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*****AT: Predictions Bad*****

Scenario Planning Good/Futurism Good

Scenario planning is possible in a catastrophe-ridden world—it’s vital to make predictions about the future.
Kurasawa, 04 (Professor of Sociology, York University of Toronto, Fuyuki, Constellations Volume 11, No 4, 2004).  SAS
Independently of this contractualist justification, global civil society actors are putting forth a number of arguments countering temporal myopia on rational grounds. They make the case that no generation, and no part of the world, is immune from catastrophe. Complacency and parochialism are deeply flawed in that even if we earn a temporary reprieve, our children and grandchildren will likely not be so fortunate unless steps are taken today. Similarly, though it might be possible to minimize or contain the risks and harms of actions to faraway places over the short-term, parrying the eventual blowback or spillover effect is improbable. In fact, as I argued in the previous section, all but the smallest and most isolated of crises are rapidly becoming globalized due to the existence of transnational circuits of ideas, images, people, and commodities. Regardless of where they live, our descendants will increasingly be subjected to the impact of environmental degradation, the spread of epidemics, gross North-South socioeconomic inequalities, refugee flows, civil wars, and genocides. What may have previously appeared to be temporally and spatially remote risks are ‘coming home to roost’ in ever faster cycles. In a word, then, procrastination makes little sense for three principal reasons: it exponentially raises the costs of eventual future action; it reduces preventive options; and it erodes their effectiveness. With the foreclosing of long-range alternatives, later generations may be left with a single course of action, namely, that of merely reacting to large-scale emergencies as they arise. We need only think of how it gradually becomes more difficult to control climate change, let alone reverse it, or to halt mass atrocities once they are underway. Preventive foresight is grounded in the opposite logic, whereby the decision to work through perils today greatly enhances both the subsequent room for maneuver and the chances of success. Humanitarian, environmental, and techno-scientific activists have convincingly shown that we cannot afford not to engage in preventive labor. Moreover, I would contend that farsighted cosmopolitanism is not as remote or idealistic a prospect as it appears to some, for as Falk writes, “[g]lobal justice between temporal communities, however, actually seems to be increasing, as evidenced by various expressions of greater sensitivity to past injustices and future dangers.”36 Global civil society may well be helping a new generational self-conception take root, according to which we view ourselves as the provisional caretakers of our planetary commons. Out of our sense of responsibility for the well-being of those who will follow us, we come to be more concerned about the here and now. 

1NC/2AC—Predictions Possible
Our authors can make rational predictions to determine probability. Rejecting the neg because there’s a risk our predictions are bad is asinine and replicates the logic of Iraq planners

Fitzsimmons, 07  (Michael, “The Problem of Uncertainty in Strategic Planning”, Survival, Winter 06/07) SAS
Finally, the planning for post-war operations in Iraq offers another perspec-  tive on the tangled relationship between uncertainty and strategy. Problems  of predicting the future are at the heart of intelligence analysis and its role in  national-security strategy. While few would question the fragility of intelligence  estimates or the chequered history of judgements made by the US intelligence  community, prediction remains an important part of its mission. Beyond collect-  ing and reporting raw information, intelligence organisations are often expected  to identify trends and consider the implications of alternative strategies on the  behaviour of allies and adversaries. To accomplish this difficult mission, intelli-  gence analysts must rely on two crucial resources: good analytic tradecraft that  provides transparent standards of evidence, and subject-matter expertise that  enables an appreciation for the subtleties of complex human phenomena.  But standards of evidence and subject-matter expertise are exactly the sorts  of factors decision-makers sceptical of the reliability of prediction might be apt  to discount. If uncertainty defines the strategic environment, then what greater  insight can the expert analyst bring to bear on strategy than the generalist? This  attitude could marginalise intelligence analysis in strategic decision-making.  US planning for the aftermath of the Iraq War exemplifies how such mar-  ginalisation has played a significant role in recent strategic decision-making. In  the judgement of Paul Pillar, the senior US intelligence official for Middle East analysis from 2000 to 2005, ‘what is most remarkable about prewar U.S. intelli-gence on Iraq is not that it got things wrong and thereby misled policymakers; it  is that it played so small a role in one of the most important U.S. policy decisions  in recent decades’.26 While great volumes of ink have been spilled in the debate  over intelligence estimates of Iraqi nuclear, biological or chemical weapons,  there is much more clarity about the intelligence community’s estimates of the  political environment the US would face in post-war Iraq. Those estimates accu-  rately predicted most of the major challenges that developed, from insurgency  and sectarian violence to the strengthening of Iran’s geopolitical hand and the  galvanising effect on foreign radical Islamists.27 The reported expectations of  most key administration officials bore little resemblance to these predictions.28  Rumsfeld’s famous distinction between ‘known unknowns’ and ‘unknown  unknowns’ came in response to a reporter’s question on the intelligence  supporting assertions of linkages between the Iraqi government and terror-  ist organisations.29 The implication of his remark was that presumption of a  genuine Iraqi–terrorist linkage was justified because the absence of evidence  to support the presumption did not conclusively disprove it. Here, as with the  post-war planning assumptions, uncertainty served to level the playing field  between facts and analysis, on the one hand, and the preconceptions of senior  leadership on the other.  Many of the US government’s experts on Iraq and the Arab world outside the  intelligence community were also marginalised in the planning for the Iraq War.  In 2002, the State Department launched the ‘Future of Iraq Project’ to write a  detailed plan for the governance of a post-Saddam democratic Iraq. Participants  included dozens of career Middle East specialists from the State Department  and the intelligence community, as well as native Iraqis. The project’s report  covered a wide variety of topics, from development of a constitution to the  management of municipal utilities. In the end, however, leaders in the White  House and the Pentagon viewed the report as too pessimistic and ignored many  of its conclusions.30  Another well-publicised instance where decision-makers rejected expert  advice on weak grounds was the public exchange between Pentagon civilian  leaders and the Army chief of staff regarding the number of ground troops  required for successful post-hostilities operations in Iraq. One month prior to  the invasion, General Eric Shinseki told the Senate Armed Services Committee  that establishing security and conditions for political stability in Iraq follow-ing the end of major combat operations would take ‘several hundred thousand’  coalition ground troops. His estimate was based on the application of troop-to-population ratios from previous security and stabilisation operations.31 While fairly rudimentary, the thrust of this analysis was shared by a variety of expert  analysts outside the government.32  Two days after Shinseki’s testimony, both Rumsfeld and Deputy Secretary  of Defense Paul Wolfowitz publicly renounced the estimate. Wolfowitz told the  House Budget Committee that Shinseki was ‘wildly off the mark’, and offered  several unsubstantiated and, in retrospect, incorrect predic-tions about post-war attitudes toward American forces among  Iraqis and US allies. Having made these predictions, he then  proceded to reject the validity of making predictions, insist-  ing that the ‘most fundamental point is that we simply cannot  predict ... we have no idea what we will need unless and until  we get there on the ground’.33 In effect, by denying the validity  of prediction, Wolfowitz locked himself into a very specific but  implicit prediction that conformed to his own preconceptions.    The point is neither that Army generals are always better qualified to make  such judgements than civilians, nor that hindsight shows Shinseki’s judgement  to be better than Wolfowitz’s. It is that the grounds for the decision that was actu-  ally made on troop levels were conspicuously shakier than those of Shinseki’s  judgement, and yet they prevailed. The mistakes that were made in the Bush  administration’s post-war planning for Iraq are entirely consistent with a bias in  decision-making against the authority of expertise in predicting the future, and  the invocation of uncertainty in this instance became a rationale for rigidity in  planning rather than flexibility. 

