Millenium Hall to effectively disable individual suffering as a motive for individual and collective action.15 It also allows them to authorize themselves as representatives of God on earth, and thus increase their own agency, as well as to accumulate "spiritual capital" in the form of religious piety. 
Scott's novels bear out Bourdieu's claim that symbolic capital, though understood as lacking material effect, is intimately bound up in economic capital: by accumulating a capital of piety, prestige, and personal loyalty, Ellison and the women of Millenium Hall secure a productive labour force that procures material profits. While the women insist that "we have no nice regard for profit," they create a thriving capitalist enterprise, their "manufacture of carpets and ruggs" (MH, 243), by gaining the affections of the labouring classes. As a benevolent master, Ellison converts potentially rebellious slaves into co-operative workers, whose dedicated labour provides him with a successful sugar plantation: "By plentiful food, and a comfortable life, Mr Ellison's negroes became stronger than any in the island; the natural strength of those who belonged to other masters, being consumed by hardships and hunger" (SGE, 17). Ellison not only misrecognizes his interested profit motive as a disinterested desire for his slaves' welfare, but also misrecognizes their "hardships and hunger" as "plentiful food." Indeed, modern nation-states (Britain included) came into being through the misrecognition of imperialist plunder [End Page 305] and colonial extraction as imperial wealth, as Patrick Brantlinger contends: "Nation-states are invented through a process of fetishistic misrecognition whereby debt, absence, and powerlessness are transubstantiated, mainly through class exploitation at home and war abroad, into their opposites—into wealth, a plenitude of laws and institutions, and power, including power in the form of imperial aggrandizement."16 At home and in the slave colony, Ellison successfully transfigures interested relations based on property and profit into disinterested relations based on generosity and gift giving. 
Scott's texts themselves are the products of a symbolic labour that, by contributing to the maintenance of collective misrecognition, transforms interested relations into elective relations of reciprocity. Insofar as Scott maintains the fiction that the property system emerges out of disinterested relations of exchange, she reproduces what Hélène Cixous, echoing Bourdieu, also calls a masculine economy, that is, an economy structured around a fear of the loss of property itself. But Scott also exposes the interested relations of exchange that result in exploitation of gentry women and invents an economy in which giving, between upper-class women at least, is genuinely generous. To this extent, as much as her novels confirm many aspects of Bourdieu's paradigm of gift exchange, they also challenge its very closed and circular nature, suggesting the possibility of a gap, aporia, or opening for resistance, subversion, even transformation, that Bourdieu for the most part denies. Whereas he would have us think that the cycle of gift exchange is ineluctably motivated by selfish and narcissistic aims, despite its pretensions otherwise, Scott presents the (fragile) possibility of positive intervention in this cycle. Although the wish to establish the non-proprietary relations of collective ownership is ultimately undercut in Millenium Hall and Sir George Ellison by the conflicting desire to maintain the proprietary relations of individual ownership, it is, ultimately, the possibility of resistance, the potential fissure in the all-encompassing system theorized by Bourdieu, that we should hold on to in the end. That the promise of genuine ethical generosity in these novels is never actually fulfilled does not negate its power but reminds us of the total structural transformation that is necessary for such fulfilment. 

[bookmark: _Toc234922582]Gifts reaffirm power structures

When people say giving/ gift something is always expected in return- this cycle sets up reciprocity that affirms the dominant institution
Marilee Mifsud,(Department of Rhetoric and Communication Studies) University of Richmond,"On Rhetoric as Gift/Giving", 2007. 
http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/philosophy_and_rhetoric/v040/40.1mifsud.html. accessed 7/6/09

My use of "gift" here draws broadly from work in anthropology and philosophy on "the gift" starting with Marcel Mauss's groundbreaking anthropological work on archaic gift cultures. Mauss argues that as far back as we can go in the history of human civilizations, the major transfer of goods has been by cycles of gift-exchange. Each gift is part of a system of reciprocity in which the honor of the giver and recipient are engaged. That every gift must be met with a return gift, even if delayed, sets up a perpetual cycle of exchanges within and between cultures. In some cycles the return is equal to the gift, producing stable systems. However, in some cycles the return exceeds the gift. Such excess creates a competitive generosity, an escalating contest for honor. Mauss's work shows there are no free gifts: a gift economy creates for members permanent commitments that articulate the dominant institutions of law, politics, culture, and interpersonal relations. The theory of the gift is a theory of human solidarity.


