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THE GIFT
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 and Williams, of the California School of Professional Psychology, 2000 (Bruce and Christopher, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, August page First Search gjm)
 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.2 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 majority3 still retains power.4 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.5 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.6 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.7 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. 
Alternative

The 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 and Williams, of the California School of Professional Psychology, 2000 (Bruce and Christopher, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, August page First Search gjm) 

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.   
 Links 
Extend the Arrigo and Williams evidence – I’ll articulate several link arguments 
The first is the mindset of reform – this ideology guarantees the continuation of domination because it offers extensions of majority control as a solution to the oppression that this control created 
The second is the hegemony of narcissism – the affirmatives stance is based in an attempt to relegitimize the hegemony of domination – the gift is given in order to re-entrench the concepts of debt and re-inscribes the power relationships that make colonialism possible  
The third is transference – the affirmative acts as a façade for further discrimination against other minority populations which is why the gift is so pervasive, because it justifies control and domination on levels external to the plan – only our alternative can solve 
Delgado, Professor of Law at Pitt, 2003 (Richard, Texas Law Review, November l/n gjm) 
By the same token, Brown v. Board of Education n109 ended official school segregation for African-American children at precisely the time when Congress was ordering Operation Wetback, under which 1.3 million Mexicans and Mexican Americans, many of them lawful U.S. citizens, were deported. n110 In 1913, California's Alien Land Law made it illegal for aliens ineligible for citizenship to lease land for more than three years, a measure that proved devastating for Japanese farmers. n111 A few years later, Congress eased immigration quotas for Mexican farmworkers. n112 Today, Indian tribes have been winning a series of breakthroughs, establishing the right to sponsor casino gambling and proving mismanagement in federal trust accounts, all at the very time California has been enacting a series of anti-Latino ballot measures. n113 The checkerboard of racial history, with progress for one group coupled with retrenchment for another, features innumerable similar examples. What does the author make of all this? It is a product, he says, of the psychological phenomena of transference and displacement, which occur when feelings toward one person are refocused on another, who is defenseless or more exploitable.n114 He also invokes the idea of scapegoating, n115 in which members of powerful groups discharge frustration on nonmembers who are not the cause of that frustration but who are safer to attack.   
The Gift Link 
The gift forces the receiver to assume a debt – there’s a reason for every gift 
Arrigo and Williams, of the California School of Professional Psychology, 2000 (Bruce and Christopher, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, August page First Search gjm) 
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. 
Community Link 
The concept of community creates a barrier meant to restrain the other 
Arrigo and Williams, of the California School of Professional Psychology, 2000 (Bruce and Christopher, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, August page First Search gjm) 
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.   
Hospitality Link (RAW)
Hospitality and welcoming onto hosts territory is destructive because it assumes power of the host only our alternative of experiencing the impossible can solve 
Arrigo and Williams, of the California School of Professional Psychology, 2000 (Bruce and Christopher, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, August page First Search gjm) 
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.   
Recreates the Harms 
The affirmatives gift only re-affirms the power of the majority because it replicates the notions of debt and control by the majority 
Arrigo and Williams, of the California School of Professional Psychology, 2000 (Bruce and Christopher, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, August page First Search gjm) 
Thus, we see that the majority gift is a ruse: a simulacrum of movement toward aporetic equality and a simulation of democratic justice. By relying on the legislature (representing the majority) when economic and social opportunities are availed to minority or underrepresented collectives, the process takes on exactly the form of Derrida’s gift. The majority controls the political, economic, legal, and social arenas; that is, it is (and always has been) in control of such communities as the employment sector and the educational system. The mandated opportunities that under- or nonrepresented citizens receive as a result of this falsely eudemonic endeavor are gifts and, thus, ultimately constitute an effort to make minority populations feel better. There is a sense of movement toward equality in the name of democratic justice, albeit falsely manufactured.18 In return for this effort, the majority shows off its long-standing authority (this provides a stark realization to minority groups that power elites are the forces that critically form society as a community), forever indebts under- and nonrepresented classes to the generosity of the majority (after all, minorities groups now have, presumably, a real chance to attain happiness), and, in a more general sense, furthers the narcissism of the majority (its representatives have displayed power and have been generous). Thus, the ruse of the majority gift assumes the form and has the hegemonical effect of empowering the empowered, relegitimating the privileged, and fueling the voracious conceit of the advantaged.   
Alternative Solves
The alternative is a pre-requisite to understanding identity and overcoming narcissism 
Arrigo and Williams, of the California School of Professional Psychology, 2000 (Bruce and Christopher, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, August page First Search gjm) 
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.  
AT: Permutation 
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 and Williams, of the California School of Professional Psychology, 2000 (Bruce and Christopher, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, August page First Search gjm) 
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.  
AT: Permutation
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 and Williams, of the California School of Professional Psychology, 2000 (Bruce and Christopher, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, August page First Search gjm) 
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.  
AT: Permutation 
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 and Williams, of the California School of Professional Psychology, 2000 (Bruce and Christopher, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, August page First Search gjm) 
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. 137138) 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).22 
Derrida Bad 
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 gjm) 
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.    