1NC/2AC—Predictions Possible

Scenario planning is vital to create appropriate risk assessments—policymakers have an obligation to engage in these predictions
Kurasawa, 04 (Professor of Sociology, York University of Toronto, Fuyuki, Constellations Volume 11, No 4, 2004).  SAS
A radically postmodern line of thinking, for instance, would lead us to believe that it is pointless, perhaps even harmful, to strive for farsightedness in light of the aforementioned crisis of conventional paradigms of historical analysis. If, contra teleological models, history has no intrinsic meaning, direction, or endpoint to be discovered through human reason, and if, contra scientistic futurism, prospective trends cannot be predicted without error, then the abyss of chronological inscrutability supposedly opens up at our feet. The future appears to be unknowable, an outcome of chance. Therefore, rather than embarking upon grandiose speculation about what may occur, we should adopt a pragmatism that abandons itself to the twists and turns of history; let us be content to formulate ad hoc responses to emergencies as they arise. While this argument has the merit of underscoring the fallibilistic nature of all predictive schemes, it conflates the necessary recognition of the contingency of history with unwarranted assertions about the latter’s total opacity and indeterminacy. Acknowledging the fact that the future cannot be known with absolute certainty does not imply abandoning the task of trying to understand what is brewing on the horizon and to prepare for crises already coming into their own. In fact, the incorporation of the principle of fallibility into the work of prevention means that we must be ever more vigilant for warning signs of disaster and for responses that provoke unintended or unexpected consequences (a point to which I will return in the final section of this paper). In addition, from a normative point of view, the acceptance of historical contingency and of the self-limiting character of farsightedness places the duty of preventing catastrophe squarely on the shoulders of present generations. The future no longer appears to be a metaphysical creature of destiny or of the cunning of reason, nor can it be sloughed off to pure randomness. It becomes, instead, a result of human action shaped by decisions in the present – including, of course, trying to anticipate and prepare for possible and avoidable sources of harm to our successors. Combining a sense of analytical contingency toward the future and ethical responsibility for it, the idea of early warning is making its way into preventive action on the global stage.  
Scenario planning occurs inevitably and checks poor predictions—citizens create watch-dog alliances that have an incentive to prevent state-fear mongering
Kurasawa, 04 (Professor of Sociology, York University of Toronto, Fuyuki, Constellations Volume 11, No 4, 2004).  SAS
Despite the fact that not all humanitarian, technoscientific, and environmental disasters can be predicted in advance, the multiplication of independent sources of knowledge and detection mechanisms enables us to foresee many of them before it is too late. Indeed, in recent years, global civil society’s capacity for early warning has dramatically increased, in no small part due to the impressive number of NGOs that include catastrophe prevention at the heart of their mandates.17 These organizations are often the first to detect signs of trouble, to dispatch investigative or fact-finding missions, and to warn the international community about impending dangers; to wit, the lead role of environmental groups in sounding the alarm about global warming and species depletion or of humanitarian agencies regarding the AIDS crisis in sub-Saharan Africa, frequently months or even years before Western governments or multilateral institutions followed suit. What has come into being, then, is a loose-knit network of watchdog groups that is acquiring finely tuned antennae to pinpoint indicators of forthcoming or already unfolding crises. This network of ‘early warners’ are working to publicize potential and actual emergencies by locating indicators of danger into larger catastrophic patterns of interpretation, culturally meaningful chains of events whose implications become discernable for decision-makers and ordinary citizens (‘this is why you should care’).18 Civic associations can thus invest perilous situations with urgency and importance, transforming climate change from an apparently mild and distant possibility to an irreversible and grave threat to human survival, and genocide from a supposedly isolated aberration to an affront to our common humanity. 