[bookmark: _Toc234922583]Gifts require reciprocity

Even though they will say that conditions create “choice” it is a rigged choice- the quid pro quo is a closed circle of exchange based on “reciprocal” threats and condemnation 
Putt, B. Keith (Adjunct Professor – Department of Philosophy at LSU; Pastor, University Baptist Church, Baton Rouge); Religion with/out Religion: The Prayers and Tears of John D. Caputo; ed. James H. Olthuis; p. 64-65]

In the kingdom of God, metanoia results in relational and temporal extravagance. Relationships are no longer predicated on resentment and revenge, and time is no longer constrained by the lingering effects of the past. Caputo expresses this metanoetic character as a different type of economy, specifically a “mad economy” that does not depend upon sane investments and assured returns but upon ledgers that are wiped clean and books that no longer need to be balanced. In raising this economic analogy, he adopts his second perspective on the distinction between John and Jesus. In “Instants, secrets, and singularities: dealing death in Kierkegaard and Derrida” 7 and in The Prayers and Tears of Jacques Derrida: Religion without Religion, Caputo reprises his separation of the Baptist and Jesus vis-à-vis repentance. In these texts, he claims that the Baptist version of repentance occupies the epicenter of an economic circle of exchange-the quid pro quo reciprocity of debt and repayment. Here repentance demands some sort of satisfaction, some balancing of spiritual and/or social books in a rational economy predicated upon a calculus of the “zero sum.” Caputo hears John's voice crying in the wilderness, articulating a prophetic economy of guilt and retribution, of condemnation and indictment, and of sorrow and remorse. Although he directs his words of judgment at the legalism of hypocritical Pharisees, the Baptist offers only the alternative of another law, a law of duty and debt, of fear and retribution, and not a new “logic” of grace. Caputo finds John's kerygma to be a message of grief and pain, a message revealing a deity of wrath who keeps precise ledgers noting every debit and every credit and who expects all accounts to be reconciled. John's proclamation of this cycle of exchange, however, perverts the mad economics of the kingdom prescribed by Jesus, because the kingdom operates on the notion of gift, which breaks this cycle of exchange by specifically denying the need for balanced books, retired mortgages, or the egalitarianism of retribution. Jesus does not call for feelings of pain and penitential actions that redress imbalances. Instead, he demands changed hearts and gifts of forgiveness, which in themselves make no demands but simply liberate the other from all economic responsibilities. 
In addressing the issues of repentance and forgiveness as gift, Caputo explicates the implications of Derrida's quasi-transcendental philosophy of the pure gift as the “grounds” for the possibility and impossibility of breaking with the circular economics of an expenditure with return. 8 A reciprocal economy of exchange continually promotes a structure of similarity by demanding a closed circle within which one should receive the equal of what one contributes. This kinetics of the circle depends upon the polar dynamic of debit and credit. As one receives or takes something within the cycle, one, in essence, takes on a debt, which demands to be repaid. The cycle operates successfully only as long as this equality of disbursement and reimbursement continues; consequently, any instance of lack or of extravagance introduces the alterity of inequality into the process and threatens to shut it down. Consequently, the balanced economy of self-gathering accounts disallows the realization of any pure gift. The pure gift cannot traffic with the do ut des of the sane economy of exchange, because a pure gift should not be contaminated by the necessity of indebtedness, nor should it result in any self-reflexive movement. The pure gift requires anonymity with reference to each of its constituents; that is, in a pure gift the giver is not known, the gifted is not known, and the gift is not known. As a result, the giver receives nothing, and the gifted feels no necessity for response. This anonymity of the pure gift demands extravagance, which, as stated above, cannot be contained within the structures of an economy of exchange. As a result, the pure gift cuts into the circle of exchange, rupturing its reciprocity of equality.






