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There is another type of interest convergence too—the ballot is a moment of interest convergence between the aff and the judge. The guilty solidarity of the 1AC masks the privilege that prevents their project from directly changing the lives of the people they invoke to warrant a ballot.
Chow 1993, (Andrew W. Mellon Professor of the Humanities @ Brown. Rey, Writing Diaspora: Tactics of Intervention in Contemporary Cultural Studies, p. 16-17) jfs

Why are "tactics" useful at this moment? As discussions about "multiculturalism,' "interdisciplinarity," "the third world intellectual," and other companion issues develop in the American academy and society today, and as rhetorical claims to political change and difference are being put forth, many deep-rooted, politically reactionary forces return to haunt us. Essentialist notions of culture and history; conservative notions of territorial and linguistic propriety, and the "otherness” ensuing from them; unattested claims of oppression and victimization that are used merely to guilt-trip and to control; sexist and racist reaffirmations of sexual and racial diversities that are made merely in the name of righteousness—all these forces create new "solidarities" whose ideological premises remain unquestioned. These new solidarities are often informed by a strategic attitude which repeats what they seek to overthrow. The weight of old ideologies being reinforced over and over again is

We need to remember as intellectuals that the battles we fight are battles of words. Those who argue the oppositional standpoint are not doing anything different from their enemies and are most certainly not directly changing the downtrodden lives of those who seek their survival in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan spaces alike. What academic intellectuals must confront is thus not their "victimization" by society at large (or their victimization-in-solidarity-with-the-oppressed), but the power, wealth, and privilege that ironically accumulate from their "oppositional" viewpoint, and the widening gap between the professed contents of their words and the upward mobility they gain from such words. (When Foucault said intellectuals need to struggle against becoming the object and instrument of power, he spoke precisely to this kind of situation.) The predicament we face in the West, where intellectual freedom shares a history with economic enterprise, is that "if a professor wishes to denounce aspects of big business, ... he will be wise to locate in a school whose trustees are big businessmen."28 Why should we believe in those who continue to speak a language of alterity-as-lack while their salaries and honoraria keep rising? How do we resist the turning-into-propriety of oppositional discourses, when the intention of such discourses has been that of displacing and disowning the proper? How do we prevent what begin as tactics—that which is "without any base where it could stockpile its winnings" (de Certeau, p. 37)—from turning into a solidly fenced-off field, in the military no less than in the academic sense?
If you vote aff, the ballot functions as a politics of self-subalternization. The judge is encouraged to found a vacuous solidarity with the Other by valorizing the material deprivation portrayed in their speeches. This strategy amounts to nothing more than a sham renunciation authorized by the same structures of power that produce alterity in the first place, turning the case at a higher level of analysis.

Chow 1993, (Andrew W. Mellon Professor of the Humanities @ Brown. Rey, Writing Diaspora: Tactics of Intervention in Contemporary Cultural Studies, p. 10-11) jfs

The Orientalist has a special sibling whom I will, in order to highlight her significance as a kind of representational agency, call the Maoist. Arif Dirlik, who has written extensively on the history of political movements in twentieth-century China, sums up the interpretation of Mao Zedong commonly found in Western Marxist analyses in terms of a "Third Worldist fantasy"—"a fantasy of Mao as a Chinese reincarnation of Marx who fulfilled the Marxist premise that had been betrayed in the West."16 The Maoist was the phoenix which arose from the ashes of the great disillusionment with Western culture in the 1960s and which found hope in the Chinese Communist Revolution.17 In the 1970s, when it became possible for Westerners to visit China as guided and pampered guests of the Beijing establishment, Maoists came back with reports of Chinese society's absolute, positive difference from Western society and of the Cultural Revolution as "the most important and innovative example of Mao's concern with the pursuit of egalitarian, populist, and communitarian ideals in the course of economic modernization" (Harding, p. 939). At that time, even poverty in China was regarded as "spiritually ennobling, since it meant that [the] Chinese were not possessed by the wasteful and acquisitive consumerism of the United States" (Harding, p. 941).

Although the excessive admiration of the 1970s has since been replaced by an oftentimes equally excessive denigration of China, the Maoist is very much alive among us, and her significance goes far beyond the China and East Asian fields. Typically, the Maoist is a cultural critic who lives in a capitalist society but who is fed up with capitalism—a cultural critic, in other words, who wants a social order opposed to the one that is supporting her own undertaking. The Maoist is thus a supreme example of the way desire works: What she wants is always located in the other, resulting in an identification with and valorization of that which she is not/does not have. Since what is valorized is often the other's deprivation—"having" poverty or "having" nothing—the Maoist's strategy becomes in the main a rhetorical renunciation of the material power that enables her rhetoric.