2NC/1AR—Predictions Possible

Turn—rejecting strategic predictions of threats makes them inevitable—decisionmakers will rely on preconceived conceptions of threat rather than the more qualified predictions of analysts

Fitzsimmons, 07  (Michael, “The Problem of Uncertainty in Strategic Planning”, Survival, Winter 06/07) SAS
But handling even this weaker form of uncertainty is still quite challeng-  ing. If not sufficiently bounded, a high degree of variability in planning factors  can exact a significant price on planning. The complexity presented by great  variability strains the cognitive abilities of even the most sophisticated decision-  makers.15 And even a robust decision-making process sensitive to cognitive  limitations necessarily sacrifices depth of analysis for breadth as variability and  complexity grows. It should follow, then, that in planning under conditions of  risk, variability in strategic calculation should be carefully tailored to available  analytic and decision processes.  Why is this important? What harm can an imbalance between complexity  and cognitive or analytic capacity in strategic planning bring? Stated simply,  where analysis is silent or inadequate, the personal beliefs of decision-makers  fill the void. As political scientist Richard Betts found in a study of strategic sur-  prise, in ‘an environment that lacks clarity, abounds with conflicting data, and  allows no time for rigorous assessment of sources and validity, ambiguity allows  intuition or wishfulness to drive interpretation ... The greater the ambiguity, the  greater the impact of preconceptions.’16 The decision-making environment that  Betts describes here is one of political-military crisis, not long-term strategic  planning. But a strategist who sees uncertainty as the central fact of his environ-  ment brings upon himself some of the pathologies of crisis decision-making.  He invites ambiguity, takes conflicting data for granted and substitutes a priori  scepticism about the validity of prediction for time pressure as a rationale for  discounting the importance of analytic rigour.  It is important not to exaggerate the extent to which data and ‘rigorous  assessment’ can illuminate strategic choices. Ambiguity is a fact of life, and  scepticism of analysis is necessary. Accordingly, the intuition and judgement of  decision-makers will always be vital to strategy, and attempting to subordinate  those factors to some formulaic, deterministic decision-making model would be  both undesirable and unrealistic. All the same, there is danger in the opposite  extreme as well. Without careful analysis of what is relatively likely and what  is relatively unlikely, what will be the possible bases for strategic choices? A  decision-maker with no faith in prediction is left with little more than a set of  worst-case scenarios and his existing beliefs about the world to confront the  choices before him. Those beliefs may be more or less well founded, but if they  are not made explicit and subject to analysis and debate regarding their application to particular strategic contexts, they remain only beliefs and premises, rather than rational judgements. Even at their best, such decisions are likely to  be poorly understood by the organisations charged with their implementation.  At their worst, such decisions may be poorly understood by the decision-makers  themselves. 


2NC/1AR—Predictions Possible

We agree that chaos, uncertainty, and instability is inevitable within the international system—however, that is a reason to default to predictions based off of probability

Fitzsimmons, 07  (Michael, “The Problem of Uncertainty in Strategic Planning”, Survival, Winter 06/07) SAS
Much has been made about the defining role of uncertainty in strategic plan-  ning since the end of the Cold War. With the end of bipolar competition, so the  argument goes, and the accelerating pace of change in technology and inter-  national political and economic relations, forecasting world events even a few  years into the future has become exceedingly difficult. Indeed, few in the year  2000 would have described with much accuracy the current conditions facing  national-security decision-makers. Moreover, history offers ample evidence,  from the Schlieffen Plan to the Soviet economy, that rigid planning creates risks  of catastrophic failure. Clearly, uncertainty demands an appreciation for the  importance of flexibility in strategic planning.  For all of its importance, however, recognition of uncertainty poses a  dilemma for strategists: in predicting the future, they are likely to be wrong;  but in resisting prediction, they risk clouding the rational bases for making strategic choices. Over-confidence in prediction may lead to good preparation for  the wrong future, but wholesale dismissal of prediction may lead a strategist  to spread his resources too thinly. In pursuit of flexibility, he ends up well pre-  pared for nothing. A natural compromise is to build strategies that are robust  across multiple alternative future events but are still tailored to meet the chal-  lenges of the most likely future events.  Recent US national security strategy, especially in the Department of Defense,  has veered from this middle course and placed too much emphasis on the role  of uncertainty. This emphasis, paradoxically, illustrates the hazards of both too   much allowance for uncertainty and too little. Current policies on nuclear-force  planning and the results of the recent Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)  are examples of overreaching for strategic flexibility. The record of planning  for post-war operations in Iraq, by contrast, indicates that decision-makers, in  enlisting uncertainty as a rationale for discounting one set of predictions, have  fallen prey to overconfidence in their own alternative set of predictions.  A more balanced approach to accounting for uncertainty in strategic plan-  ning would address a wide range of potential threats and security challenges,  but would also incorporate explicit, transparent, probabilistic reasoning into  planning processes. The main benefit of such an approach would not neces-  sarily be more precise predictions of the future, but rather greater clarity and  discipline applied to the difficult judgements about the future upon which strategy depends. 