Gift giving necessitates exchange- this creates debt on behalf of the giftee while spurring feelings of inferiority and degrading both parties 
Arrigo, Bruce and Williams, Christopher (California School of Professional Psychology), 2000 “PHILOSOPHY OF THE GIFT AND THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ADVOCACY: CRITICAL REFLECTIONS ON FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH INTERVENTION.” International Journal for the Semiotics of Law, 2000. Accessed July 7, 2009.
http://www.springerlink.com/content/v083155n8l118j06/fulltext.pdf

Ralph Waldo Emerson’s 1844 essay entitled “Gifts,” is, perhaps, the first full-blown exposition regarding the problem of the gift.18 Though limited in scope, his treatment delineates the paradoxical nature of the gift by suggesting the incursion of debt that is inherent in the practice of giftgiving. A failure to repay or reciprocate, implies Emerson, creates a tension between the one who gives and the one who receives, leaving the former disposed to feelings of inferiority and vengeance, while the latter endures a threat to one’s’s own independence. As Emerson notes, “. . . It is not the office of a man to receive gifts. How dare you give them? We wish to be self-sustained. We do not quite forgive a giver. The hand that feeds us is in some danger of being bitten . . . ”19
Where Hobbes’s position on human nature suspects the motives of the assigner, Emerson questions the psychology of the recipient, as well as the recognition by both parties that the bestowal of an award embodies a certain display or degree of power. For Emerson, then, there is a twofold danger inherent in the economy of gift-giving. In short, both giver and receiver are vulnerable to the effects of perversion and degradation.20 The corruption of the gift and the debasement of giving occur when what is offered is principally defined as something to be given. In other words, the usurpation of a “true” gift and a “pure” act of consigning is enacted once calculated as an award conceived and constructed for its value as a gift. In this sense, the gift need not be a material object or something possessing a physical nature. Rather, every act of helping, assisting, or intervening entails some form of a token or a gratuity. If the act of advocacy is generated in a less than genuine manner; that is, if it is not the giving of a “portion of thyself”21 but, rather, is a deliberate act constructed for the sole purpose of being given as some form of gift, then it is equally subject to the kind of perversions and degradations implied in Emerson’s essay.

Marcel Mauss proves-people only GIVE because it is ensured they will get something in return
Aslasken Iulie (doctorate in resource economics) '02, "Gender Constructions and the Possibility of a Generous Economic Actor"<http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/hypatia/v017/17.2aslaksen.html>, July 6, 2009, from Hypatia, SP. 
 
We will now examine more closely the motivations for gift giving, in order to explore the relation between gift giving and generosity. Why do people give gifts? Rational economic actors might answer that gift giving is part of a social norm that (hopefully) ensures that they will get something in exchange. The classical anthropological literature on the gift, particularly the work of Marcel Mauss (1990), emphasizes the reciprocal nature of gift giving; that is, that receiving a gift implies an obligation to give something back in appropriate amounts. Mauss's work has been applied in modern economic theory in George Akerlof's (1982) in his analysis of labor contracts and work effort. Akerlof explains the norm for the proper work effort in a similar way as the norm that determines the standards for gift giving at Christmas. Such gift giving is a trading [End Page 127] relationship, in the sense that if one side of the exchange does not live up to expectations, the other side is also likely to curtail its activities—next time. 
Mauss points out that the dilemma of the reciprocal nature of gift giving is reflected in language. In ancient German the word gift means both gift and poison. In modern languages it has split: in English gift is a gift, whereas in Norwegian gift means poison, as well as married. The ancient Greek word dosis for poison, which is the root of the English dose, as in a dose of poison, has the same root as to give, as we recognize in donate. Mauss argues that the reason for the close association of the words for gift and poison in these ancient languages comes from the obligatory nature of reciprocity of a gift, or, equivalently, the threat of harm that was believed to befall a recipient who failed to reciprocate (1990, 63).




[bookmark: _Toc234922584]Gifts support capitalism

Gift exchange promotes capitalism
Gift Paradigm Conference. "Gift Paradigm Conference Concept Statement." March, 2004. http://www.gifteconomyconference.com/pages/confstate.html. Accessed 7/08/09

Directly satisfying needs of all kinds, whether material, psychological or spiritual, creates community, while exchange, which is adversarial, with each trying to get more and give less, creates competition and hierarchy. Exchange is "ego" oriented because one satisfies the need of the other only to satisfy h/er own need, while giving directly to the other is "other" oriented. Capitalism is built upon exchange and incorporates the Patriarchal values of competition and hierarchy. In fact Capitalism needs Patriarchal individuals to carry out its self aggrandizing agendas.

