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Introduction 

What inspired me to research the Occupy! Gazette? 

 Nearly a decade ago, when I was thirteen years old, Occupy Wall Street began in New 

York City’s Zuccotti Park. Occupy Wall Street can be considered a reaction to the US political 

response to the Great Recession. And while I was not consciously following politics at the time, I 

had already experienced the material impacts of the Great Recession. The Great Recession was 

the first crisis of capitalism that I was aware of. And understanding it has fundamentally shaped 

how I see the world.  

 The housing market bubble began to pop at the beginning of 2006 in the United States. 

Because my dad worked as a foreman in the siding business, his employment was put in 

jeopardy. My mom worked part-time at the local supermarket deli, but otherwise took care of my 

sister and me. During my dad’s subsequent time unemployed, and then self-employed, my family 

struggled to make ends meet. My family nearly lost our home as a result. My aunt, who lived 

with us, and is a dental hygienist had to step in and take over the mortgage. My mom went to 

school to become an LPN in 2008, after which our financial situation stabilized.  

 While I was too young to realize that “the banks got bailed out, we got sold out” at the 

time, my subsequent realization of the socioeconomic conditions that produced my family’s 

struggle helped shape my worldview. Years later, I would be enamored with the two presidential 

campaigns of Senator Bernie Sanders in 2016 and 2020. The Occupy movement’s rhetoric of the 

1% v. the 99% was an important framing around economic inequality employed by the Sanders 

campaign.  

I have been fascinated by the state of class consciousness in the United States, especially 

in relation to the structural inequalities that we can see on a daily basis. For example, my 



hometown of Somers Point is the least well off of three suburban towns that come together in the 

local high school. My town has a number of apartment complexes and is the most racially 

diverse of the three. This is no coincidence considering the wealth gap between racial groups in 

the United States. More saliently, just two towns over is a border that clearly divides on race and 

class lines. Pleasantville’s population is about 25% white and poorer, while the Northfield side is 

90% white and richer. Segregation is very much alive in my local area. Together with my 

growing awareness of being a queer and trans biracial Japanese-American, these understandings 

about the socioeconomic conditions that I find myself in have contributed to my intellectual 

development. As a result of observing these divides, I’m particularly interested in destroying the 

kyriarchy. The kyriarchy is a term coined by feminist theologian Elisabeth Schussler Fiorenza 

which extends the term patriarchy to account for all systems of oppression that impact 

marginalized people (Fiorenza, 1992). I am also interested in how privilege shapes one’s 

perception of the world.  

As a result of these influences, I was interested in researching the publications produced 

in association with the Occupy movement. In particular, I was interested in the dialogues that the 

Occupy movement was inspiring among left-wing commentators and participants, especially 

with regard to the intersections of class with other axes of oppression. As such, I chose to 

analyze the Occupy! Gazette, a left-wing magazine inspired by Occupy. I was curious about to 

what extent those commentator-participants included an understanding of non-class issues in 

their analyses. This is relevant given the demographics and focus of Occupy Wall Street.  

Intersectionality and the Occupy Wall Street Movement 

The purpose of this study is to explore the Occupy! Gazette’s commentary on the Occupy 

Wall Street movement with regard to class’s intersections with race, gender, and disability. The 



Occupy! Gazette was a left-wing magazine inspired by the Occupy Wall Street movement. Many 

of the commentators in the Occupy! Gazette were also participants. The Occupy! Gazette is a 

series of left-wing magazines that were inspired by the Occupy movement. These articles are the 

subject of my analysis. They express a wide range of opinions about the movement from the 

general perspective of participant-contributors. 

Literature Review 

The literature review section is composed of background information about the Occupy 

movement and five frameworks for contextualizing the contents of the Occupy! Gazette. Within 

the background information section, I focus my attention on the questions: what was Occupy 

Wall Street? and who was involved in the Occupy movement? Then, I discuss five frameworks 

for contextualizing the Occupy! Gazette, which are logics of inclusion, gendered toolkits, 

movement framing, dramaturgy, and societal contradictions.  

What was Occupy Wall Street? 

Occupy Wall Street was a social movement that lasted for two months from September 

17, 2011 to November 15, 2011. During this time, protestors occupied Zuccotti Park in New 

York City. The occupation of Zuccotti Park was made possible through an agreement with the 

city of New York that permitted public traffic through the privately owned park. Parallel 

occupations were set up in other cities around the United States. It began with an Adbusters ad 

posted on Twitter July 13, 2011 with #OccupyWallStreet featuring a ballerina and the Wall 

Street Bull. Adbusters was an anti-consumerist Canadian magazine.  

 The events of Occupy Wall Street did not occur in isolation. According to Calhoun 

(2013), it was part of an international wave of mobilization, beginning after the Great Recession 

in Europe and spreading to the Arab world, before emerging in the US. Key to all of these 



activist mobilizations was public space; protestors occupied locations from Syntagma Square in 

Athens, Greece to Plaza del Sol in Madrid, Spain. These protestors were from a diverse array of 

backgrounds including anarchists, socialists, the unemployed, and students.  

 Important cultural features of the Occupy Wall Street movement included the General 

Assembly, a decision making body tasked with discussing and deciding on things through 

consensus, the human microphone, which developed in response to the prohibition of 

loudspeakers, and a distaste for hierarchical structures. Consensus and non-hierarchical 

structures came from prefiguring, a principle in which people create small-scale versions of the 

world they wish to see. The Occupy movement succeeded in getting young people involved, 

creating new activists and networks, and altering the national conversation. The encampments 

were notable for being able to sustain the protesters.  

Who was involved in Occupy Wall Street? 

OWS was carefully planned with activists meeting in late July and August in the General 

Assemblies to discuss occupying a public space near Wall Street, and how to best frame the 

protest (Milkman et al. 2013, 5). There were daily meetings, two General Assemblies a day, and 

working groups. 76% of respondents to the Milkman et al. survey had a bachelor’s degree or 

higher (vs. 34% in the NYC population). In other words, Occupy Wall Street was a highly 

educated movement. Young adults under 30 were overrepresented, with 37% of the survey 

respondents being young adults (vs. 28% in the NYC population). People of color were 

underrepresented--62% of OWS was non-hispanic white (when compared to 33% of NYC 

population). Similarly, immigrants were underrepresented, with 80% of OWS being US born 

when compared to 63% of NYC’s population being US born. OWS was 55% male, while NYC’s 

population was 52% female.  



