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Science in its current form relies on flawed epistemology 

Nhanenge 11 (Jytte Nhanenge – Master of the Arts at the University of South Africa. “Ecofeminism – Towards Integrating the Concerns of Women, Poor People, and Nature into Development.” Page 287) lf 
One of the most interesting directions ecofeminist analyses has advanced concerns science, technology, economy, and the scientific understanding of nature. When one examines science historically from a feministic point of view, it becomes clear that the scientific epistemology is far from universal, value-neutral, and objective. Rather, science is an ideological and aggressive patriarchal way of perceiving the world, founded on power and control. The analysis of science has therefore been helpful to understand the patriarchal domination of women, Others, and nature. (Des Jardins 2001.) the purpose of this chapter is consequently to show how science in general, and the discipline of economics in particular, together with their manifestations in technology, have dominated and exploited women, Others, and nature. Science is founded on a dualised worldview, which has undervalued and excluded from its system of knowledge everything that is perceived as being “the dualised other.” Thus, science embraces values that make man superior to women, reason to emotion, mind to matter, culture to nature, humans to animals, quantity to quality, etc. It can be difficult clearly to perceive dualism and its domination in science. The major reason is that society teaches people that science is a universal and objective knowledge system. 

Modern science is a tool for oppression and is inherently patriarchal. Unchecked patriarchy will lead to ecological catastrophe and nuclear destruction 

Nhanenge 11 (Jytte Nhanenge – Master of the Arts at the University of South Africa. “Ecofeminism – Towards Integrating the Concerns of Women, Poor People, and Nature into Development.”) lf 
“More, further, quicker, richer, and there is no alternative” are the watch-words in modern hi-tech society, according to Schumacher. It is a forward stampede: if there is crime, the solution is more police, better equipped. If there are environmental problems, the prescription is faster economic growth to pay for anti-pollution techniques. If there is lack of natural resources, we turn to synthetics. If fossil fuels run out, we change to nuclear energy. There is no problem technology cannot solve. However, for Schumacher there is one problem and that is the underlying values: technology is destined to control and conquer the world. Scientific and technological solutions that poison nature, degrade social structures, and generate war, are inherently violent. They make the rich richer, while they create poverty, and destroy life. Bigger technology means bigger concentration of economic power, which exerts greater violence against society and nature. (Schumacher 1993.) Technology can dominate or enhance societies. Hence, science and technology could have developed in a different direction. However, due to patriarchal values, which infiltrated science, the technology it develops dominates, oppresses, exploits, and kills. One reason is that patriarchal societies identify masculinity with conquest. Thus, any technical innovation will continue to be a tool for more effective oppression and exploitation. Hence, modern society seems to prioritize technology that destroys life. That is because masculine institutions and patriarchal ideologies dominate modern societies. Their technologies prevailed in Auschwitz, Dresden, Hiroshima, Nagasaki, Vietnam, Iran, Iraq, Afghanistan, and in many other parts of the world. Patriarchal power has brought us acid rain, global warming, polluted waters, dictatorships, military states, poverty, and countless cases of human suffering. We have seen men whose power has caused them to lose all sense of reality, decency, and imagination, and we must fear such power. The ultimate result of unchecked patriarchy will be ecological catastrophe and a nuclear holocaust. Such actions are denial of wisdom. It is working against natural harmony, destroying the basis of existence. Thus, as long as people leave questions of technology to the “experts” the forward stampede will continue. 

The alternative is to open up epistemology to alternative perspectives in order to bring in new frames of reference for knowing - evaluating through an ecofeminist perspective is key to the process of development. Reject the affirmative as a flawed form of knowledge production 

Nhanenge 11 (Jytte Nhanenge – Master of the Arts at the University of South Africa. “Ecofeminism – Towards Integrating the Concerns of Women, Poor People, and Nature into Development.” Page 442) lf 
Ecofeminist epistemology consequently introduces the issues of gender and ecology as ways of understanding the world and human beings. Both are constitutive of human reality, although patriarchy did not allow them to be part of human history. However, in a social reconstruction of human knowledge the masculine and the feminine need both to express their particular ways of being in the world. There is no a priori (before experience) masculine character to social knowing. Hence, the over-generalization and universalization of the masculine knowing must end. Human knowledge must be re-examined by acknowledging that women, oppressed people, and the ecosystem were never part of its history. This will give the important insight that the masculine is not identical with the human. It will also give the understanding that nature is not an object that humans can study, manipulate and exploit. Opening up epistemology to gender and ecology brings in new frames of reference for knowing. These are deeper and broader than those patriarchy established. They will contextualize knowing based on men’s and women’s own daily and concrete experiences, seen in relation to each other and their ecosystem. Such an approach would increase knowledge, alter the underlying principles, together with the concrete expressions of knowing. It makes earlier truth relative and corrects mistaken facts about the inferiority of women and their cognitive abilities. It is therefore justified to mention some, few, interconnected characteristics of an ecofeminist epistemology, which is in the process of developing.

Framework
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A. Interpretation – Epistemological and representational issues should be evaluated first in debate.

B. Reasons to Prefer – 

1) Questioning epistemology is a prior question to the evaluation of the affirmative’s truth claims, which is necessary for a valuable debate.