Their identity politics collapse the real material differences between the positioning of the judge and the oppressed individuals for whom resistance constitutes survival. Deployment of victimization is a technique for spotlighting their righteousness at the cost of robbing the terms of protest of the complex oppositionality critical to rightful demands.

Chow 1993, (Andrew W. Mellon Professor of the Humanities @ Brown. Rey, Writing Diaspora: Tactics of Intervention in Contemporary Cultural Studies, p. 12-13) jfs
In the "cultural studies" of the American academy in the 1990s, the Maoist is reproducing with prowess.  We see this in the way terms such as "oppression," "victimization," and "subalternity" are now being used. Contrary to Orientalist disdain for contemporary native cultures of the non-West, the Maoist turns precisely the "disdained" other into the object of his/her study and, in some cases, identification. In a mixture of admiration and moralism, the Maoist sometimes turns all people from non-Western cultures into a generalized "subaltern" that is then used to flog an equally generalized "West."21
Because the representation of "the other" as such ignores (1) the class and intellectual hierarchies within these other cultures, which are usually as elaborate as those in the West, and (2) the discursive power relations structuring the Maoist's mode of inquiry and valorization, it produces a way of talking in which notions of lack, subalternity, victimization, and so forth are drawn upon indiscriminately, often with the intention of spotlighting the speaker's own sense of alterity and political righteousness. A comfortably wealthy white American intellectual I know claimed that he was a "third world intellectual, citing as one of his credentials his marriage to a Western European woman of part-Jewish heritage; a professor of English complained about being "victimized" by the structured time at an Ivy League institution, meaning that she needed to be on time for classes; a graduate student of upper-class background from one of the world's poorest countries told his American friends that he was of poor peasant stock in order to authenticate his identity as a radical "third world" representative; male and female academics across the U.S. frequently say they were "raped" when they report experiences of professional frustration and conflict. Whether sincere or delusional, such cases of self-dramatizaton all take the route of self-subalternization, which has increasingly become the assured means to authority and power. What these intellectuals are doing is robbing the terms of oppression of their critical and oppositional import, and thus depriving the oppressed of even the vocabulary of protest and rightful demand. The oppressed, whose voices we seldom hear, are robbed twice—the first time of their economic chances, the second time of their language, which is now no longer distinguishable from those of us who have had our consciousnesses “raised.”
s.
historical materialism best

Only our alternative has EXPLANATORY POWER for the ups AND downs of minority empowerment by identifying the implicit bargain between concessions from government elites and the ideological support of black communities—this is empirically proven by 1960s racial oppression—historical materialism is a prerequisite to their advocacy

Delgado ’02. Richard Delgado, professor of law at the University of Colorado-Boulder, “Explaining the Rise and Fall of African American Fortunes: Interest Convergence and Civil Rights Gains,” Review of Mary L. Dudziak, Cold War Civil Rights: Race and the Image of American Democracy, Harvard Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review, Volume 37 [37 Harv. C.R.-C.L. L. Rev. 369], pp. 369-387 at 385-6

Mary Dudziak's  Cold War Civil Rights demonstrates how the self-interest of elite groups fueled breakthroughs for blacks in order to advance U.S. strategic objectives in the Cold War with international communism. An impressive feat of historical research, Cold War Civil Rights strengthens the case for crediting material explanations for the uneven line of racial progress and retreat.

Historical materialism, however, is capable of much more than just explaining how the Civil Rights era began. The very same premises that enable Dudziak to show how the United States tolerated, indeed encouraged, black breakthroughs in the 1950s and 1960s also explain how that impressive period of change came to an end. This Essay posits that an implicit part of the deal that America's power brokers offered blacks in return for black gains was blacks' willingness to go along with America's  [*386]  strategic efforts, and, above all, to distance themselves from socialism and communism. Early visionaries such as Robeson, Baker, and DuBois were marginalized and destroyed, sometimes with the acquiescence of their own communities. Later, when leaders of color took a more militant stance, the government, acting in concert with major philanthropies, offered an irresistible combination: deadly force for Panthers and other militant nationalists, coupled with patronage, jobs, and lucrative salaries for leaders who did the establishment's bidding.
historical materialism turns case