Logics of Inclusion 

Maharawal (2013) argues that there are two distinct tendencies or “logics'' of inclusion 

that operated within the Occupy movement. The first is “a populist logic of inclusion that 

employs a liberal universalist conception of inclusivity in which “the 99 percent” is a taken-for-

granted category and understood to exist in itself; the second is a radical politics of inclusion 

enacted through anti-oppressive practices in which ideals of inclusivity are understood as a 

process and a struggle” (178). One way that these two logics of inclusion are expressed is 

through consensus based decision making at General Assemblies and working groups. The anti-

oppressive, antiracist, feminist radical politics of inclusion emerges through the teams of 

facillitators, progressive stack, timekeepers, notes, vibechecking, hand signals, and point of 

process. At best, the radical politics of inclusion is an immanent critique of the 99 percent.  

Gendered Toolkits 

Hurwitz (2015) discusses how informal hierarchies within OWS privileged elite white 

men, and these were reinforced through men’s greater participation. This trend was exacerbated 

by the threat of police violence (Hurwitz 163). Because of Occupy’s loose structure, participants 

in the movement fell back on what Hurwitz calls gendered toolkits. According to Hurwitz, the 

Occupy movement became male-dominated as a result of its structurelessness and the threat of 

police repression. Gendered toolkits are the typically feminine and masculine labors that 

correspond with gender identity. When practiced, these gendered toolkits perpetuated race, 

gender, and class hierarchies. The disproportionate number of men in the movement exacerbated 

the male-dominance issue.  

Framing 



Framing is the “signifying work or meaning construction” done by people—like the 

participants of a social movement. Framing is characterized by agency, construction, and 

dynamism. It includes negotiating shared meanings. According to Snow and Benford, there are 

three kinds of framing processes, which are diagnostic, prognostic, and motivational framing. 

Diagnostic framing identifies who’s to blame for the problem(s) participants in the social 

movement are fighting against. Prognostic framing answers the question of what participants in 

the social movement should do. Motivational framing answers the question of why take action.  

 Collective action frames can vary based on the problem they identify and who they blame 

for it. They can also vary on how flexible or rigid they are. And they can vary on their inclusivity 

or exclusivity. They can also vary based on their interpretive scope and influence. Finally, they 

can vary with the degree to which their critiques resonate.  

 Discursive processes are speech acts and written communications. These can take two 

primary forms: frame articulation and frame amplification. Frame articulation is splicing together 

and interpretation of events. Frame amplification is highlighting certain issues or events or 

beliefs more than others.  

 Strategic processes are deliberative, utilitarian, goal directed, and deployed for a specific 

purpose. There are four primary strategic processes. The first is frame bridging, which is the 

linking of ideologically congruent, but structurally unconnected frames together. The second is 

frame amplification, which is the idealization, embellishment, clarification, or invigoration of 

existing beliefs or values. The third is frame extension, which is depicting interests and frames of 

a social movement organization as extending beyond primary interests to include concerns and 

issues important to political adherents. The final strategic process is frame transformation, which 

involves changing old meanings and understandings and/or generating new ones.  



 Contested processes include counterframing, frame disputes, and the dialectic tensions 

between frames and events. Counterframing consists of attempts “to rebut, undermine, or 

neutralize a person’s or group’s myths, versions of reality, or interpretive framework” (Benford 

1987: 75). The opponents’ counterframes can spawn reframing by the group in question—in 

other words, attempts “to ward off, contain, limit, or reverse potential damage to the movement’s 

previous claims or attributes” (Benford and Hunt 1994). This often happens in the form of 

framing contests between media and movements. Frame disputes involve intra-movement 

disagreements regarding diagnoses and prognoses. These can take the form of frame resonance 

disputes, which are disputes over “how reality should be presented to maximize mobilization” 

(Benford 1993a:691). Finally, there is the dialectic tensions between collective action frames and 

collective action events.  

Dramatic Performance 

Smucker (2013) discusses the question of OWS’s backstage. Decision-making processes, 

general meetings, working groups, planning, etc. were not behind the scenes in OWS. For OWS, 

internal democratic processes were often indistinguishable from external messages. General 

Assemblies were theater, but not functional forums for actual decision making—they were 

cumbersome and easily derailed. Much of the real decision-making power was pushed back-

backstage into underground centers of informal power. A small group of core people did a large 

amount of the work according to Smucker.  

 Smucker was a core participant in OWS New York City—in the public relations working 

group, the movement-building working group, Occupy Homes, and coordination with allied 

organizations. OWS was a political movement in which there was a clear target. For Smucker, it 

was a strategic imperative at a crucial moment to broaden appeal, not a liberal universalist 



conception of inclusivity as Maharawal suggests. OWS’s public performances were more 

expressive than instrumental. There were prefigurative aspects of OWS, though processes and 

rituals—mic checks, sparkle fingers, making space for new speakers, etc. were often confused 

with political content. For Smucker, OWS was both a dramatic manifestation that named an 

underlying crisis and a harbinger of further collective action. In other words, OWS was more an 

indicator—a moment—than a distinct thing or movement.  

The dramaturgical framework offered by Benford and Hunt 1992 examines “how 

movements construct and communicate power” (36). “Social movements can be described as 

dramas in which protagonists and antagonists compete to affect audiences’ interpretations of 

power relations in a variety of domains” (38). There are several interconnected processes at work 

within these dramas, which according to Benford and Hunt 1992 are scripting, staging, 

performing, and interpreting. Scripting involves the creation of a set of directions that “define the 

scene, identify actors, and outline expected behavior” (38). Within scripting, there is the 

development of dramatis personae—a cast of characters that play certain roles—that include the 

protagonist, antagonist, supporting characters, etc. Success involves “enlisting and empowering a 

supporting cast” of characters that make the drama possible. Dialogue and direction are another 

piece of scripting that involves empowering the cast and giving them the language of motive. 

There are trade offs between passion and organization, as well as unique and routine events. 