Oyewumi 97 [Oyeronke, Associate Professor of Sociology, SUNY Stony Brook, “The Invention of Women Making an African Sense of Western Gender Discourses,” University of Minnesota Press]

THIS BOOK is about the epistemological shift occasioned by the imposition of Western gender categories on Yoruba discourse. Since there is a clear epistemological foundation to cultural knowledge, the first task of the study is to understand the epistemological basis of both Yoruba and Western cultures. This endeavor is best described as archaeological, in that it is concerned with revealing the most basic but hidden assumptions, making explicit what has been merely implicit, and unearthing the taken-for- granted assumptions underlying research concepts and theories. Only when such assumptions are exposed can they be debated and challenged. 

2) Education – our framework allows us to understand why the claims we make are truthful, which allows for a more in depth discussion of the topic. 

C. Impacts 

1) You should be skeptical of their truth claims unless they can justify their epistemology and why their truth claims are sound and accurate.

2) We should evaluate our individual complicity with patriarchy to create change. 

Reps Before Policy

Representations must be analyzed before policy consequences because they have profound effects on the results and perception of policymaking.

Dauber 1 [Cori E., Associate Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “The Shot Seen ‘Round the World: The Impact of the Images of Mogadishu on American Military Operations,” Rhetoric and Public Affairs, Vol. 4, No. 4, Winter, pg. 678]

The impact the Mogadishu images have had on American foreign policy is clear. But their impact is not inescapable or inevitable. It is based on the incorrect assumption that people can only read images unidirectionally. No matter how similar, no matter how powerfully one text evokes another, every image is unique. Each comes from a different historical situation, is placed within a different story, and offers an ambiguous text that can be exploited by astute commentators. Images matter profoundly, but so do their contexts and the words that accompany them. The implications in this shift in interpretation are potentially profound. Mogadishu, or the mention of a potential parallel with Mogadishu, need not be a straightjacket or a deterrent to the use of American power. Rhetoric, whether discursive or visual, has real power in the way events play out. What this article makes clear is that rhetoric (and therefore rhetorical analysis) also has power in the way policy is shaped and defined. In a recent book on the conflict in Kosovo, the authors note that when the president spoke to the nation on the night before the air wars began, he immediately ruled out the use of ground forces. This was done, they argue, due to fears that leaving open ground force participation would sacrifice domestic public and congressional (and allied) support for the air war. But “publicly ruling out their use only helped to reduce Milosevic’s uncertainty regarding the likely scope of NATO’s military actions,”109 and possibly to lengthen the air war as a result. Yet, they report, National Security Advisor Sandy Berger, “who authored the critical passage in the president’s speech, maintains that ‘we would not have won the war without this sentence.’”110 It would be difficult to find more direct evidence for the profound impact and influence public policy rhetoric and debate have--and are understood to have--on policy, policymaking, and policymakers at the highest level. That means that rhetorical analysis can have a role to play and a voice at the table before policies are determined. Academic rhetoricians, through their choice of projects and the form in which they publish, can stake a claim to having an important voice at the table--and they should do so.

Reps Come First – Science 

Prefer our Framework – Scientific knowledge is manufactured truth based on flawed representations – reps come first 

Buttel 93 (Frederick, Professor of Rural Sociology at the University of Wisconsin. “The Production of Agricultural Sustainability: Observations from the Sociology of Science and Technology.)

Integral to the relativist/constructivist position in the sociology of science and technology is the notion that scientific practice necessarily involves “representation” – a process by which scientists seek to convincingly and authoritatively persuade others that their particular interpretations of reality (and of the implications of these interpretations for policy and practice) are valid (e.g. Lynch and Woolgar, 1990.) Scientific knowledge is thus to be treated as “scientific beliefs” (in a manner much like other social beliefs, without judgment as to the truth or falsity that might eventually be assigned to such beliefs) or as “claims to knowledge.” Scientific beliefs and claims to scientific knowledge are seen to be shaped by factors such as scientists’ own social interests (e.g., in funding, career advance), their ideological commitments, their networks, their rhetorical skills, selectivity in the generation and transmission of data in the processes of abstraction and the symbolization of results (in tables, graphs and pictures), and the negotiation of formal and informal agreements (or disagreements) over the meaning of the laboratory data. In addition to students and other scientists, the groups at which persuasion, representation, and claims to knowledge are aimed include powerful political and economic officialdoms, the media, the “public,” and so on. The relativist/constructivist posture does have methodological shortcomings if its critique of rationalism is pushed to the point of reducing science to mere rhetoric and discourse. Radical relativism/constructivism may also lend itself to a moral neutrality that can yield paralysis in conceiving of ways in which scientific institutions can be restructured for human benefit. Nonetheless, if employed judiciously, this perspective can enable one to develop certain insights that are not possible if science is approached from a rationalist (or, as in Table 1, a deferential) viewpoint in which truth or falsity of knowledge is the overriding criterion or explanadum. Here 1 will make a few such observations that can be derived from a relativist/constructivist view of agricultural sustainability, which is at the same time mindful of sustainability science and technology as being material-productive forces. 

Language Key

Language pervades all aspects of life—it’s inevitability makes analyzing the exclusions and values it maintains all the more important in an attempt to utilize it as a site of resistance.