The interest convergence framework is offense against their movements claims at all levels of analysis—the Black Panthers proves.
Delgado 2002, (Law Professor @ University of Colorado-Boulder. Richard, “Explaining the Rise and Fall of African American Fortunes: Interest Convergence and Civil Rights Gains,” Review of Mary L. Dudziak, Cold War Civil Rights: Race and the Image of American Democracy, Harvard Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review, Volume 37 [37 Harv. C.R.-C.L. L. Rev. 369], pp. 369-387 at 381-2) jfs
The Black Panther Party was a self-help, nationalist organization that began in Oakland, California, where it sponsored breakfast programs for black children and taught self-sufficiency, discipline, and black pride. n106 The Party also preached self-defense and the right of the black community to arm itself against aggressors such as the white police. n107 In the charged atmosphere that prevailed in 1967 and 1968, both aspects of the Black Panthers--the teaching of black pride and the right of forceful self-defense--were red flags to the establishment, particularly FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover. n108 When some of the organization's leaders began reading and teaching Malcolm X, Frantz Fanon, Marx, Mao, and Lenin, n109 this confirmed the government's belief that the Party had to be stopped. The organization also refused to be grateful for Brown v. Board of Education and federal civil rights legislation, further compounding the government's sense of affront. For the Panthers, the U.S. legal system was part of a national policy of black oppression, and what more moderate African Americans saw as breakthroughs, the Panthers and Malcolm X saw as cosmetic, token advances. n110 Moreover, the Panthers, like other militant organizations that sprang up during this time, were impatient with the prayerful, nonviolent strategy of Martin Luther King and the Southern Christian Leadership Conference. n111

The Panthers, in short, were radically out of step with the designs of America's elites. They were ungrateful; they rejected Americanism and refused to fight in foreign wars; and, to make matters worse, they appeared poised to become respected models for other civil rights and nationalist community groups. n112 When government figures and major newspaper editors expressed consternation, J. Edgar Hoover's FBI was more than ready to take up a covert campaign against the Panthers. Hoover himself was a middle-class Virginian who espoused a genteel form of white supremacy. n113 Predisposed to distrust civil rights leaders and movements, he ordered his organization to keep an eye on Martin Luther  [*382]  King, heavyweight boxing champion Jack Johnson, Marcus Garvey, Elija Muhammed, Stokely Carmichael, the Chicano Brown Berets, Puerto Rican nationalists, the Nation of Islam, and a host of other figures and organizations of color. n114 He even spoke disparagingly of activists who campaigned against lynching. Their "retaliatory measures in connection with [that practice]" represented a challenge to "the established rule of law and order." n115

Anxious to reduce the Party's influence with the black community and other civil rights organizations, the government launched an intense campaign to discredit the group and neutralize its leaders. In 1969 alone, of 295 counterintelligence operations undertaken by the FBI, sometimes in coordination with local police, 233 were aimed at the Panthers. n116 The government's campaign included a media offensive designed to persuade the American public that the Panthers were dangerous, n117 as well as attempts to disrupt Black Panther social programs, like the breakfast program for school-age youth. n118 Government agents infiltrated the Panthers and other organizations such as the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee, (SNCC), and smeared those individuals who openly spoke in favor of the Party. n119 But most effective were the many pretextual raids and arrests of Party officials and the malicious prosecution of Panther leaders and activists throughout the country. n120 These attacks put the Party on the defensive, forced it to spend time, energy, and money on legal defense, distracted it from its social mission, and enabled the media to depict it as an organization of criminals. At least two Panther leaders--Fred Hampton and Mark Clark--were killed in a Chicago police raid. Civil rights leaders charged that they were murdered while in their beds. n121

OUR ALTERNATIVE. 