2NC/1AR—Predictions Possible

Policymakers will inevitably make predictions—the only question is whether they’re based off of explicit or implicit threats. Failure to make predictions based off of explicit risk calculation guarantees poor decisionmaking.

Fitzsimmons, 07  (Michael, “The Problem of Uncertainty in Strategic Planning”, Survival, Winter 06/07) SAS
In defence of prediction 

Uncertainty is not a new phenomenon for strategists. Clausewitz knew that  ‘many intelligence reports in war are contradictory; even more are false, and  most are uncertain’. In coping with uncertainty, he believed that ‘what one can  reasonably ask of an officer is that he should possess a standard of judgment,  which he can gain only from knowledge of men and affairs and from common  sense. He should be guided by the laws of probability.’34 Granted, one can  certainly allow for epistemological debates about the best ways of gaining ‘a  standard of judgment’ from ‘knowledge of men and affairs and from common  sense’. Scientific inquiry into the ‘laws of probability’ for any given strate-  gic question may not always be possible or appropriate. Certainly, analysis  cannot and should not be presumed to trump the intuition of decision-makers.  Nevertheless, Clausewitz’s implication seems to be that the burden of proof in  any debates about planning should belong to the decision-maker who rejects  formal analysis, standards of evidence and probabilistic reasoning.  Ultimately, though, the value of prediction in strategic planning does not rest  primarily in getting the correct answer, or even in the more feasible objective of  bounding the range of correct answers. Rather, prediction requires decision-  makers to expose, not only to others but to themselves, the beliefs they hold  regarding why a given event is likely or unlikely and why it would be impor-  tant or unimportant. Richard Neustadt and Ernest May highlight this useful  property of probabilistic reasoning in their renowned study of the use of history  in decision-making, Thinking in Time. In discussing the importance of probing  presumptions, they contend: 

The need is for tests prompting questions, for sharp, straightforward  mechanisms the decision makers and their aides might readily recall and  use to dig into their own and each others’ presumptions. And they need  tests that get at basics somewhat by indirection, not by frontal inquiry:  not ‘what is your inferred causation, General?’ Above all, not, ‘what are  your values, Mr. Secretary?’ ... If someone says ‘a fair chance’ ... ask, ‘if  you were a betting man or woman, what odds would you put on that?’  If others are present, ask the same of each, and of yourself, too. Then  probe the differences: why? This is tantamount to seeking and then  arguing assumptions underlying different numbers placed on a subjective  probability assessment. We know of no better way to force clarification  of meanings while exposing hidden differences ... Once differing odds  have been quoted, the question ‘why?’ can follow any number of tracks.  Argument may pit common sense against common sense or analogy  against analogy. What is important is that the expert’s basis for linking  ‘if’ with ‘then’ gets exposed to the hearing of other experts before the lay  official has to say yes or no.’35 
There are at least three critical and related benefits of prediction in strate-  gic planning. The first reflects Neustadt and May’s point – prediction enforces  a certain level of discipline in making explicit the assumptions, key variables  and implied causal relationships that constitute decision-makers’ beliefs and  that might otherwise remain implicit. Imagine, for example, if Shinseki and  Wolfowitz had been made to assign probabilities to their opposing expectations  regarding post-war Iraq. Not only would they have had to work harder to justify  their views, they might have seen more clearly the substantial chance that they  were wrong and had to make greater efforts in their planning to prepare for that  contingency. Secondly, the very process of making the relevant factors of a deci-  sion explicit provides a firm, or at least transparent, basis for making choices.  Alternative courses of action can be compared and assessed in like terms. Third, the transparency and discipline of the process of arriving at the initial strategy  should heighten the decision-maker’s sensitivity toward changes in the envi-  ronment that would suggest the need for adjustments to that  strategy. In this way, prediction enhances rather than under-mines strategic flexibility.  This defence of prediction does not imply that great stakes  should be gambled on narrow, singular predictions of the future.  On the contrary, the central problem of uncertainty in plan-  ning remains that any given prediction may simply be wrong.  Preparations for those eventualities must be made. Indeed, in  many cases, relatively unlikely outcomes could be enormously  consequential, and therefore merit extensive preparation and  investment. In order to navigate this complexity, strategists must return to the dis-  tinction between uncertainty and risk. While the complexity of the international  security environment may make it somewhat resistant to the type of probabilis-  tic thinking associated with risk, a risk-oriented approach seems to be the only  viable model for national-security strategic planning. The alternative approach,  which categorically denies prediction, precludes strategy. As Betts argues, 