Bleiker 0 [Roland, Professor of International Relations at the University of Queensland, Ph.D. from the Australian National University, “Popular Dissent,” Human Agency and Global Politics, Cambridge University Press]

Language is one of the most fundamental aspects of human life. It is omnipresent. It penetrates every aspect of transversal politics, from the local to the global. We speak, Heidegger stresses, when we are awake and when we are asleep, even when we do not utter a single word. We speak when we listen, read or silently pursue an occupation. We are always speaking because we cannot think without language, because 'language is the house of Being', the home within which we dwell. 2 

But languages are never neutral. They embody particular values and ideas. They are an integral part of transversal power relations and of global politics in general. Languages impose sets of assumptions on us, frame our thoughts so subtly that we are mostly unaware of the systems of exclusion that are being entrenched through this process. And yet, a language is not just a form of domination that engulfs the speaker in a web of discursive constraints, it is also a terrain of dissent, one that is not bound by the political logic of national boundaries. Language is itself a form of action — the place where possibilities for social change emerge, where values are slowly transformed, where individuals carve out thinking space and engage in everyday forms of resistance. In short, language epitomises the potential and limits of discursive forms of transversal dissent.

Links 

Science/ Technology

Status quo environmental policies are based on the expertise and infallibility of science 

Backstrand 4 (Karin, lecturer of Political Science at Lund University. “Scientisation vs. Civic Expertise in Environmental Governance: Eco-Feminist, Eco-Modern and Postmodern Responses,” Environmental Politics, Volume 13 Number4) lf 

At a time when scientific knowledge is regarded crucial to identifying problems and devising solutions to global environmental problems, the role of science in modern societies is increasingly contested. Critics argue that the forces of modern science and technology have accelerated the environmental crisis, enhanced technocracy and diminished democracy. Hence, the relationship between science, risk and democracy raises critical questions of the proper place of scientific expertise in democratic decision-making concerning global environmental risks. This article revolves around the claim that environmental politics is increasingly scientised and technocratic. The scientisation of environmental politics implies that political and social issues are better resolved by technical expert systems than democratic deliberation. According to this argument, the technocratic feature of regulatory science in environmental decision making are embedded in a prevailing discourse of ecological modernization stressing technical rather than social solutions to environmental threats. In this respect, environmental policy is a site that displays a contradiction between democratic theory and technocratic practice and a tension between expert systems and citizens. 

Economy

Their discourse of economics puts a price on all material goods—results in war and environmental destruction that causes extinction 

Nhanenge 11 (Jytte Nhanenge – Master of the Arts at the University of South Africa. “Ecofeminism – Towards Integrating the Concerns of Women, Poor People, and Nature into Development.”)

There is today an increasing critique of economic development, whether it takes place in the North or  in the South.  Although the world on average generates more and more wealth, the riches do not appear  to "trickle down" to the poor and improve their material well-being.  Instead, poverty and economic  inequality is growing.  Despite the existence of development aid for more than half a century, the Third  World seems not to be "catching up" with the First World. Instead, militarism, dictatorship and human repression is multiplied. Since the mid 1970, the critique of global economic activities has intensified due to the escalating deterioration of the natural environment. Modernization, industrialisation and its economic activities have been directly linked to increased scarcity of natural resources and generation of pollution, which increases global temperatures and degrades soils, lands, water, forests and air. The latter threat is of great significance, because without a healthy environment human beings and animals will not be able to survive. Most people believed that modernization of the world would improve material well-being for all. However, faced with its negative side effects and the real threat of extinction, one must conclude that somewhere along the way "progress" went astray. Instead of material plenty, economic development generated a violent, unhealthy and unequal world. It is a world where a small minority live in material luxury, while millions of people live in misery. These poor people are marginalized by the global economic system. They are forced to survive from degraded environments; they live without personal or social security; they live in abject poverty, with hunger, malnutrition and sickness; and they have no possibility to speak up for themselves and demand a fair share of the world's resources. The majority of these people are women, children, traditional peoples, tribal peoples, people of colour and materially poor people (called women and Others). They are, together with nature, dominated by the global system of economic development imposed by the North. It is this scenario, which is the subject of the dissertation. The overall aim is consequently to discuss the unjustified domination of women, Others and nature and to show how the domination of women and Others is interconnected with the domination of nature. A good place to start a discussion about domination of women, Others and nature is to disclose how they disproportionately must carry the negative effects from global economic development. The below discussion is therefore meant to give an idea of the "flip-side" of modernisation. It gives a gloomy picture of what "progress" and its focus on economic growth has meant for women, poor people and the natural environment. The various complex and inter-connected, negative impacts have been ordered into four crises. The categorization is inspired by Paul Ekins and his 1992 book "A new world order; grassroots movements for global change". In it, Ekins argues that humanity is faced with four interlocked crises of unprecedented magnitude. These crises have the potential to destroy whole ecosystems and to extinct the human race. The first crisis is the spread of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, together with the high level of military spending. The second crisis is the increasing number of people afflicted with hunger and poverty. The third crisis is the environmental degradation. Pollution, destruction of ecosystems and extinction of species are increasing at such a rate  that the biosphere is under threat.  The fourth crisis is repression and denial of fundamental human  rights by governments, which prevents people from developing their potential.  It is highly likely that  one may add more crises to these four, or categorize them differently, however, Ekins's division is  suitable for the present purpose.  (Ekins 1992: 1). 

Impacts 

No VTL

Adherence to scientific and economic calculations guarantees extinction and destroys value to life

Nhanenge 11 (Jytte Nhanenge – Master of the Arts at the University of South Africa. “Ecofeminism – Towards Integrating the Concerns of Women, Poor People, and Nature into Development.”)