An intersectional approach can solve- the alternative’s rejection of calculative thought is necessary to imagining a world outside the capitalist system
Vaughan, Genevieve (Director – Foundation for Compassionate Society – Social Justice Organization); “Jacob Wrestles with the Angel.” 1998. Gift Economy Online; http://www.gift-economy.com/articlesAndEssays/jacobWrestles.html 

Within Capitalism there are many areas of gift giving, beginning with those in which people are trying to satisfy the big picture needs of society for systemic change. For example there is the anti globalization movement, which is trying to save the collective gifts of the common people from the corporations. There is the peace movement, there is the movement against domestic violence; there is even a movement of the capitalists themselves to satisfy the need to change the system: the funding movement for social change. 
There are also cross-overs in these movements, for example anti global Native American funders for social change, matriarchal goddess spirituality artists, people working on domestic violence, who see how it is connected to war and international violence. All of these attempts to satisfy needs, and to give gifts, are discredited by the ideology of exchange and self interest. That ideology ignores the importance of needs and of giving to satisfy them. Instead it privileges 'effective demand', a market category which privileges the needs that people must pay to satisfy and for which they possess the necessary money. Even education and the media which should satisfy the needs of the people for knowledge are becoming commercialized to the extent that they only satisfy the needs of Capital and the governments' needs for propaganda. At most Patriarchal Capitalism permits band aid charitable giving which allows the system to continue unchanged by addressing some of its most cruel inequities. On the other hand it also advertises its own manipulative 'gifts' - thus foreign 'aid'- or uses the satisfaction of needs as a pretext for its aggressions- thus the invasion of Iraq to 'help' the Iraqi people. 
The system of exchange arrogates to itself the right to model gift giving (in return for a price). It discredits real gift giving and validates itself. Many of us internalize those negative judgments and values. People who give their time and indeed their lives to improve conditions for others do so under the burden of believing that the system is right or that they are crazy, too soft hearted or even co dependent, but they do it anyway. The answers will not be found in the old paradigm. We need to recognize what Patriarchal Capitalism is doing and provide an alternative. Denouncing the terrible evils of the system is important but until we recognize that another world view is possible, a world view that validates our humanity, we will not be able to create the possible world we long for. Moreover, the market and patriarchy lead us to believe in solutions that re-propose aspects of the system as answers to the problems the system creates. We need to recognize the thread that unites us, that unites the women's movement with the movement of indigenous peoples, the movement against globalization, the movement for the elimination of hunger and disease, the movement against domestic violence and trafficking of women and children, the peace and ecology movements, the movements for alternative spiritualities and art. 

[bookmark: _Toc234922585]Shame Bad

Feeling shame for the past erodes at the self
Murphey, Ann (New South Global Postdoctoral Fellow in the School of Philosophy at the University of New South Wales). “The Political Significance of Shame.” Borderlands e-journal 2004.
http://www.borderlands.net.au/vol3no1_2004/murphy_shame.htm

Whereas shame was once rendered as a riveting to the self, it is now described as identity’s "gnawing away at itself" in remorse (Levinas 1974: 114). What earlier appeared as the cementing of identity, however, is described in the later work as an "exasperated contracting" of the self, a persecution "which the limits of identity cannot retain" (ibid). Hence while this accusation, persecution, and remorse that I feel in the face of the Other may indeed be a function of the impossibility of my fleeing myself, it is likewise, a "riveting" to the self that motivates the dissolution of identity and not its reification. Shame, writes Levinas, "is on the hither side of the limits of identity" (ibid). "It is to hold onto oneself while gnawing away at oneself" (ibid). In "On Escape," shame arose in the binding of the self to itself, and in the inability to fail to take responsibility for others. What emerged was the sedimentation of the self in shame. What is noteworthy, then, about the later discussion of shame is that it now disturbs the boundaries of the self and troubles the limits of identity. Shame is in this sense destructive of a notion of responsibility that is finite and historically contiguous; indeed, shame corrodes the very coherence of the subject.

[bookmark: _Toc234922586]2AC Answers
1. Permutation- do both- there is no reason why we cannot embrace the impossibility of justice and do the affirmative plan

2. This is a kritik of the resolution- not the affirmative plan- as long as the aff proves the resolution is true, we should win the round

3. The neg’s insistence that a gift is always bad or ‘poisonous’  is nonsense. If given correctly, a free gift is actually beneficial.
Laidlaw, James (Professor of Anthropology at University of Cambridge). “A Free Gift Makes No Friends.”  2000. http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/2661033.pdf, accessed 7-6-09 
The first part of an answer to the question of ‘whence the poison in the gift?’ is therefore that it is not poisonous for everyone or in all situations. This is clear in the classical texts which, where they mention such dangers, do so in the context of dan being performed incorrectly. What the Jain case makes clear, then, is that dan is not the problem – the cause of a unique kind of peril – but on the contrary it is a solution, though admittedly a highly elusive one. It is a tradition which can, if performed correctly, be free of peril which is otherwise in which the mixing of persons and things, which Mauss described as happening in gift exchange and which Gregory misdescribes as ‘inalienability’, actually happens very readily all the time, the point of a free gift is to prevent it.