Staging involves the management of materials, audiences, and performance regions. Staging can 

be broadly characterized as logistical matters, but staging also includes consistency with the 

script, publicity, and backstage control. Performing involves “the demonstration and enactment 

of power” (45). Dramaturgical loyalty, dramaturgical discipline, and dramaturgical 

circumspection are key performance elements. Loyalty refers to following the norms and 



definitions of the movement—which include keeping group secrets, presenting an image of 

solidarity, following the script when front stage, accepting minor roles, and to appear sincere, but 

not overinvolved. Discipline refers to self-control, following the affective script, and being 

willing to save the show from those who fail at their roles. Circumspection involves both 

preparation and adaptation. Adaptation is particularly important when dealing with counter-

performances and piggy-backers. Interpreting is the basis of social activity, is central to the 

process of production and is the purpose of production. The audience is not a passive receiver, 

but an active interpreter of what is produced in the social movement drama. In response to the 

audiences’ interpretations, activists may adjust their actions in future performances, target 

different audiences, or discount them. Making too many adjustments can be seen as unprincipled, 

and discounting reactions can make the group appear fringe.  

Societal Contradictions 

Within the second chapter of Searching for Marx in the Occupy Movement, Leveille 

constructs an updated framework for understanding social movements using the Marxist 

tradition. He uses dialectics in a relational and ontological sense to arrive at this framework. He 

grounds his thinking in the material and historical context of today, noting the critiques of 

philosophies which lose themselves in the realm of ideas, and of identity thinking, which 

“assumes there is no gap or difference between concepts and objects, and specifically between 

particular objects/things and general concepts” (Leveille 2018: 23). He traces identity thinking to 

modern, rational capitalism and cites Adorno’s understanding of how market exchange makes 

nonidentical individuals and performances commensurable and identical (24). Leveille turns to 

nonidentity thinking, which assumes that “there is an inevitable gap between...the particular 

object and the general concept” (24). Instead of Marx’s class conflict (in capitalism, for Marx, it 



is between the proletariat and the bourgeois), Leveille identifies “the central dialectic of the 

contemporary age” to be “between humanism and capital” (25).  

Leveille notes the process identified by Marx by which qualitative human labor or 

activity is transformed into a quantitative thing-like reality. And he notes that for Marx, labor is 

“the basic means by which humans are able to externalize their humanity” (26). But Leveille 

identifies that under post-industrial capitalism “humans produce themselves in their daily worlds 

outside the factories, outside the workspace” (26). Thus, for Leveille, the central conflict is 

between what he calls humanism (the essential value of human beings) and capital—which for 

him can be seen in “how value is [socially] organized and produced” (27).  

Leveille goes on to identify some weaknesses in Marx’s analysis, which include an 

underestimation of capitalism’s ability to adapt and endure, and the resilience of the nation-state. 

He says that there are two domains in which new conflicts materialize—“the composition of the 

self” and in “institutional arrangements and values” (28). The composition of the self has been 

altered by the Enlightenment, rationalization, and capitalism for Leveille. The self, both subject 

and object, is in an “untenable and contradictory position” (31). The self’s humanity is both 

negated by capitalist forces and demanded to be autonomous. Indeed, for Leveille, “the logic of 

equivalence through exchange, the logic that turns quality into quantity (?), saturates our being, 

including understandings of self” (31). Leveille believes that it is the “logic of rational 

capitalism, rather than the logic of an abstract disembodied formal rationality, that is, the engine 

which compels organizations to increasingly adopt formal, value-free forms of rationality as their 

governing principle” (32). This contributes to the tension between formally rational and 

substantively rational institutions. Healthcare, education, and mental illness have emerged 

historically to manage the conflict between these realms (33).  



Leveille notes the necessity of a Marxist approach to social movements to address 

instrumentalities, interests, and needs. Scholars have distinguished between expressive aspects 

and instrumental aspects of social life (36). Instrumental behaviors are goal directed, while 

expressive behaviors are not. Expressive behaviors are the “embodiment of some sentiment, 

desire, perspective, or need” (36). Social movement studies tended to embrace a view of social 

movements as being caused or driven by instrumental interests (36). The issue with this is that it 

“distorts an understanding of social realities by focusing solely on the pulls of social action” or 

proclaims “that these pulls are the only or essential forces at work” (37). For Leveille, a theory of 

social movements must take into account both the pushes and pulls toward action, as well as the 

connections between them. These formulations further treat social life as mechanistic and reify 

social categories.  

The concept of needs is also addressed by Leveille. He suggests that needs are not 

independent of history, and that thinkers like Maslow are therefore wrong to assume that they are 

some fundamental part of humanity. Needs for Leveille are expressive interests, not instrumental 

ones. Realizing a fully human form of life is an expressive need produced by modern capitalism. 

For Marx, individuals are unable to be fully human under capitalism—which is part of the 

problem of industrial capitalism. For Leveille, the core issue with Marx is that he anchored his 

theory on the process of labor rather than the process of life (38). Three possible sources of the 

essential contradictions of capitalism are in nationalism and the nation-state system, the 

economies of the state, and the self. For Leveille, OWS “was an expressive movement produced 

by and through the contradictions of post-industrial capitalism” (41). Further, it was unable to 

transition from being expressive to instrumental because of its location in history. The context or 



structural setting is most important to understanding OWS; this includes capitalism and its 

contradictions.  

Within this section, I discussed the questions: what was Occupy Wall Street? and who 

was involved in the Occupy movement? I also discussed five frameworks to help me analyze the 

Occupy! Gazette, which were logics of inclusion, gendered toolkits, movement framing, 

dramaturgy, and societal contradictions.  

Methodology 

My methodology for my thesis is centered around the process of close reading and re-

reading for themes within the first three issues of the Occupy! Gazette. I have subdivided this 

section into six parts. The first is about the history of the Occupy! Gazette. The second is 

biographical information about the editors of the Occupy! Gazette. The third section answers the 

methodological question of why I have chosen the Occupy! Gazette. The fourth section is 

biographical information about some of the contributors to the Occupy! Gazette. And the fifth 

section is about my theoretical tools. The final section concludes the methods section. 

The Occupy! Gazette 

The Occupy! Gazette was inspired by the OWS movement and is associated with the 

magazine n+1, which is a literary magazine based in New York created in 2004. The first edition 

was released October 21, 2011. The second edition was released November 14, 2011. The third 

edition was released on December 14, 2011. Each edition is forty-pages. Occupy! Gazette was 

birthed by the collaboration of editors Astra Taylor and Keith Gessen from n+1 and Sarah 

Leonard from Dissent magazine. Dissent magazine is a left-wing intellectual magazine created in 

1954.  

Who are the editors? 



There are a wide variety of editors and contributors to the Occupy! Gazette. The editors 

of the first three editions of the Occupy! Gazette are Astra Taylor, Sarah Leonard, Eli Schmitt, 

Nikil Saval, Kathleen Ross, Mark Greif, Christopher Glazek, Carla Blumencrantz, Keith Gessen, 

and Sarah Resnick. Note that Christopher Glazek only edited the first edition. Kathleen Ross 

only edited the first and second editions. Sarah Resnick only edited the second and third editions.  