Ekins (1992: 202) has arrived at a similar conclusion.  He finds that science is the most dangerous  manifestation of the Western world-view.  Being founded on a mechanistic, reductionist, atomistic and  anti-ecological perception of reality, it has been used to dominate people and nature, which has led to  the above crises.  Science is an inadequate knowledge system, because it cannot deal with wholes,  relationships, living organisms, human consciousness and meaning - all of which are part of our reality.   Being in this way limited, science cannot help us to create well-functioning societies.  Furthermore,  since development is a scientific project, also development is based on domination.  The idea with  development was to modernise and industrialise Southern societies by economic growth and  consumerism.  But due to the scientific focus on monetary and quantitative values development  overlooked other values that matter to people and it consequently destroyed the quality of life for  women, Others and nature.  The scientifically based state system was an accomplice in this.  In the  modern world-view, the government is the ultimate legitimate form of political authority.  It therefore  exercises absolute power over the lives of its people, its natural environments and determines the rules  that make economic development possible.  This has been disastrous for hundreds of millions of  people.  Governments have ruthlessly enforced upon them the dominant development model.  They  have wasted resources on arms, prestige projects and their own luxury life styles.  They have generated  wars and repressed their own citizens.  They have been laying waste natural resources meant for people's subsistence.  Hence, science, development and the state has been a cruel deception for people  in the South.  Its perceptions have brought humanity to the brink of war, repression, poverty and  environmental collapse of a potentially terminal nature.  (Ekins 1992: 203-207). 

Oppression is immoral and causes pain and suffering 

Cuomo 98 (Chris J., Associate Professor of Philosophy, University of Cincinnati, Feminism and Ecological Communities: An Ethic of Flourishing, pg 32)

Oppression is more than harm, and though oppression is often painful, it is morally problematic for reasons not accommodated by a utilitarian perspective that is concerned only with pleasure and suffering, or perceived utility. In other words, oppression is unethical even when it does not cause pain and even when it could be said to cause some pleasure. A system that creates happy slaves is unacceptable from an anti-oppressive perspective. So what is oppression if it is not merely a form of pain, or obvious harm? One dictionary defines the verb to oppress as to keep down by the cruel or unjust use of power or authority; to crush; to trample down; to overpower (Webster’s New World 1994). The concept of ‘keeping something down,’ is more subtle, more deep and comprehensive than pain and suffering. Iris Young defines oppression as consisting in: "Systematic institutional processes which prevent some people from learning and using satisfying and expansive skills in socially recognized settings, or institutionalized social processes which inhibit people’s ability to play and communicate with others or to express their feelings and perspectives on social life in contexts where others can listen. While the social conditions of oppression often include material deprivation and maldistribution, they also involve issues beyond distribution." (1990: 38) Her list of ‘five faces of oppression’ – exploitation, marginalization, powerlessness, cultural imperialism, and violence – describe some of the correlates of oppression, or tools of subjugation that coexist with and enforce oppression. Another correlate is domination, which Mark Blasius defines in Gay and Lesbian Politics: Sexuality and the Emergence of a New Ethic as an expression of power that ‘allows the actions of one to elicit and guide or command the actions of another with a high degree of certainty’ (1994: 21). In an early essay that set out to define and describe women’s oppression in ways not effectively captured by Marxism, Marilyn Frye suggests that oppression entails molding or immobilizing the oppressed by reducing their options in the world (Frye 1983). Using a metaphor of particular interest to ecofeminists, she characterized the position of oppressed women as being like entrapment in a birdcage. A system of many individual wires limits the freedom of a bird in a cage, although each wire in and of itself hardly appears to be an impediment to movement. When options are greatly reduced by diffuse causes that are historically, economically, and psychologically entrenched, pain might not be the best indicator of when we have been immobilized or compromised. A stunningly pernicious aspect of oppression is how it can effectively create desires in the oppressed that are not in their own interest, including, for example, women who want to be with men who seriously, physically threaten their lives.

Generic 

Patriarchy leads to war, environmental destruction and ultimately extinction 

Warren and Cady 94 (Karen and Duane, Professors of Philosophy at Macalester College and Hamline University. “Feminism and Peace: Seeking Connections.) 

Operationalized, the evidence of patriarchy as a dysfunctional system is found in the behaviors to which it gives rise, (c), and the unmanageability, (d), which results. For example, in the United States, current estimates are that one out of every three or four women will be raped by someone she knows; globally, rape, sexual harassment, spouse-beating, and sado-masochistic pornography are examples of behaviors practiced, sanctioned, or tolerated within patriarchy. In the realm of environmentally destructive behaviors, strip-mining, factory farming, and pollution of the air, water, and soil are instances of behaviors maintained and sanctioned within patriarchy. They, too, rest on the faulty beliefs that it is okay to "rape the earth," that it is "man's God-given right" to have dominion (that is, domination) over the earth, that nature has only instrumental value, that environmental destruction is the acceptable price we pay for "progress."And the presumption of warism, that war is a natural, righteous, and ordinary way to impose dominion on a people or nation, goes hand in hand with patriarchy and leads to dysfunctional behaviors of nations and ultimately to international unmanageability. Much of the current" unmanageability" of contemporary life in patriarchal societies, (d), is then viewed as a consequence of a patriarchal preoccupation with activities, events, and experiences that reflect historically male-gender identified beliefs, values, attitudes, and assumptions. Included among these real-life consequences are precisely those concerns with nuclear proliferation, war, environmental destruction, and violence toward women, which many feminists see as the logical outgrowth of patriarchal thinking. In fact, it is often only through observing these dysfunctional behaviors-the symptoms of dysfunctionality that one can truly see that and how patriarchy serves to maintain and perpetuate them. When patriarchy is understood as a dysfunctional system, this "unmanageability" can be seen for what it is-as a predictable and thus logical consequence of patriarchy.'1 The theme that global environmental crises, war, and violence generally are predictable and logical consequences of sexism and patriarchal culture is pervasive in ecofeminist literature (see Russell 1989, 2). Ecofeminist Charlene Spretnak, for instance, argues that "militarism and warfare are continual features of a patriarchal society because they reflect and instill patriarchal values and fulfill needs of such a system. Acknowledging the context of patriarchal conceptualizations that feed militarism is a first step toward reducing their impact and preserving life on Earth" (Spretnak 1989, 54). Stated in terms of the foregoing model of patriarchy as a dysfunctional social system, the claims by Spretnak and other feminists take on a clearer meaning: Patriarchal conceptual frameworks legitimate impaired thinking (about women, national and regional conflict, the environment) which is manifested in behaviors which, if continued, will make life on earth difficult, if not impossible. It is a stark message, but it is plausible. Its plausibility lies in understanding the conceptual roots of various woman-nature-peace connections in regional, national, and global contexts. 