wild
 as radicals and progressives. Even Bobby Kennedy (as a U.S. attorney general) mused that the law and its enforcers had no ethical standing in the presence of Blacks.3 One could (and many did) acknowledge America's strength and power. This seldom rose to the level of an ethical assessment, however, remaining instead an assessment of the "balance of forces." The political discourse of Blacks, and to a lesser extent Indians, circulated too widely to wed the United States and ethics credibly. The raw force of COINTELPRO put an end to this trajectory toward a possible hegemony of ethical accountability. Consequently, the power of Blackness and Redness to pose the question—and the power to pose the question is the greatest power of all—retreated as did White radicals and progressives who "retired" from the struggle. The question lies buried in the graves of young Black Panthers, AIM warriors, and Black Liberation Army soldiers, or in prison cells where so many of them have been rotting (some in solitary confinement) for ten, twenty, or thirty years, and at the gates of the academy where the "crazies" shout at passersby. Gone are not only the young and vibrant voices that effected a seismic shift on the political landscape, but also the intellectual protocols of inquiry, and with them a spate of feature films that became authorized, if not by an unabashed revolutionary polemic, then certainly by a revolutionary Zeitgeist. Is it still possible for a dream of unfettered ethics, a dream of the Settlement and the Slave estate's4 destruction, to manifest itself at the ethical core of cinematic discourse when this dream is no longer a constituent element of political discourse in the streets or of intellectual discourse in the academy? The answer is "no" in the sense that, as history has shown, what cannot be articulated as political discourse in the streets is doubly foreclosed on in screenplays and in scholarly prose, but "yes" in the sense that in even the most taciturn historical moments, such as ours, the grammar of Black and Red suffering breaks in on this foreclosure, albeit like the somatic compliance of hysterical symptoms—it registers in both cinema and scholarship as a symptom of awareness of the structural antagonisms. The election of President Barack Obama does not mitigate the claim that this is a taciturn historical moment. Neoliberalism with a Black face is neither the index of a revolutionary advance nor the end of anti-Blackness as a constituent element of U.S. antagonisms. If anything, the election of Obama enables a plethora of shaming discourses in response to revolutionary politics and "legitimates" widespread disavowal of any notion that the United States itself, and not merely its policies and practices, is unethical. Between 1967 and 1980, we could think cinemati-cally and intellectually of Blackness and Redness as having the coherence of full-blown discourses. From 1980 to the present, however, Blackness and Redness manifest only in the rebar of cinematic and intellectual (political) discourse, that is, as unspoken grammars. This grammar can be discerned in the cinematic strategies (lighting, camera angles, image composition, and acoustic design), even when the script labors for the spectator to imagine social turmoil through the rubric of conflict (i.e., a rubric of problems that can be posed and conceptually solved) as opposed to the rubric of antagonism (an irreconcilable struggle between entities, or positions, the resolution of which is not dialectical but entails the obliteration of one of the positions). In other words, even when films narrate a story in which Blacks or Indians are beleaguered with problems that the script insists are conceptually coherent (usually having to do with poverty or the absence of "family values"), the nonnarrative, or cinematic, strategies of the film often disrupt this coherence by posing the irreconcilable questions of Red and Black political ontology—or nonontology. The grammar of antagonism breaks in on the mendacity of conflict. Semiotics and linguistics teach us that when we speak, our grammar goes unspoken. Our grammar is assumed. It is the structure through which the labor of speech is possible.5 Likewise, the grammar of political ethics— the grammar of assumptions regarding the ontology of suffering—which underwrites film theory and political discourse (in this book, discourse elaborated in direct relation to radical action), and which underwrites cinematic speech (in this book, Red, White, and Black films from the mid-1960s to the present) is also unspoken. This notwithstanding, film theory, political discourse, and cinema assume an ontological grammar, a structure of suffering. And this structure of suffering crowds out others, regardless of the sentiment of the film or the spirit of unity mobilized by the political discourse in question. 

at: try/die

The plan operates like a thermostat – Rather than eliminating oppression, it manages solvency to ensure “just the right amount” of oppression necessary to shield the system from fundamental change.
Gillborn 2009, (Professor of Critical Race Studies in Education @ the Institute of Education, Univ. of London. David, “Whatever happened to institutional racism? How the 'White working class' were made into the new race victims,” Transcript from the National Arts Learning Network Annual Conference, Mark Crawley (Chair). [PDF Online @] www.naln.ac.uk/download.cfm?docid=3F7A4B83-8FBD-4E6E-89F8585CF5231A7F) Accessed 04.08.10 jfs
So CRT comes out of a very different kind of social rights activist tradition, than most academic traditions. One of the things that it looks at in particular is the limitations of the law when it comes to bringing about greater social justice in society. It shows how apparently even radical changes are reclaimed and often turned back over time. And a key element of this is a concept called interest convergence. Now, put simply this view argues that advances in race equality only come about when white elites see the changes as being in their own interests. The term was coined by Derek Bell, who is probably the leading African American legal scholar, and he summarises the idea like this: Justice for black people versus racism, the outcome will be more racism. But racism versus an obvious perception of white self interest and the outcome might be greater justice for black people, but only in so far as it meets the interests of powerful whites.  