 Astra Taylor is a documentary filmmaker, editor, and writer responsible for the films 

Zizek! (2005), Examined Life (2008), and What is Democracy? (2018) (Taylor, 2020). Notably, 

she was unschooled, meaning that she did not attend school as a child (Taylor, 2016). As a 

teenager she did decide to attend parts of high school and college, though she dropped out of 

both (Taylor, 2016). She has written articles for several magazines. She has written the books 

The People’s Platform: Taking Back Power and Culture in the Digital Age (2014) and 

Democracy May Not Exist, but We’ll Miss It When It’s Gone (2018) (Taylor, 2020). Her sister is 

Sunaura Taylor, who among other things has contributed to the Occupy! Gazette. She is a white 

woman. 

Sarah Leonard is a senior editor at the Nation, contributing editor at Dissent and The New 

Inquiry, and the editor of The Future We Want: Radical Solutions for the 21st Century 

(Leonard). She has been widely published.  

Eli Schmitt is a New York City based writer (Schmitt). 

Nikil Saval was the associate editor of n+1, and a contributor to the New York Times and 

the New Yorker (Gajjar, 2020). He is a socialist and has been elected to the Pennsylvania state 

legislature (Gajjar, 2020). He attended Columbia University and Stanford University (Gajjar, 

2020). He is Indian-American (Gajjar, 2020). 

Kathleen Ross was the business manager of n+1 (Sullivan). 



Mark Greif was a founder and editor of n+1 (Greif) He attended Harvard University and 

got a PhD from Yale University (Greif). He was an Associate Professor of Literary Studies at the 

New School and now teaches English at Stanford University (Greif). He is an author, cultural 

critic, and educator. He wrote The Age of the Crisis of Man (2015) and Against Everything: 

Essays (2016) (Greif). 

Carla Blumenkrantz was the managing editor of n+1 and now is an editor at the New 

Yorker (Blumenkranz). 

Keith Gessen was a founding editor of n+1 (Gessen). He is an editor, writer, and 

academic. He attended Harvard University and got an MFA at Syracuse University (Gessen). He 

is the brother of Russian LGBTQ+ activist Masha Gessen. He is an assistant professor at 

Columbia Graduate School of Journalism (Gessen). He is a Russo-American.  

Sarah Resnick was the senior editor at Triple Canopy and now serves as an editor at n+1 

(Resnick) (Resnick, Verso).  

Christopher Glazek is a magazine writer at the New York Times, The New Yorker, 

Esquire, and The Outline (Glazek). He is the founder of the Yale AIDS men’s project (Finn, 

2012). He is a white man.  

Several of the editors attended elite universities and got graduate degrees which means 

that they are highly educated relative to the population. 

Why the Occupy! Gazette? 

 I selected the Occupy! Gazette as a subject from which to gather data about the Occupy 

movement, namely the discussions that were being had both internal and external to the 

movement. The O!G features the writings of academics, students, participants, etc. through an 



editorial lens. This decision was not merely made out of convenience; the O!G offers a way of 

looking at the narrative frames that were created by Occupy.  

 My primary focus is on the internal dynamics of the Occupy movement. The debates 

(represented in the pages of the Occupy! Gazette) offer some insight into these internal 

dynamics. Namely, what tensions were there between what Marahawal calls the liberal 

universalist and progressive understandings of inclusion within OWS. The liberal universalist 

understanding refers to a notion of naive inclusion that values sheer numbers. The slogan of the 

99% captures this well. The progresssive understanding of inclusion factors in axes of 

oppression, such that it values including not just many people but a diverse array of people. How 

did this conflict manifest? To what extent was it present?  

 Within the first three editions of the O!G, there are ninety-eight articles. In this next 

section, I will look at the methodology through which I will examine them. First, I am dividing 

the first three editions based on how disconnected they are from the movement. For example, 

one section is based on experience within the movement, from New York City to other places in 

the United States. The second section is opinions on the movement. The third section is opinions 

on policy. I will consider the first two types of sections, but not the third type. While the 

opinions on policy advanced by the Occupy! Gazette is an interesting subject, they fall outside of 

my scope for this project as I conceive it.  

 After this primary division, there are three layers of meaning that I am attempting to get 

at in the analysis. The first is the primary meaning of the text itself, the second is the text within 

its context of who authored and edited it, and the third is the frames that it is a part of.  

 So why have I made the decisions that I have? I have chosen the Occupy! Gazette as the 

major publication inspired by the Occupy Wall Street movement. I have chosen this over the 



Occupy Wall Street Journal due to the massive difference in size, scope, and access between the 

two publications. The Occupy Wall Street Journal was limited to five editions of four pages, 

while the Occupy! Gazette had five editions of forty pages. I chose the first three issues because 

they were those that were most inspired by and concerned with what was actually happening in 

the OWS movement.  

 My primary aim is to uncover the frames that these people used to understand themselves 

as a certain subsection of participants in OWS. I will then contextualize these findings in terms 

of the OWS movement.  

 As it stands, I am analyzing the majority of the first three editions of the Occupy! 

Gazette. My goal is to investigate the debates that people were having at the time of OWS’s 

movement. I will then situate this according to their positionalities and the socio-historical 

context. In particular, the response to the Great Recession and the social movements across the 

world.  

 The Occupy! Gazette is written from a left-wing perspective. As such, the contributors 

are broadly sympathetic to the Occupy Wall Street movement, with many having participated in 

it.  

Who are the contributors? 

In the next section, we will examine those who contributed multiple times to the Occupy! 

Gazette. Christopher Herring and Zoltan Gluck together contributed two pieces; now Gluck 

works at Northeastern University (Glück, 2021). Doug Henwood, husband of Liza Featherstone, 

contributed twice. He is a writer, economic analyst, author, financial trader, and a contributing 

editor to the Nation (Henwood). Jeremy Kessler, a legal historian, contributed thrice (Kessler). 