Systemic Violence

Masculine ideologies result in structural violence and warfare.

PETERSON, professor of political science at the University of Arizona, and RUNYAN, associate professor of political science at SUNY-Potsdam  1993(V Spike and Anne, Global Gender Issues, p 36) 

A willingness to engage in violence is built into our constructions of masculinity and is exacerbated by militarization-the extension of military practices into civilian life. And to the extent that we define national security as the defense and protection of sovereignty, militarization becomes hard to avoid. Believing that peace requires preparation for war, we become locked into arms races and other self-perpetuating cycles; These involve sacrificing social welfare objectives in favor of defense spending and training young people-men and women-to risk lives and practice violence in the name of putatively higher objectives. There are no simple formulas for determining appropriate trade-offs between "butter" and "guns," and we are not suggesting that security concerns are illusory or easily resolved. But in a climate of militarization, we must be careful to assess the ostensible gains from encouraging violence because the actual costs are very great. Moreover, the construction of security in military terms-understood as direct violence-often masks the systemic insecurity of indirect or structural violence,17 The latter refers to reduced life expectancy as a consequence of oppressive political and economic structures (e.g., greater infant mortality among poor women who are denied access to health-care services). Structural violence especially affects the lives of women and other subordinated groups. When we ignore this fact we ignore the security of the majority of the planet's occupants. Finally, because violence is gendered, militarization has a reciprocal relationship to masculinist ideologies: The macho effects of military activities, the objectifying effects of military technologies, and the violent effects of military spending interact, escalating not only arms races but also sexual violence. 

Alternative 

Solves

Framing of Gender can be a powerful cultural and political influence. These methodologies become public discourse and utilized to improve future policies. The alternative is a prior question- without it the 1AC becomes another failure of the system.

Beland 09 (Daniel, Professor of Public Policy at the University of Saskatchewan, “Gender, Ideational Analysis, and Social Policy”, Social Politics: International Studies in Gender, State and Society, Volume 16, Issue 4) 