Any assumption that some knowledge, whether intuitive or explicitly  formalized, provides guidance about what should be done is a presumption  that there is reason to believe the choice will produce a satisfactory outcome  – that is, it is a prediction, however rough it may be. If there is no hope of  discerning and manipulating causes to produce intended effects, analysts  as well as politicians and generals should all quit and go fishing.36  Unless they are willing to quit and go fishing, then, strategists must sharpen  their tools of risk assessment. Risk assessment comes in many varieties, but  identification of two key parameters is common to all of them: the consequences  of a harmful event or condition; and the likelihood of that harmful event or  condition occurring. With no perspective on likelihood, a strategist can have  no firm perspective on risk. With no firm perspective on risk, strategists cannot  purposefully discriminate among alternative choices. Without purposeful  choice, there is no strategy. 

*               *               * 

One of the most widely read books in recent years on the complicated relation-  ship between strategy and uncertainty is Peter Schwartz’s work on scenario-based  planning, The Art of the Long View. Schwartz warns against the hazards faced  by leaders who have deterministic habits of mind, or who deny the difficult  implications of uncertainty for strategic planning. To overcome such tenden-  cies, he advocates the use of alternative future scenarios for the purposes of  examining alternative strategies. His view of scenarios is that their goal is not  to predict the future, but to sensitise leaders to the highly contingent nature of  their decision-making.37  This philosophy has taken root in the strategic-planning processes in the  Pentagon and other parts of the US government, and properly so. Examination  of alternative futures and the potential effects of surprise on current plans is  essential. Appreciation of uncertainty also has a number of organisational impli-  cations, many of which the national-security establishment is trying to take to  heart, such as encouraging multidisciplinary study and training, enhancing  information sharing, rewarding innovation, and placing a premium on speed  and versatility.  The arguments advanced here seek to take nothing away from  these imperatives of planning and operating in an uncertain environment.  But appreciation of uncertainty carries hazards of its own. Questioning  assumptions is critical, but assumptions must be made in the end. Clausewitz’s  ‘standard of judgment’ for discriminating among alternatives must be applied.  Creative, unbounded speculation must resolve to choice or else there will be  no strategy. Recent history suggests that unchecked scepticism regarding the  validity of prediction can marginalise analysis, trade significant cost for ambig-  uous benefit, empower parochial interests in decision-making, and undermine  flexibility. Accordingly, having fully recognised the need to broaden their   strategic-planning aperture, national-security policymakers would do well now  to reinvigorate their efforts in the messy but indispensable business of predicting the future. 


Xtn—Predictions Inevitable/Possible

Even if evidence is flawed – it’s the best we have
Urban Institute 3 A Nonpartisan Economic and Social Policy Research Organization
["Beyond ideology, politics, & guesswork: The Case for Evidence-Based Policy," May, http://www.urban.org/uploadedPDF/900636_EvidenceBasedPolicy.pdf] MC

Whether research drives policy or policy drives research, an evidence- based approach has its limitations. As every courtroom judge can vouch, all parties to disputes can find or buy “evidence” to their liking, and policymakers, like judges and juries, can be hardpressed to separate the reasoned from the self-serving. Knowing how and where to apply even the most incontrovertible evidence is tricky, too. Evidence can be ambiguous or even contradictory, and it can be complex or difficult to interpret. Also, the path from research to sound policy can be long and winding. Often, as in the cases of counting the uninsured or the homeless, research findings only gradually turn into conventional wisdom and then, much later, help shape good policy. And—merely human— researchers don’t always admit to, understand, or overcome their own biases in gathering, selecting, or analyzing data. These are serious pitfalls, but they summon to mind Winston Churchill’s famous description of democracy as “the worst form of government except all others.” Compared to the alternatives, evidence-based policy is simply the best we’ve got. Policy positions based largely on ideology or political considerations tend to agitate the fragile body politic and alienate a significant fraction of Americans—think of affirmative action or education vouchers. They are also likely to fail because they may not be grounded in the economic, institutional, and social reality of the problem. Horse trading can get a bill passed, but it's no guarantee that the problem will really be addressed. Goals proliferate, responsibility is diffused, and promises inflated. Politically acceptable doesn’t necessarily mean effective, affordable, or otherwise viable. 

AT: No Predictions—Media Skew

They are right that the media is not perfect.  But, the proliferation of different types of media makes government cover-ups very difficult and can dramatically shape public opinion. And, there is a healthy skepticism of the media that mobilizes citizens to question further. 
Kurasawa, 04 (Professor of Sociology, York University of Toronto, Fuyuki, Constellations Volume 11, No 4, 2004). 