L.A. Kauffman, a grassroots political organizer, activist, and journalist, contributed twice 



(Kauffman). Marco Roth, founder of n+1, who attended Columbia University and Yale 

University, contributed twice (Roth, 2020). Marina Sitrin, a writer, sociology professor, lawyer, 

and activist, contributed twice (Marina Sitrin - Our Faculty - Sociology: Binghamton 

University)(Sitrin). Meaghan Linick, a member of SDS and the organization for a free society, 

contributed twice (Linick). Mike Konczal, contributing editor at Dissent, who is now Roosevelt 

Institute’s director, contributed twice (Konczal, 2021). Sunaura Taylor, a professor, painter, 

writer, and activist for disability and animal rights, contributed thrice (Taylor). She is the author 

of Beasts of Burden: Animal and Disability Liberation (Taylor). She was born with 

arthrogryposis (Rothman, 2017). And she is the sister of Astra Taylor.  

I will now examine the biographical information of some of the writers of the articles that 

I analyzed in depth in the analysis section. Barbara Ehrenreich is a long-time author, journalist, 

and activist (Ehrenreich, 2020). Erin Sheehy is a New York based writer, artist, and editor of 

Facility magazine (Sheehy). Jasper Bernes is a lecturer at UC Berkeley in English (Bernes). 

Joshua Clover is an English professor at UC Davis (Clover, 2015). Annie McClanahan is an 

associate professor of English at UC Irvine (McClanahan). Alex Vitale is a sociology professor 

at Brooklyn College and has spent 25 years writing about policing (Vitale). Rebecca Solnit is a 

prolific writer, historian, and activist (Solnit). Manissa Maharawal is an assistant professor in 

anthropology at American University (Maharawal). I was unable to find biographic information 

on Roy Snyder, Rachel Liebart, Ellie Smith, and Brook Muse. 

Applying Theoretical Tools 

 The theoretical tools I am readying for the methodology section include an understanding 

of public space, prefiguring, movement structure, inclusion, performance, framing processes, 

dramaturgical frameworks, and a Marxist theory of social movements. I am performing a 



discourse analysis on the Occupy! Gazette’s first three editions. Understanding spaces like 

Zuccotti Park, the center of the New York City occupation, in which activists sought to 

reproduce daily life, is crucial to an understanding of the writings of participants and observers. 

Prefiguring was the logic on which occupation and the general assemblies were built, which 

called for producing one’s desired future. Movement structure is also a crucial element of the 

analysis of the Occupy! Gazette. Given that the Occupy movement sought to have a leaderless 

movement, differences in understanding of inclusion led to divisions in the general assemblies 

which birthed debates that filled the pages of the Occupy! Gazette. Performance, of which the 

general assemblies were a part of, is yet another framework to understanding the Occupy! 

Gazette’s debates. Framing processes allow me to understand how the contributors and editors 

understood themselves and represented themselves in the pages of the Occupy! Gazette. 

Dramaturgical frameworks give me the means to think about performance on the page as well as 

in the movement. A Marxist theory of social movements permits me to grasp the rise of the 

Occupy movement and the writing of the Occupy! Gazette. Dramaturgical frameworks of 

backstage and front stage give me the language to describe the change in the purpose of general 

assemblies over time.  

So what are the practical applications of the theories that I looked at in my literature 

review? The three kinds of framing processes identified by Snow and Benford provide a way of 

examining what is happening within a specific article. Diagnostic framing is about identifying 

who’s to blame for the problems. Prognostic framing is about what participants in the social 

movement should do. And motivational framing is about why one should take action. Together, 

they offer a framework for figuring out the reason that the particular author is writing. 



 My approach toward discourse analysis involves considering the literal meanings of the 

text, contextualizing them, and tracking themes or debates within the Occupy! Gazette. I have 

chosen this method of analysis to gain insight into the Occupy movement as opposed to tracking 

down interviews of those in the Occupy movement or some other means because the Occupy! 

Gazette captures many voices through a particular lens. Rather than the lens of a non-

sympathetic editorial staff, or a non-leader in the leaderless Occupy movement, the Occupy! 

Gazette captures the viewpoint of a group of participants with a degree of awareness about its 

limitations. It does not claim to speak for the whole of the Occupy Wall Street movement, for 

such a thing would be impossible, but it does capture the views of writers, academics, and 

participants in the movement. Interviews at mainstream outlets would present their own set of 

challenges given their ownership and perspective. Interviews at sympathetic institutions would 

have the problem of presenting a single voice where there are many; thus I have chosen the 

Occupy! Gazette.  

 It is important to consider the positionalities of the editorial staff of the Occupy! Gazette. 

Together, they are a lens through which the experiences and opinions represented are focused. 

Failure to consider their positionalities would result in an incomplete analysis and a distorted 

image. The Occupy! Gazette is a professional gazette created by people whose careers are as 

editors; many of them at n+1 or other magazines. Plus, the line between contributors and editors 

is blurred; many of the editors contributed articles to the publication. Similarly, consideration of 

the positions of the authors is critical for gaining an understanding of the articles that they write.  

Through my methodology of engaging with the content and context of the Occupy! 

Gazette, I have gained an understanding of the degree to which the Occupy movement engaged 

with discussions of race, gender, disability, and other axes of oppression outside of class. This is 



particularly interesting given that OWS focused primarily on class issues, at the expense of 

others.  

 Within these six subsections, I have covered both background information on the O!G 

itself, its editors, and contributors and answers to methodological questions about theoretical 

tools and the choice to analyze the O!G. I move now to the analysis section.  

Analysis 

In this section, I cover the two major themes of homelessness and policing within the O!G that I 

have uncovered, as well as where racism, sexism, and ableism were explicitly discussed. I argue 

that the O!G only partially covers the dimensions of racism, sexism, and ableism at play.  

Homelessness 

The goal of this study is to arrive at an understanding of how the contributors to the 

Occupy! Gazette understood class and its relationship to other axes of oppression. One way to 

examine this question is to focus on their commentary on and actions in relation to OWS 

relationship with homeless people.  

Some participants were concerned about the ability of Occupy! to provide for the needs 

of homeless people. Examples of this can be found in Eli Schmitt’s interview with Leo 

Eisenstein. Eisenstein was happy to welcome homeless people into the movement, but expressed 

concern about whether or not the occupations had the ability to provide for the needs of homeless 

people.  

“[O]n the one hand, I think it’s excellent that a homeless population would flock in any 
number, to an occupation, because they are part and parcel of the discussion. On the other 
hand, I worry that those occupations are doing a disservice to the homeless, because no 
occupation is equipped to really provide for a homeless population. Like, we’re acting 
irresponsibly if we’re saying that we can provide what a soup kitchen can provide, or 
what a real shelter can provide.” (8, #2). 
 