As far as the political stream is concerned (Kingdon 1995), ideas can take the form of cultural and discursive frames that actors use to challenge or justify existing policy arrangements (e.g., Béland 2009; Campbell 1998; Schön and Rein 1994). These frames "appear typically in the public pronouncements of policy makers and their aides, such as sound bites, campaign speeches, press releases, and other very public statements designed to muster public support for policy proposals" (Campbell 1998, 394). Discursive frames are part of most political battles and the competition between these frames and between the actors using them points to what Tasleem Padamsee (2009) refers to as the "multiplicity of discourses" present in a society at any given moment. As suggested by the social movement literature, career politicians are not the only actors who engage in cultural and discursive framing (e.g., Benford and Snow 2000; Oliver and Johnston 2000; [End Page 568] Schneider 1997). The work of Pedriana and Stryker (1997) on the symbolic struggles surrounding civil rights in Philadelphia in the late 1960s perfectly illustrates how social movements can use framing processes to bring about policy change. In their detailed study, these sociologists show how civil rights activists transformed the constraints of the legal discourse prevailing at the time into a valuable political and ideological resource that would ultimately help them reshape the law. Throughout their analysis, they "identify diverse symbolic packages that opponents and supporters used to frame [a civil rights plan], its meaning, and the desirability of its enforcement. [They] identify cultural strategies actors used to try to stabilize or transform law by drawing on equal opportunity values and language that law already incorporated" (Pedriana and Stryker 1997, 637). Their account backs the claim that framing processes can strongly influence political struggles and help bring about policy change. In this special issue, Stryker and Wald (2009) provide even more ground to this claim through an analysis of the central role of cultural framing in contemporary US welfare reform, showing that political struggles over cultural meaning were significant for the 1996 welfare reform. As evidenced in their article, cultural framing can become a powerful factor in the politics of policy change. To further illustrate the role of frames in politics and policy change, let me discuss three ways in which political actors can mobilize them. First, frames can take the form of a public discourse used by specific political actors to convince others that policy change is necessary. This is what political scientist Robert H. Cox (2001) calls "the social construction of the need to reform" and what political philosopher Nancy Fraser (1989) has called the "politics of needs interpretation." From this perspective, discursive frames can help convince political actors and the general public that existing policy legacies are flawed, and that reforms should be enacted to solve perceived social and economic problems. Thus, policy learning can feed framing processes in the sense that experts, officials, and interest groups can publicly voice their negative assessments of existing policies to convince other actors that the time has come to improve or even replace them. But "social learning remains analytically distinct from framing activities in part because learning can occur without the emergence of a public discourse about the need to reform. An autonomous set of evaluative activities, social learning generally predates and, in only some cases, informs framing processes" (Béland 2006, 562). Overall, discursive frames help actors make a case for policy change, and this activity generally involves a public discussion of the meaning and performance of existing policy legacies. [End Page 569] Second, these frames help political actors convince other groups and individuals to form a coalition around a concrete proposal or vision for change. As discussed above, ideational processes participate in the construction of interests and the ranking of policy goals. In this context, particular political actors can use frames and political discourse to influence the way other actors see their interests and identify with shared policy goals. From this perspective, policy debates are largely about the construction of interests, policy goals, and identities, without which political coalitions can hardly survive. Although concrete quid pro quos between key political actors are a major aspect of coalition building (Bonoli 2000), frames can help sell concrete policy alternatives to the public and build a stronger coalition around them. On one hand, politicians can "speak to their base" and argue that the measures they support are consistent with the broad ideological principles that cement their existing coalition. On the other hand, ambiguous policy ideas and proposals can make many different actors believe that they have an interest in supporting a complex policy alternative, which can lead to seemingly paradoxical coalitions (Palier 2005). Third, political actors can mobilize framing processes to counter criticism targeting the policy alternatives they support. Thus, one might expand Weaver's notion of blame avoidance strategies (Weaver 1986) to take on a discursive form. For instance, officials may blame economic cycles for higher unemployment rates to convince the public that their decisions are not at the origin of this negative situation. Policymakers can also frame policy alternatives in a way that diverts attention away from their actual departure from well-accepted political symbols or policy paradigms. For example, since the 1980s, Swedish politicians have referred to enduringly popular idea of "social democracy" to legitimize forms of policy change that are arguably closer to neoliberalism than to traditional social democratic ideals (Cox 2004). Blame avoidance frames such as these have a preventive component because political actors use them to shield the policy alternatives they support from criticism (Béland 2005, 11). Scholars interested in the gender–social policy nexus have long analyzed discursive and framing processes (Tannen 1994), and their potential impact on policy change (Lewis 2002). A good example of this type of scholarship is the research of Hobson and Lindholm (1997) on the mobilization of Swedish  women during the 1930s. In order to understand this mobilization, the authors bridge the power resource approach and the sociological scholarship on social movements. Their analysis of women's mobilization emphasizes the role of what they call "discursive resources," a concept that [End Page 570] "acknowledges that social groups engage in struggles over the meanings and the boundaries of political and social citizenship. This includes the cultural narratives and metaphors that social actors exploit in their public representations as well as the contesting ideological stances that they take on dominant themes and issues on the political agenda." (Hobson and Lindholm 1997, 479) For these two scholars, ideational processes clearly serve as powerful framing tools in struggles over gender and social policy change. Once again, this discussion of the gender scholarship points to the relationship between ideational processes and categorical inequalities, a major issue that is frequently overlooked in the general ideational literature on policy and politics. By pointing to this key relationship, students of gender and social policy make a strong and original contribution to this ideational literature. The work of sociologist Myra Marx Ferree on the German and the US abortion debates is another fascinating example of how gendered framing processes can play a central role in policy debates. In her comparison between the feminist arguments for abortion rights in Germany and the United States, Marx Ferree convincingly argues that "Although both privacy and protection are part of the feminist repertoire of discourse available to speakers in both countries, they are selectively advantaged differently in each country. In the United States the discursive opportunity structure privileges individual privacy, and in Germany state protection is institutionally anchored in the discourse." (Ferree 2003, 306) Referring to the "institutionally anchored ways of thinking that provide a gradient of relative political acceptability to specific packages of ideas," the concept of discursive opportunity structure is a significant contribution to the ideational scholarship on policy change, as it suggests that framing processes "do not exist in a vacuum." (Ferree 2003, 308–309) Although national cultures are never ideologically cohesive (Quadagno and Street 2005), frames are culturally resonant—and more effective politically—when they draw on a society's dominant cultural repertoire, which forms the symbolic backdrop of national policy debates (Béland 2009). The issue of cultural resonance (Ferree 2003) points to the above-mentioned role of culture in policy development. Through framing processes, political actors can draw on existing cultural resources to promote—or oppose—policy change.

The Alt does not deny the importance or relevance of problems, but aims at better understanding the relationship between cultural value and technical fact

Backstrand 4 (Karin, lecturer at the Department of Political Science at Lund University. “Scientisation vs. Civic Expertise in Environmental Governance: Eco-Feminist, Eco-Modern and Postmodern Responses,” Environmental Politics, Volume 13 Number4) lf

Secondly, this is related to the increasingly pluralistic character of expert knowledge. There is a shift in emphasis from a unitary notion of science to an emphasis on different knowledges, including but not limited to modern science. Hence, it is increasingly problematic to equate expert knowledge with scientific knowledge only. This implies questioning the borders between science and non-science, expert and lay knowledge, universal and local knowledge. The question of who is the legitimate expert is critical in this context. In this perspective, all expert knowledge is situated in a specific local, political and cultural context, inherently value-laden and imbued with worldviews. This perspective does not deny the significance and importance of science and professional expertise nor the physical reality of environmental problems. However, it aims to better understand the interaction between technical fact and cultural values, science and non-science and the powers at work when defining those boundaries. 