None of this would be possible without the existence of global media, whose speed and range make it possible for reports of an unfolding or upcoming disaster to reach viewers or readers in most parts of the world almost instantaneously. Despite the highly selective character of what is deemed newsworthy and state and commercial influence on what is broadcast, several recent attempts to hide evidence of acts of mass violence (Tiananmen Square, East Timor, Chechnya, etc.) and crises (e.g., during the Chernobyl nuclear accident in the Soviet Union or the SARS outbreak in China) have failed; few things now entirely escape from the satellite camera, the cellular telephone, or the notebook computer. And although the internet may never become the populist panacea technological determinists have been heralding for years, it remains a key device through which concerned citizens and activists can share and spread information. While media coverage almost always follows a crisis rather than preceding it, the broadcast of shocking images and testimonies can nevertheless shame governments and international organizations into taking immediate steps. The ‘CNN or BBC effect,’ to which we should now add the ‘Al-Jazeera effect,’ is a surprisingly powerful force in impacting world public opinion, as the now notorious Abu Ghraib prison photographs remind us. The possibility that the threat of media exposure may dissuade individuals and groups from enacting genocidal plans or reckless gambles with our future is one of the lynchpins of prevention in our information-saturated age. Are forewarnings of disasters being heard? The mobilization of official intervention and popular interest has certainly been mixed, yet global civil society is having some success in cultivating audiences and advocates coalescing around specific perils (mass human rights violations, ecological devastation, genetic engineering, epidemics, and so on). After Bhopal and Chernobyl, after ‘mad cow disease’ and the war in Iraq, citizens are scrutinizing, questioning and even contesting official expertise in risk assessment more than ever before.21 Hence, in a world where early warnings of cataclysms are often available, pleading ignorance or helplessness to anticipate what may come in the future becomes less and less plausible. 


AT: No Predictions—State Fear Mongering

Debate is the antidote to state fear mongering—scenario planning by informed groups can counter-act official misinformation.  And, the alternative is that the governments will continue to scare us but we will be too apolitical and ill informed to counter act lies.
Kurasawa, 04 (Professor of Sociology, York University of Toronto, Fuyuki, Constellations Volume 11, No 4, 2004). 

State and market institutions may seek to produce a culture of fear by deliberately stretching interpretations of reality beyond the limits of the plausible so as to exaggerate the prospects of impending catastrophes, or yet again, by intentionally promoting certain prognoses over others for instrumental purposes. Accordingly, regressive dystopias can operate as Trojan horses advancing political agendas or commercial interests that would otherwise be susceptible to public scrutiny and opposition. Instances of this kind of manipulation of the dystopian imaginary are plentiful: the invasion of Iraq in the name of fighting terrorism and an imminent threat of use of ‘weapons of mass destruction’; the severe curtailing of American civil liberties amidst fears of a collapse of ‘homeland security’; the neoliberal dismantling of the welfare state as the only remedy for an ideologically constructed fiscal crisis; the conservative expansion of policing and incarceration due to supposedly spiraling crime waves; and so forth. Alarmism constructs and codes the future in particular ways, producing or reinforcing certain crisis narratives, belief structures, and rhetorical conventions. As much as alarmist ideas beget a culture of fear, the reverse is no less true. If fear-mongering is a misappropriation of preventive foresight, resignation about the future represents a problematic outgrowth of the popular acknowledgment of global perils. Some believe that the world to come is so uncertain and dangerous that we should not attempt to modify the course of history; the future will look after itself for better or worse, regardless of what we do or wish. One version of this argument consists in a complacent optimism perceiving the future as fated to be better than either the past or the present. Frequently accompanying it is a self-deluding denial of what is plausible (‘the world will not be so bad after all’), or a naively Panglossian pragmatism (‘things will work themselves out in spite of everything, because humankind always finds ways to survive’).37 Much more common, however, is the opposite reaction, a fatalistic pessimism reconciled to the idea that the future will be necessarily worse than what preceded it. This is sustained by a tragic chronological framework according to which humanity is doomed to decay, or a cyclical one of the endless repetition of the mistakes of the past. On top of their dubious assessments of what is to come, alarmism and resignation would, if widely accepted, undermine a viable practice of farsightedness. Indeed, both of them encourage public disengagement from deliberation about scenarios for the future, a process that appears to be dangerous, pointless, or unnecessary. The resulting ‘depublicization’ of debate leaves dominant groups and institutions (the state, the market, techno-science) in charge of sorting out the future for the rest of us, thus effectively producing a heteronomous social order. How, then, can we support a democratic process of prevention from below? The answer, I think, lies in cultivating the public capacity for critical judgment and deliberation, so that participants in global civil society subject all claims about potential catastrophes to examination, evaluation, and contestation.  


 AT: No Predictions—Error Risk High

Our evidence assumes error risk—predictions in social sciences are still possible.
Mearsheimer, 01  (John, professor of political science at the University of Chicago, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 2001  p. 8, googleprint) SAS
As a result, all political forecasting is bound to include some error. Those who venture to predict, as I do here, should therefore proceed with humility, take care not to exhibit unwarranted confidence, and admit that hindsight is likely to reveal surprises and mistakes. Despite these hazards, social scientists should nevertheless use their theories to make predictions about the future. Making predictions helps inform policy discourse, because it helps make sense of events unfolding in the world around us. And by clarifying points of disagreement, making explicit forecasts helps those with contradictory views to frame their own ideas more clearly. Furthermore, trying to anticipate new events is a good way to test social science theories, because theorists do not have the benefit of hindsight and therefore cannot adjust their claims to fit the evidence (because it is not yet available). In short, the world can be used as a laboratory to decide which theories best explain international politics. In that spirit I employ offensive realism to peer into the future, mindful of both the benefits and the hazards of trying to predict events.