Eisenstein’s commentary was presented in contrast to those who would refuse to welcome 

homeless people on the basis that they were not legitimate protesters.  

Participant-commentators sought to address the prejudices those in the Occupy 

movement had against homeless people. These prejudices are notable in light of the 

demographics of OWS and homelessness. According to survey data from Milkman et al. (2013), 

OWS was disproportionately young, white, male, and educated. And there are significant racial 

disparities in homelessness, with Black people comprising 39 percent of the homeless population 

(but only 12 percent of the general population) and Indigenous people comprising 5 percent of 

the homeless population (but 1 percent of the general population) (Henry et al., 2021). There are 

significant blind spots when it comes to the discussion of homelessness in the Occupy! Gazette, 

and racial disparities are one of them.  

Within Astra Taylor and Sarah Resnick’s article, they discuss how because of the 

intersection of class and disability, veterans disproportionately experience homelessness.  

“There are 144,000 [homeless veterans], the experts determined, and they make up a 
disproportionate percentage of the homeless population (young veterans are twice as 
likely to be homeless as their nonveteran peers) in part because many have disabilities--
both physical and psychological--as a consequence of their military service” (4, #2). 

 
Outside the article’s context, these physical and psychological disabilities can be viewed through 

the dual lens of the medical and social models of disability. Under the medical model, which is 

more in line with popular understandings of disability, the differences in the ability of some 

homeless veterans to provide for themselves can be seen as a direct result of the impairments that 

they suffered as a consequence of their military service. In contrast, the social model of disability 

frames impairment as coming not from individual difference from the norm, but lack of societal 

accommodation. In other words, disabled homeless veterans struggle to provide for themselves 

as a result of a lack of accommodations. While Taylor and Resnick do not elaborate on the lens 



through which they understand disabled homeless veterans, broadly, their understanding 

accounts for structural issues, which is more in line with the social model of disability. Taylor 

and Resnick then turn to commenting on the attitudes toward homeless people that they have 

experienced in the movement. They write that “[a]t Zuccotti Park the homeless are said to be 

“occupying the occupation” and are portrayed as freeloaders and “loonies”, a danger to the 

community, a threat to “health and safety” and “quality of life”” (4). This antipathy toward 

homeless people is not an uncommon view in society, and one way it manifests itself is through 

government action against the homeless. Taylor and Resnick go on to note that 

“The homeless are unfairly lumped in with the dangerous, drug-addicted, and, to quote 
the NY Post, “deranged.” But housing status and personal conduct aren’t the same thing 
(if nothing else, the elaborate fraud and theft of Wall Street executives should remind us 
that those who have multiple homes and who appear perfectly sane can be criminal).” (4) 

 
In other words, Taylor and Resnick suggest that these judgements against homeless people rely 

on obscuring the distinction between housing status and criminality; one way this is achieved is 

through the criminalization of homelessness. Despite some court cases that have found 

criminalizing solely on the basis of housing status to be unconstitutional, city governments and 

police continue to enforce laws against homeless people. On the other hand, despite breaking 

laws, Wall Street executives have not been prosecuted for their crimes. Taylor and Resnick link 

the condition of homeless people to the economic policies OWS is protesting against, and argue 

that homeless people should be seen as reminders of the purpose of the protests, not as liabilities.  

“More importantly, the presence of homeless people at encampments should not be seen 
as a liability for the movement, but a reminder of why the protest exists, since their 
condition is directly linked to the unjust and corrupt economic policies OWS is rallying 
against. (4) 
 

These unjust and corrupt economic policies have both produced the massive growth of the 

wealth of the top 1 percent and street homelessness. By linking the two outcomes, Taylor and 



Resnick demonstrate an understanding of history that is later discussed in Christopher Herring 

and Zoltan Gluck’s article. As they write “[i]t is no simple coincidence that street homelessness 

reemerged in America at the same historical moment that the top 1 percent began its rapid 

ascent, in the early 1970s” (25, #2). Earlier, in a similar vein to Taylor and Resnick, Herring and 

Gluck discuss the attitudes they’ve encountered in the Occupy movement toward homeless 

people.  

“Based on our observations, it appears that the general exclusion of the homeless from 
public life has already begun to take root in the Occupy Movement as a way of 
establishing legitimate occupation against mere homelessness. When these troubling 
discourses lead us to a roughshod political calculus of whether the homeless “deserve”  to 
be part of the movement, they threaten to reproduce existing forms of structural violence 
and exclusion within the heart of the movement” (22-23, #2). 
 

The juxtaposition of legitimate occupation and mere homelessness that Herring and Gluck see as 

Occupy’s justification for excluding homeless people is particularly relevant. As explored in Eli 

Schmitt and Leo Eisenstein’s article, participants sought to distinguish between the homeless and 

participants in the occupy movement. In doing so, as Herring and Gluck note, those in the 

Occupy movement reproduced existing societal hierarchies, which are enforced through 

structural violence. In other words, these critiques of OWS presented in the O!G on the issue of 

homelessness recognized that their actions threatened the ability of the movement to challenge 

the status quo.  

 The third kind of commentary relates to the earlier discussion of the criminalization of 

homelessness. As Barbara Ehrenreich writes within her article “[w]hat the Occupy Wall Streters 

are beginning to discover, and homeless people have known all along, is that most ordinary, 

biologically necessary activities are illegal when performed in American streets--not just peeing, 

but sitting, lying down, and sleeping” (26-27). As Ehrenreich later writes “[i]t should be noted, 

though, that there are no laws requiring cities to provide food, shelter, or restrooms for their 



indigent citizens” (27). In other words, cities have no legal duty to take care of their homeless 

populations, and instead they have decided to try to eliminate them through criminalizing their 

activities. As Roy Snyder writes in his article, “[o]ne of the most active issues in these cases has 

been whether laws that ban sleeping, sitting, lying, or “camping” in public areas are cruel and 

unusual, and thus unconstitutional, as applied to people who can’t sleep, sit, or lie anywhere 

else” (28). Indeed, while some courts have found it unconstitutional to discriminate against 

homeless people on the basis of their housing status, it remains a gray area.  