Recognition of gender inequality comes before the affirmative. Only a gender analysis can attend to the fundamental causes of global violence and nuclear war. Beginning from the moments of habitual repetition is the first step. 

PETERSON, professor of political science at the University of Arizona, and RUNYAN, associate professor of political science at SUNY-Potsdam  1993(V Spike and Anne, Global Gender Issues, p 12) 

Gender issues surface now because new questions have been raised that cannot be addressed within traditional frameworks. The amassing of global data reveals the extent and pattern of gender inequality: Women everywhere have less access to political power and economic resources and less control over processes that reproduce this systemic inequality. Moreover, our knowledge of the world of men and the politics they create is incomplete and inaccurate without knowing how men's activities, including their politics, are related to, even dependent upon, what women are doing-and why.Additionally, our recognizing the power of gender forces us to reevaluate traditional explanations, to ask how they are biased and hence render inaccurate accounts, As in other disciplines, the study of world politics is enriched by acknowledging and systematically examining how gender shapes categories and frameworks that we take for granted. This is necessary for answering the new questions raised and for generating fresh insights-about the world as we currently "know" it and how it might be otherwise.Finally, gender-sensitive studiesimprove our understanding of global crises, their interaction, and possibilities of moving beyond them. These include crises of political legitimacy and security as states are increasingly unable to protect their citizens against nuclear, economic, or ecological threats; crises of maldevelopment as the dynamics of our global economic system enrich a few and impoverish most; and crises of environmental degradation as the exploitation of natural resources continues in nonsustainable fashion.These global crises cannot be understood or addressed without acknowledging the structural inequalities of the current world system. These inequalities extend well beyond gender issues: They are embodied in interacting hierarchies of race, class, ethnicity, nationality, and religious identification. Examining gender, as this text does, permits us to see how this particular structural inequality works in the world: how it is institutionalized, legitimated, and reproduced. We also begin to see how gender hierarchy interacts with other structural inequalities. Gender shapes, and is shaped b)" all of us. We daily reproduce its dynamics-and suffer its costs-in multiple ways. By learning how gender works, we learn a great deal about structures of inequality and how they are intentionally and unintentionally reproduced. We can then use this knowledge in our struggles to transform not only global gender inequality but also other oppressive hierarchies at work in the world. 

Answers

Perm 

Only the Alt solves – cultural bias and discourse perpetrate the impacts 

Backstrand 4 (Karin, lecturer at the Department of Political Science at Lund University. “Scientisation vs. Civic Expertise in Environmental Governance: Eco-Feminist, Eco-Modern and Postmodern Responses,” Environmental Politics, Volume 13 Number4) lf

The postmodern cultural critique builds on a constructivist and antifoundationalist conception of scientific knowledge, questioning the ontology of environmental risks. In this perspective, the problem with the discourse on ecological modernization is that its cultural bias and normative underpinnings are concealed. Both eco-feminism and eco-modernism rely on overly objectivist, naturalist and realist understandings of what the problems “really are.” The theories of risk society and reflexive modernization rest on a realist account of the growth of environmental risks and technological hazards. Beck’s conception of a new generation of environmental mega-hazards as objective global risks, affecting everybody equally in a democratic fashion has been criticized on several accounts. The postmodern perspective underlines the cultural bias of scientific knowledge at work in environmental management. It warns against grounding environmental politics in a universal and coherent scientific “truth” about environmental problems. According to feminist historian of science Donna Haraway, knowledge about environmental processes is situated, i.e. tied to a specific place and cultural context despite its universal aspirations. A discourse on ecological limits may reinforce existing relations of power, paving the way for instruments of control, prediction and management. The relevant question to be asked is: “what are the main dangers we are facing – including the normalizing dangers of environmental discourses themselves?” 

Realism 

Realism is based within gendered securitized rhetoric which makes all wars, violence and conflict inevitable. 

Shepherd 7 (Laura J. Shepherd. The British Journal of Politics and International Relations, “Victims, Perpetrators and Actors’ Revisited: Exploring the Potential for a Feminist Reconceptualisation of (International) Security and (Gender) Violence” Volume 9, Issue 2, Page 239-256, May 2007, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-856X.2007.00281.x)