4. No link- their evidence posits the gift as an impossibility but do not explain how the aff cannot be a pure gift that their evidence calls for

5. Alt is nihilist- abandons the notion of justice, which does nothing for millions of people living in poverty

6. Perm- do the affirmative plan and then the alternative 

7. No link- the aff is motivated out of an infinite responsibility to justice- not a single event to affirm it- this severs the ability for legal scapegoating which ensures action without egoism
Murphey, Ann (New South Global Postdoctoral Fellow in the School of Philosophy at the University of New South Wales). “The Political Significance of Shame.” Borderlands e-journal 2004.
http://www.borderlands.net.au/vol3no1_2004/murphy_shame.htm

For all of the attention that has befallen the Levinasian elaboration of responsibility, less attention has been granted to how responsibility is, for Levinas, experienced as shame. "Shame" – as is the case with almost every ethical term that Levinas employs – undergoes a certain metamorphosis in his work. Of particular interest is the fact that Levinas seems concerned to distance shame from guilt over the course of this writing. For instance, Levinas is careful to describe shame as "guiltless responsibility." Presumably, for Levinas, guilt connotes a failure to do right in a particular instance, an inadequacy felt in the face of determinate ethical norms. Shame is meant to connote a responsibility much more thoroughgoing and inescapable, a responsibility that Levinas renders as "infinite" and "irrecusable." This is presumably why Levinas is careful to dissociate shame from guilt, as guilt would imply the finitude of responsibility, or a specific breach of a contract. Indeed, Levinas goes to great lengths to sever shame from more contractual or legalistic understandings of responsibility. In part, Levinas’s reticence in the face of the traditional construal of shame may well be derived from the observation that in the face of a contractual or legalistic understanding of responsibility, the overwhelming response to the accusation of complicity would be attempts at exoneration and disavowal, the offering of excuses. It is precisely this tendency that Levinas warns against, and it is for this reason that he identifies his philosophical project as the overcoming of good conscience (Levinas 1961: 304).

8. The aff destroys the joy of gift-giving as a means to fostering positive relationships- because they preclude this possibility they deny the essentialize human relations as always being hampered by exchanges.

9. Alt doesn’t solve- they have no evidence discussing a spillover of their ethic- proves no onw else will embrace the impossibility of the gift- post round you’re still going to go to birthday parties

10. Speaking is a gift- the neg K totally bites them too
(Leithart, Peter J. (PhD, Cambridge University, Master of Theology, author, pastor). "Derrida on Gifts." November 13, 2007. http://www.leithart.com/archives/003436.php. Accessed 7/08/09.) 

Derrida intensifies the problematics of gifts by noting that his lecture is itself a kind of gift. That is, he questions gifts in the course of "giving" a discourse. As Derrida puts it, "This is an unsigned but effective contract between us, indispensable to what is happening here, namely, that you accord, lend, or give some attention and some meaning to what I myself am doing by giving, for example, a lecture. This whole presupposition will remain indispensable at least for the credit that we accord each other, the faith or good faith that we loan each other, even if in a little while we were to argue and disagree about everything." 

11. Gift giving inevitable- this means their alternative won’t solve

12. Must defend status quo or legitimate government counterplan
A – Limits – we can’t predict the infinite number of philosophical alternatives to the aff, making research impossible – this destroys competitive equity.

B – Predictability – without a stable referent to prepare for, we can never have an in depth discussion of rhetoric – the implication is that only our interpretation can foster the education necessary for your kritik to exist.

13. 