Now, that sounds counter-intuitive, so one of the clearest examples of this are the moves to outlaw segregation in the US in the 1960s. These are presented as landmark civil rights victories, a moment of greater enlightenment for the United States. But you have to understand the changes in their historical perspective. In particular, the fact that at that time the US was involved in the Cold War, and was having difficulty recruiting friendly African states, because the Soviet Union could point out that - these people, the Americans who want to build an air base in your country, have they mentioned that if you go back to the States with them, you won’t be able to use the same toilet as them? Did they mention that? So if you actually look back at the stuff at the time it becomes clear that the wider context of the Cold War was absolutely vital in understanding how it was that we moved to a situation where official racial segregation was outlawed.  

Now, the obvious signs of segregation have gone, we don’t see separate toilets or train coaches in the US, but the reality of race segregation continues in economic, residential and educational terms. More African American students are now attending segregated high schools than there were fifty years ago at the time of the great Brown versus Board of Education decision. Delgado and Stefancic, who are two of the leading critical race theorists, they described the process like this:  

“…after the celebration dies down the great victory is quietly cut back by narrow interpretation, administrative obstruction or delay, in the end the minority group is left little better than it was before, if not worse. Its friends, the liberals, believing the problem has been solved, go on to something else, while its adversaries, the conservatives, furious that the Supreme Court has given way, once again, to undeserving minorities, step up their resistance.”  

Now, according to Delgado this situation comes to operate in a way that ensures what he calls “just the right amount of racism”. And he uses this phrase “contradiction closing cases” to describe these landmark cases that appear to have changed the world, but in retrospect have to be viewed very differently. And these cases come around when there is a contradiction between, on one hand, the public rhetoric, the national story that we are the land of the free, that we have equal opportunities, that racism is only something that happens occasionally through really nasty far right groups. When that rhetoric is contradicted by the reality something has to change, the contradiction has to be closed. And Delgado suggests that these landmark cases provide the solution. They operate, in his terms “like a thermostat” to ensure there is just the right amount of racism. Too much racism would be destabilising, the victims would rebel, but too little racism gives away important advantages for those in power. So these landmark cases appear to have removed the contradiction, but in reality little or nothing changes. In fact, sometimes the landmark cases themselves become yet another weapon. So they allow business as usual to go on even more smoothly than before, because now we can point to the exceptional case and say – see, the system is really fair and just, see what we just did for minorities, or the poor.  

at: debate = political

The AFF results in systemic error replication – The inevitable collapse of the implicit symbolic bargain between elites and minorities means that any advantage is only short term – The opposition will either be bought off or beat down – Our argument is that this is true at all levels of analysis within the debate.
Delgado 2002, (Law Professor @ University of Colorado-Boulder. Richard, “Explaining the Rise and Fall of African American Fortunes: Interest Convergence and Civil Rights Gains,” Review of Mary L. Dudziak, Cold War Civil Rights: Race and the Image of American Democracy, Harvard Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review, Volume 37 [37 Harv. C.R.-C.L. L. Rev. 369], pp. 369-387 at 371-2) jfs

The cases of Josephine Baker, Paul Robeson, and W. E. B. DuBois illustrate a carrot-and-stick policy under which African Americans who did not toe the official line and acknowledge progress, disavow communism, and support the United States abroad, learned that they would pay a great price. Unlike Jimmie Wilson and Emmett Till, whose causes the government could take up, the behavior of Baker, Robeson, and DuBois directly threatened U.S. interests. Much of the African American community, especially its institutions such as the NAACP and the black church, put up little resistance. Their loyalty was soon rewarded. Brown v. Board of Education n100 and the landmark civil rights legislation of 1964 brought immediate and dramatic--if short-lived--gains.

B. The Panthers and Black Muslims: The Iron Fist in the Velvet Glove

The era of black gains lasted a scant ten years. Late in the 1960s, Black Power exploded on the national scene. n101 Stokely Carmichael and the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee began questioning the pacifist strain of racial politics exemplified by Martin Luther King and the slow pace of racial reform. n102 The Panthers advocated guns and the right of the black community to defend itself from unlawful oppression. n103 The Civil Rights movement, until then prayerful, mannerly, and decorous, shifted away from the narratives of brotherhood, peace, faith, and patience. Malcolm X preached that white people were evil. n104 A new generation of black leaders began reading and quoting Marx, Mao, and Che Guevara. n105

The implicit promise in which blacks would embrace Americanism and abjure socialism in return for modest, largely symbolic gains, was broken. The establishment responded with two weapons--lethal force and money.