Both internal and external sovereignty are central to the conception of the state that informs conventional IR security literature, and the logical corollary of this conception constructs the state system as anarchic. Realist IR theory ‘sees’ the state as its object of analysis and therefore ‘[s]tates are the principle referent objects of security because they are both the framework of order and the highest sources of governing authority’ (Buzan 1991, 22). Within both classical (or ‘political’) realism and neo-realism (or ‘structural realism’), the state is represented as a unitary actor.10 Both variants proceed according to the assumption that all human existence is bounded by states, according to the assertion that states are the primary object of analysis. If, as Kenneth Waltz claims, ‘[s]tatesmen and military leaders are responsible for the security of their states ... no one at all is responsible for humanity’ (Waltz 1959, 416), then states are further assumed to be the object to which security policy and practice refers and humans can only be secured to the extent that they are citizens of a given state. John Herz's conception of the ‘security dilemma’ is explicitly premised on assumptions regarding the potential of human nature, and therefore state behaviour, to provide circumstances of collaboration and co-operation. The ‘human nature’ under discussion is, on closer inspection, the nature of ‘man’ (see Morgenthau 1973, 15–16), and is thus problematic in its partiality as well as its pessimism. Insecurity, according to Herz, stems from a fundamental social constellation ... where groups live alongside each other without being organised into a higher unity ... Since none can ever feel entirely secure in such a world ... power competition ensues and the vicious circle of security and power accumulation is on (Herz 1950, 157). The ‘fundamental social constellation’ posited by classical realists is a population of rational, unitary, masculine entities that will never, and can never, be otherwise. The concept of security driving these prescriptions is premised on a particular vision of the social relations between states, and furthermore constructs a particular notion of what is considered to be a security threat within this conceptualisation, as eternal and external to the state. While ‘human nature’ drives state behaviours according to classical realists, neo-realist assumptions concerning the construction of security in an anarchic system appeal to a structural logic of uncertainty. ‘Uncertainty is a synonym for life, and nowhere is uncertainty greater than in international politics’ (Waltz 1993, 58). The necessity of security behaviours is thus derived from the anarchic system and ‘rests on the argument that the distribution and character of military power are the root causes of war and peace’ (Mearsheimer 1990, 6). Thus threats, reduced to external violences and ultimately war between states, are perpetual, a theoretical move that serves to perpetuate the understanding of security as reducible to military force. This functions to blind those working within a conceptualisation of ‘national security’ to the possibility that threats are variously constructed depending on context. Moreover, the structural context of anarchy that is taken to be a foundational reality within this conceptualisation prescribes and proscribes certain behaviours that are then never opened to critical scrutiny, a point to which I return in the conclusion of this article.

Rethinking security allows people to break with realism 

 Bleiker 5

(Roland Bleiker, Ph.D. in International Relations from the Australian National University, Divided Korea: toward a culture of reconciliation, 2005, Date Accessed: 06/24/10 by Christine and Lani) 

The call for an interdisciplinary and comparative approach bring us back to the lack of meaningful communication between academics and policy makers. Addressing this challenge is not easy, for defamiliarizing entails breaking with the way in which conventional approaches have represented the dilemmas. It requires drawing on different sources of evidence and different concepts. This process of challenging the problematic presentation of common sense also runs into major difficulties, for any text that breaks with established conventions risks appearing obscure and unrelated to the “real” problems that decision makers are facing. But an alternative security framework can become viable only if it manages to break out of intellectual obscurity, if it it able to reach people and change the way they think about the issues in question. My attempt to rethink Korean security enters the ongoing struggle over politically relevant debates in a particular manner. I do not try to provide clear and indisputable policy recommendations. I do not suggest what country X should do vis-à-vis country Y. Doing so is the task of politicians and diplomats. It requires assessing the unique circumstances that surround each decision. The task of a re- thinking process consists, rather, of identifying and exploring the type of mind set with which the existing security dilemmas can be approached more productively. It explores the preconditions necessary for more nuanced political judgments. A rethinking process is inevitably a long term affair, for it revolves around challenging notions of security that are deeply entrenched in political practice and societal consciousness, not just Korea but in international politics in general. One aspects of an alternative approach to security may, it is hoped, come across, even in a political context that remains dominated by the powerful conceptual grip of realist ideologies other elements will undoubtedly be dismissed as irrational or obscure by a policy discourse that has managed to present its own politically unmotivated interpretations of security dilemmas as “hard headed understandings of reality. 

Cede the political 

The alternative is an engagement in political contestation that refigures our political commitments.

Campbell 9 (Nancy D., Professor at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, Ph.D @ University of California-Santa Cruz, 2009. Frontiers: A Journal of Women Studies. Reconstructing Science and Technology Studies. Views from Feminist Standpoint Theory. Volume 30, Number 1)
Embracing partisanship and struggle as they do, reconstructivists have [End Page 7] taken to heart various critiques of objectivity, among which feminists figure prominently. Quoting Harding’s Science and Social Inequality (2006), Woodhouse and Sarewitz get the point that privilege is both a material advantage and an epistemological disadvantage: that “those advantaged by the status quo tend to operate in a state of denial about the maldistribution of costs and benefits of technoscience.”24 Taking “science-policy influentials” to task for failing to mention inequality except in toothless and conventional ways, Woodhouse and Sarewitz call for greater recognition of social conflict in the tussle over who gets what, when, and how that is science and technology policy and politics. They share with feminists the intention to “move equity considerations higher on science-policy agendas.” They share the suspicion that the social organization of technoscience exacerbates social inequality and consistently rewards the already affluent, while hurting the persistently poor. They call for refocusing R&D on “poor people’s problems” yet do not call upon feminist scholarship to explain precisely how welfare states and labor markets are structured to reproduce gendered and racialized poverty.25 How can it be that well intentioned and well informed scholars seeking to refocus technoscientific R&D on the needs of the poor, broaden participation in research priority-setting, and reorient technoscientific innovation toward the creation of public goods miss the feminist point that addressing inequity requires attending to how gender and power relations structure the world? How can those who set out to “level the playing field among diverse social interests so that all are represented fairly” miss the point that forms of “fairness” inattentive to power differentials lead to unfair processes and outcomes?26 The reconstructivist agenda is too important to be dismissed by feminists as not “getting it,” and thus it seems important to understand how reconstructivists propose to reshape inquiry by encouraging scholars to adopt projects that incorporate “normative, activist, or reconstructive intentions” into their research.27