AT: No Predictions—Can’t be objective

The claim that our knowledge is irredeemably corrupted is an invitation to bigotry—we know we cant be fully objective but total subjectivity negates the possibility of knowing anyting                                                                     

Agassi ’74 (Judith Buber, Prof. @ Tel Aviv U., in “Philosophical Foundations of Science”, Volume 11, http://www.tau.ac.il/~agass/judith-papers/objectivity.pdf) SAS

It is my contention that though complete objectivity in science is an impossibility, aiming at it, or attaining as much of it as reasonably  possible, is a necessary condition for the conduct of all scientific inquiry.  Why should we consider objectivity so important that we should pursue it  even when admitting it to be inaccessible? In my opinion, viewing  inquiry as subjective, or as an entirely individual matter, would be the  exclusion of all criticism; and this would be the exclusion of rational  debate; and this would be the denial of the thesis of the intellectual or rational unity of mankind. It thus opens the door to irrationalism and  elitism, whether social or racial.  
 



*****AT: Risk Assessment Bad*****

AT: Rescher

High magnitude impacts should come first despite low probability—nuclear winter threatens humanity—climate change doesn’t 


Sandberg, Matheny and Cirkovic, 8—Anders Sandberg, James Martin Research Fellow at the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University, postdoctoral research assistant for the EU Enhance project; Jason G. Matheny, PhD candidate in Health Policy and Management at Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, special consultant to the Center for Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center and co-founder of New Harvest, and Milan M. Ćirković, senior research associate at the Astronomical Observatory of Belgrade, assistant professor of physics at the University of Novi Sad in Serbia and Montenegro; “How Can We Reduce the Risk of Human Extinction” http://thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/how-can-we-reduce-the-risk-of-human-extinction SAS
The facts are sobering. More than 99.9 percent of species that have ever existed on Earth have gone extinct. Over the long run, it seems likely that humanity will meet the same fate. In less than a billion years, the increased intensity of the Sun will initiate a wet greenhouse effect, even without any human interference, making Earth inhospitable to life. A couple of billion years later Earth will be destroyed, when it's engulfed by our Sun as it expands into a red-giant star. If we colonize space, we could survive longer than our planet, but as mammalian species survive, on average, only two million years, we should consider ourselves very lucky if we make it to one billion. Humanity could be extinguished as early as this century by succumbing to natural hazards, such as an extinction-level asteroid or comet impact, supervolcanic eruption, global methane-hydrate release, or nearby supernova or gamma-ray burst. (Perhaps the most probable of these hazards, supervolcanism, was discovered only in the last 25 years, suggesting that other natural hazards may remain unrecognized.) Fortunately the probability of any one of these events killing off our species is very low--less than one in 100 million per year, given what we know about their past frequency. But as improbable as these events are, measures to reduce their probability can still be worthwhile. For instance, investments in asteroid detection and deflection technologies cost less, per life saved, than most investments in medicine. While an extinction-level asteroid impact is very unlikely, its improbability is outweighed by its potential death toll. The risks from anthropogenic hazards appear at present larger than those from natural ones. Although great progress has been made in reducing the number of nuclear weapons in the world, humanity is still threatened by the possibility of a global thermonuclear war and a resulting nuclear winter. We may face even greater risks from emerging technologies. Advances in synthetic biology might make it possible to engineer pathogens capable of extinction-level pandemics. The knowledge, equipment, and materials needed to engineer pathogens are more accessible than those needed to build nuclear weapons. And unlike other weapons, pathogens are self-replicating, allowing a small arsenal to become exponentially destructive. Pathogens have been implicated in the extinctions of many wild species. Although most pandemics "fade out" by reducing the density of susceptible populations, pathogens with wide host ranges in multiple species can reach even isolated individuals. The intentional or unintentional release of engineered pathogens with high transmissibility, latency, and lethality might be capable of causing human extinction. While such an event seems unlikely today, the likelihood may increase as biotechnologies continue to improve at a rate rivaling Moore's Law. Farther out in time are technologies that remain theoretical but might be developed this century. Molecular nanotechnology could allow the creation of self-replicating machines capable of destroying the ecosystem. And advances in neuroscience and computation might enable improvements in cognition that accelerate the invention of new weapons. A survey at the Oxford conference found that concerns about human extinction were dominated by fears that new technologies would be misused. These emerging threats are especially challenging as they could become dangerous more quickly than past technologies, outpacing society's ability to control them. As H.G. Wells noted, "Human history becomes more and more a race between education and catastrophe." Such remote risks may seem academic in a world plagued by immediate problems, such as global poverty, HIV, and climate change. But as intimidating as these problems are, they do not threaten human existence. In discussing the risk of nuclear winter, Carl Sagan emphasized the astronomical toll of human extinction: A nuclear war imperils all of our descendants, for as long as there will be humans. Even if the population remains static, with an average lifetime of the order of 100 years, over a typical time period for the biological evolution of a successful species (roughly ten million years), we are talking about some 500 trillion people yet to come. By this criterion, the stakes are one million times greater for extinction than for the more modest nuclear wars that kill "only" hundreds of millions of people. There are many other possible measures of the potential loss--including culture and science, the evolutionary history of the planet, and the significance of the lives of all of our ancestors who contributed to the future of their descendants. Extinction is the undoing of the human enterprise. There is a discontinuity between risks that threaten 10 percent or even 99 percent of humanity and those that threaten 100 percent. For disasters killing less than all humanity, there is a good chance that the species could recover. If we value future human generations, then reducing extinction risks should dominate our considerations. Fortunately, most measures to reduce these risks also improve global security against a range of lesser catastrophes, and thus deserve support regardless of how much one worries about extinction. These measures include: Removing nuclear weapons from hair-trigger alert and further reducing their numbers; Placing safeguards on gene synthesis equipment to prevent synthesis of select pathogens; Improving our ability to respond to infectious diseases, including rapid disease surveillance, diagnosis, and control, as well as accelerated drug development; Funding research on asteroid detection and deflection, "hot spot" eruptions, methane hydrate deposits, and other catastrophic natural hazards; Monitoring developments in key disruptive technologies, such as nanotechnology and computational neuroscience, and developing international policies to reduce the risk of catastrophic accidents.