[bookmark: _Toc234922587]Aff isn’t gift exchange

The aff engages if commodity exchange- not gifting. 
Laidlaw, James (Professor of Anthropology at University of Cambridge). “A Free Gift Makes No Friends.”  2000. http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/2661033.pdf, accessed 7-6-09 
Probably the most widely cited recent analysis of the gift in anthropology has been Gregory’s opposition between gift and commodity exchange (1980; 1982; 1983; 1997). Gregory emphasizes that gifts and commodities create different kinds of debt, and therefore different kinds of relationships between transactors. Gifts belong to, and reproduce, ‘the social conditions of the reproduction of people’ within a clan or kinship-based social order; commodities to ‘the social conditions of the reproduction of things’ in a class-based division of labour (1980: 641, original emphases). These two systems of social relations work in logically opposed ways. Gift exchange is ‘exchange of inalienable objects between people who are in a state of reciprocal dependence that establishes a qualitative relationship between the transactors’, whereas commodity exchange is ‘exchange of alienable objects between people who are in a state of reciprocal independence that establishes a quantitative relationship between the objects exchanged’ (1982: 100-1).


[bookmark: _Toc234922588]Derrida = cynic

Derrida’s cynicism ignores the potential for a responsibility founded in empathy with the other
Ruedin, Oregon State University, 2002
(Isaac, Philosophy Today, fall page proquest)

Derrida is right. The responsible decision does indeed take place in a strange manner, as a decision of the other taking place in me, but it is only paradoxical if one sets up the condition for responsible behavior as pure responsibility. Derrida's triumph is in his unwavering commitment to finitude. His failure lies in his cynicism regarding a solution. Responsible decisions don't require the mysterious play of pure alterity, they require empathy with the other; my attempt to put myself in the place of the other and to then make the just decision. Derrida is right. The decision and justice are the same thing, but they don't depend on mystical intervention, they depend on the finite ground which I share with the other. They depend on the reversibility of flesh and the icart which makes identity and alterity possible. Underlying Derrida's deconstruction of responsibility is the thesis that in establishing the impossibility of ethical theory nothing is lost from ethics or responsibility except falseness and self-mystification, however, something is lost. The turn to mystical irruption of absolute alterity robs our everyday encounters with alterity of meaning and forces one to commit to the skepticism that demands the impossibility of making one's own responsibility public. In the end, perhaps the fate of the body is the most revealing statement these two perspectives on responsibility can offer: for MerleauPonty the body is the living conduit of my responsibility to the other, for Derrida it is a sacrificial corpse.



[bookmark: _Toc234922589]Gift giving isn’t reciprocal

French philosopher Cixous comes to the conclusion-not all gifts have expectations of reciprocity
Aslasken Iulie (doctorate in resource economics) '02, "Gender Constructions and the Possibility of a Generous Economic Actor"<http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/hypatia/v017/17.2aslaksen.html>, July 6, 2009, from Hypatia, SP.
  
Generosity may be perceived as having feminine-positive associations, with its emphasis on generativity, fertility, and flexibility. However, a generosity that does not pay attention to the proper self-interest, and to use economic terminology, the budget constraint, is not viable. The complementarity of the masculine-positive "self-interest" and the feminine-positive "generosity" requires balanced attention to both maintenance and flux, to both the scarcity that requires prudence, and the creative flow that abundantly enriches life.. If we as human beings can recognize our real needs and realize our creative potential, we can overcome insecurity and thus envy and greed, ending up in a situation in which we both take what we need for ourselves and give to others in appropriate [End Page 123] (rather than extreme) ways. On the other hand, the complementarity between the masculine-negative "greed" and the feminine-negative "self-sacrifice" is associated with a situation involving ignorance of creative generosity, combined with an aching feeling of insecurity. This is the recipe for seeking to amass as much private wealth as possible, not so much as a result of a carefree happiness and wish to show off through conspicuous consumption, but rather coming from a fear of not having enough, expressed as hoarding. 
The French feminist philosopher Hélène Cixous (1976, 1981) relates gift giving explicitly to femininity and masculinity. Cixous establishes her gendered view of gift giving with the concepts of the "Realm of the Proper" (the masculine aspect of motivation) and "Realm of the Gift" (the feminine aspect of motivation). In the "Realm of the Proper," gift giving corresponds to relations of exchange that may establish power hierarchies. In the "Realm of the Gift," Cixous maintains, gift giving can be seen as motivated by generosity, without expectation of reciprocity (1981, 93). Cixous here interprets the two aspects of the  gift suggested by Mauss, to give and to repay, in a gendered context. Her approach may seem to introduce a dualism that attributes certain qualities to men and women; nonetheless, her contribution has inspired further research.