 Plus, there were several OWS-connected actions focused on housing that were presented 

in the Occupy! Gazette. Similarly, the actions of OWS-connected groups to fight the housing 

crisis like those of Sheehy’s “Neighbors” where she went to an Occupy Our Homes event in East 

New York. Foreclosure was an issue on the minds of those in OWS, and “marching through the 

neighborhood, stopping at foreclosed homes--East New York has the highest foreclosure rate in 

Brooklyn, about 16 out of every 1000 homes--throwing a housewarming party for a homeless 

family that was moving into a house that had stood vacant ever since Bank of America took over 

the property three years ago” (#3, 9). Brooklyn faced a foreclosure crisis due to the impact of the 

Great Recession and gentrification, so OWS-connected Occupy Our Homes aided the family in 

squatting at the Bank Of America owned home. Further, in Linick’s article “Occupying A 

Foreclosed Home” they discussed calling public attention to the housing crisis. In this way, 

squatting in foreclosed or abandoned homes was supported by OWS through material and non-

material aid.  

Policing 

 There are several angles for which the Occupy! Gazette discusses the police. The first is 

the debate over to what extent the Occupy movement should embrace the police. The second is 



about the history of and actions inspired by the NYPD’s policing tactics. The third involves the 

notion of diversity of tactics and the consequences for marginalized people within the movement.  

Within the Occupy! Gazette, there is a debate over the attitude that OWS should take 

toward the police. Within his article, legal historian Jeremy Kessler presents the view that despite 

the actions taken by police to oppose the movement, that solidarity between OWS and police is a 

goal worth pursuing. Kessler acknowledges that “[i]ndeed, there are two things that any good 

American protester knows about the police: they’re bought and brutal” (25, #1). Despite being 

bought and brutal, Kessler argues that the police should be embraced by the Occupy movement. 

He says that 

“A quick look around Zuccotti Park will confirm that ninety-nine percent of the nation is 
not yet in attendance. Nor would organizers — proponents of direct, rather than 
representative, democracy — wish to claim that they “represent” ninety-nine percent of 
the country. The true, utopian endgame of the Occupiers, however, is to become what 
they say they are. Such an ambitious goal calls for two components that more targeted 
protests don’t — longevity and diversity. The police who currently ring the park could 
provide both.” (25). 
 

Kessler believes that a strategy that welcomes police would be better suited toward the goal of 

getting the 99 percent on the side of OWS. He thinks that having the police on the side of the 99 

percent would provide the longevity and diversity that he believes is needed in the movement.  

 Kessler’s article lacks the understanding that the police are hostile both to protesters and 

Black and Latino communities under the same regime of order-maintenance policing enacted in 

service of private property. As Bernes, Clover, and McClanahan note, Occupy Oakland 

recognized and realized this. Indeed, Occupy Oakland “has refused to cooperate with Oakland 

police and its General Assemblies feature long lines of people who speak eloquently and bluntly 

about police violence in the city” (26).  



As Bernes, Clover, and McClanahan argue in an article, there is a tension between 

embracing the rhetoric of “we are the 99 percent” and maintaining the radicalism that the 

Occupy movement was founded upon. Bernes, Clover, and McClanahan do not share the same 

goals of broad-based inclusion that Kessler does. That said, even if diversity and longevity were 

goals for OWS to pursue, it is diversity from bringing in communities of color and longevity 

from avoiding being co-opted by the political system that would bring about those goals. Within 

their article, Bernes, Clover, and McClanahan’s write that 

“[i]n an ironic turn, on the same day as the repression of Occupy Boston, n+1 published 
Jeremy Kessler’s “The Police and the 99 Percent,” a virtual compendium of the fallacies, 
apologetics, wishful thinking, and historical misprisions assembled to defend the strategy 
of police compliance. Alas — and curiously enough for a journal with a brief but 
consistent record of critique — the article sides decisively with compliance and 
complicity. In doing so, it misunderstands the character of the occupations; the recent 
history of the movement of the squares; the role and history of the police in relation to 
antistate and anticapitalist movements; the position of non-violence; and accepts exactly 
what is most problematic and disabling about the formulation of the “99 Percent.” (26). 

 
Their rejection of the strategy of police compliance revolves around an understanding of 

Kessler’s position as both a misunderstanding of history and problematic extension of the slogan 

“we are the 99 percent”. The words of Bernes, Clover, and McClanahan relate to the later 

sentiments of Manissa Maharawal, who suggests that a key tension in OWS was whether or not 

this slogan could be taken at face value. She calls it a liberal universalist understanding of 

inclusion, and contrasts it with a more radical vision of inclusion that recognizes the differences 

in the positions of the various groups in the 99 percent.  

 The second way that policing is discussed is about the history of and actions inspired by 

the NYPD’s policing tactics. Alex Vitale discusses the history of order-maintenance policing and 

the link between the behavior of police toward protesters and marginalized communities. The 

NYPD regime of order-maintenance policing began in the 1990s following a switch in the 1980s 



toward the “quality of life” concerns of homelessness, prostitution, graffitti, and street-level drug 

dealing (14, #2). Further, Vitale writes that 

 “By the early 1990s, however, a new paradigm of policing emerged as a result of the 
pressure from below of community groups and business associations and innovation from 
above in the form of “broken windows” theory and its emphasis on fighting serious crime 
and restoring communities by controlling low level disorder--a kind of moral imperative 
to restore middle-class values to the city’s public spaces” (14). 

 
The application of broken windows theory links together the behavior of police in the case of 

protesters and in the case of marginalized communities. Further, awareness of these policing 

paradigms inspired further action on the part of those in the Occupy movement when it came to 

stop and frisk.  

As Morales writes within an article, “[p]eople need to know that there’s a new generation 

of Freedom Riders who are not gonna tolerate 700,000 people being illegally, immorally, 

unconstitutionally stopped and frisked! Eighty-five percent black and Latino, 90 percent not even 

charged with anything! You tell me that this is not racial profiling!” (13).  

 Within the Occupy! Gazette, the contributors discussed the treatment of protesters by 

police. Policing had an impact not merely on the direction of the movement, but on its 

composition. Due to certain segments of the Occupy movement that embraced a diversity of 

tactics, which included property damage. This came at the expense of marginalized members of 

the movement that could not escape the wrath of the police. As Sunaura Taylor writes, 

“As I watched from a distance it seemed to me that the crowd was largely very young and very 
able-bodied. It is easy for me to assume they were also predominantly white and male--but as I 
was not on the frontlines, I’m not sure. I do know though, that as a disabled woman and a 
wheelchair user, I felt little of the diversity of people that makes this movement so beautiful and 
so revolutionary to me--and that makes it a safe place for me.” (11). 
 
In other words, within the Occupy movement in Oakland, diversity of tactics derailed attempts at 

using nonviolence as a tactic. And the consequences were felt, not by those who engaged in so-



called diversity of tactics, in this case property damage, but by those engaging in nonviolence 

when the police arrived. A similar discussion on the consequences of diversity of tactics and a 

lack of solidarity continues with Solnit’s discussion of the differences in police treatment by 

white people and people of color. She writes, 

“White kids can do crazy shit and get slapped on the wrist or maybe slapped around for it; I have 
for a quarter century walked through police lines like they were tall grass; people of color face 
far more dire consequences. When white youth try to bring police down on a racially diverse 
movement--well it’s not exactly what the word solidarity means to most of us” (19). 
 
These differences in tactics resulted in schisms and resentment between differing camps of the 

Occupy movement. Sunaura Taylor elaborates on this criticism of diversity of tactics by noting 

that “black bloc-ers” brought a police onslaught against the Oakland Occupy camp, which 

contained many people marginalized on disability and housing status lines.  

“watching black bloc-ers run from the cops and not protect the camp their actions had 
endangered, an action which ultimately left behind many mentally ill people, sick people, street 
kids, and homeless folks to defend themselves against the police onslaught was disturbing and 
disgusting in ways I can’t even articulate because I am still so angry at the empty bravado and 
cowardice that I saw.” (19) 
 
These criticisms of a diversity of tactics are of particular importance to an understanding of the 

question of who can afford to engage with police, and the duties and responsibilities that come 

with doing so. These relate to Hurwitz’s claim that the threat of police repression shaped the 

Occupy movement’s demographics in Zuccotti Park. As Sunaura Taylor writes,  

“I want those kids to be held accountable to the damage that they did, damage made possible by 
their class and race privilege.” And physical fitness; Occupy Oakland’s camp includes children, 
older people, wheelchair users and a lot of other people less ready to run.” (19-20). 
 
In this case, Taylor is calling for “black bloc-ers” to be accountable to the movement for the 

damage that they did to the people of it. They may not have intended to bring the wrath of the 

Oakland police department on the movement, but that is what they did.  

Explicit discussions about racism, sexism, and ableism in the O!G 



One way to examine the question of how the contributors saw the intersections of class 

with other axes of oppression is to examine how they discuss disabled people. Within the section 

“Disabled People Occupy America!”, Rachel Liebart’s article Doing Radical Psych at Occupy 

discusses the nature of violence and madness. She begins by noting that the “burdens of an 

unjust economic structure...land especially on communities that are poor, of color, queer, trans, 

and/or disabled” (35, #2). In individuals, these unjust burdens “can manifest themselves as 

madness” (35). Liebart connects this discussion of the origins of madness to the nature of 

violence, saying that “the vast majority of madness is not violent” and “the vast majority of 

violence is considered “rational”” (35). She notes that madness is more linked to surviving 

violence than committing it, and that rational violence is committed by the state, corporations, 

and in service of white supremacy and the patriarchy (35).  

In my view, this discussion of madness and violence highlights an understanding that 

class is fundamentally interlinked with other axes of oppression.  

Two key articles that cover the racial and gender disparities in the movement are 

Maharawal’s article about the moment that she and her friends intervened to change language 

that said that OWSers were formally divided along race/class/gender/etc. lines and Smith’s 

article about feeling unsafe in the movement as a woman. As previously discussed in the 

Introduction, OWS was 62% non-hispanic white. And, the movement was 55% male. “When I 

heard it the night before with Sonny we had looked at each other and noted that the line about 

“being one race, the human race, formally divided by race, class. . .” was weird, both naive and 

alienating” (6). Maharawal and her friends proceeded to block the declaration from moving 

forward, and she proceeded to do the difficult work of educating mostly white men on the issue 

of race and its impact on the relations of power between people.  



Ellie Smith discusses the challenges of being a woman trying to sleep at the occupation 

where she estimates that men outnumber women 3 to 1. With occupation, the focus was on 

sustaining the space.  

Across the O!G, there were a number of instances of calling attention to the gender gap 

within the movement. For example, in the interview of Leo Eisenstein, he says “More 

specifically, there are a lot of issues about who the facilitators are. They’re white dudes who, 

given the privilege in their lives, are more inclined, or feel more comfortable, stepping up into 

these visible positions. So we’re trying very hard to outreach to the women’s caucus and to the 

people of color caucus so that other people take part in the process” (4).  

Brook Muse points out that: “A final principle that is also poorly actualized in the GA is 

that of empowerment. While everyone is free to speak, those of us who hold more privilege in 

our society consistently dominate the GA. White people and men are far more likely to speak in 

the GA and far more likely to block proposals based on personal opinions that people of color or 

women. Many experience the GA as a disempowering space for marginalized voices” (10).  

Concluding the Analysis 

My argument is that the Occupy! Gazette engages with other axes of oppression outside 

of class, but only at the margins. In particular, their discussion of homelessness does not engage 

with the racial disparities at play. Similarly, their discussion of policing only partially engages 

with the differing relationships between police and marginalized communities. For example, 

Kessler recognizes the brutality that police bring upon protesters, but ignores that the 99 percent 

has differing views on the police. By universalizing the experience of the 99 percent with police, 

Kessler falls into the trap identified by Maharawal with the Occupy movement’s slogan. And 

while there were actions on behalf of marginalized groups, namely Occupy Our Homes and Stop 



“Stop and Frisk”, these were confined to the margins. As several authors note, especially 

Maharawal and Smith, the Occupy movement was dominated by young educated white men. 

While other groups were present in the movement, they often had to form spin-off subgroups to 

address their concerns. For instance, the Women’s Caucus was a key group, and its work was 

made necessary through male dominance in the occupation at Zuccotti Park.  

While income and wealth inequality was a primary concern for many in the Occupy 

movement, they tended to neglect the non-class elements of those most marginalized by it. As a 

movement that sprang primarily out of dashed ambition on the part of mostly young educated 

white men, privilege played a role in putting non-class concerns lower on the list of priorities. 

Within this section, I have discussed the major themes of the O!G, which were policing 

and homelessness, and I have discussed how they explicitly engaged in discussions of racism, 

sexism, and ableism. I now turn toward the conclusion.  

Conclusion 

Though looking at the major themes of homelessness and policing and explicit 

discussions of racism, sexism, and ableism within the O!G, I argued that the O!G only partially 

engaged with the salient dimensions of race, gender, and disability.   
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