AT: Rescher

The low probability of an impact shouldn’t prevent us from preparing for catastrophe—the risk of high magnitude impacts necessitates action


Posner, 5—Richard, The Probability of Catastrophe. Richard A. Posner. Wall Street Journal. (Eastern edition). New York, N.Y.: Jan 4, 2005. pg. A.12. Proquest Databases. SAS
The fact that a catastrophe is very unlikely to occur is not a rational justification for ignoring the risk of its occurrence. Suppose that a tsunami as destructive as the one in the Indian Ocean occurs on average once a century and kills 150,000 people. That is an average of 1,500 deaths per year. Without having to attempt a sophisticated estimate of the value of life to the people exposed to the risk, one can say with some confidence that if an annual death toll of 1,500 could be substantially reduced at moderate cost, the investment would be worthwhile. A combination of educating the residents of low-lying coastal areas about the warning signs of a tsunami (tremors and a sudden recession in the ocean), establishing a warning system involving emergency broadcasts, telephoned warnings, and air-raid-type sirens, and improving emergency response systems, would have saved many of the people killed by the Indian Ocean tsunami, probably at a total cost below any reasonable estimate of the average losses that can be expected from tsunamis. Relocating people away from coasts would be even more efficacious, but except in the most vulnerable areas or in areas in which residential or commercial uses have only marginal value, the costs would probably exceed the benefits. For annual costs of protection must be matched with annual, not total, expected costs of tsunamis. Why weren't any cost-justified precautionary measures taken in anticipation of a tsunami on the scale that occurred? Tsunamis are a common consequence of earthquakes, which themselves are common; and tsunamis can have other causes besides earthquakes -- a major asteroid strike in an ocean would create a tsunami that would dwarf the Indian Ocean one. There are a number of reasons for such neglect. First, although a once-in-a-century event is as likely to occur at the beginning of the century as at any other time, it is much less likely to occur in the first decade of the century than later. Politicians with limited terms of office and thus foreshortened political horizons are likely to discount low-risk disaster possibilities, since the risk of damage to their careers from failing to take precautionary measures is truncated. Second, to the extent that effective precautions require governmental action, the fact that government is a centralized system of control makes it difficult for officials to respond to the full spectrum of possible risks against which cost-justified measures might be taken. The officials, given the variety of matters to which they must attend, are likely to have a high threshold of attention below which risks are simply ignored. Third, where risks are regional or global rather than local, many national governments, especially in the poorer and smaller countries, may drag their heels in the hope of taking a free ride on the larger and richer countries. Knowing this, the latter countries may be reluctant to take precautionary measures and by doing so reward and thus encourage free riding. Fourth, countries are poor often because of weak, inefficient, or corrupt government, characteristics that may disable poor nations from taking cost-justified precautions. Fifth, people have difficulty thinking in terms of probabilities, especially very low probabilities, which they tend therefore to write off. This weakens political support for incurring the costs of taking precautionary measures against low- probability disasters. The operation of some of these factors is illustrated by the refusal of the Pacific nations, which do have a tsunami warning system, to extend their system to the Indian Ocean prior to the recent catastrophe. Tsunamis are more common in the Pacific, and most of the Pacific nations do not abut on the Indian Ocean. An even more dramatic example concerns the asteroid menace, which is analytically similar to the menace of tsunamis. NASA, with an annual budget of more than $10 billion, spends only $4 million a year on mapping dangerously close large asteroids, and at that rate may not complete the task for another decade, even though such mapping is the key to an asteroid defense because it may give us years of warning. Deflecting an asteroid from its orbit when it is still millions of miles from the earth is a feasible undertaking. In both cases, slight risks of terrible disasters are largely ignored essentially for political reasons. In part because tsunamis are one of the risks of an asteroid collision, the Indian Ocean disaster has stimulated new interest in asteroid defense. This is welcome. The fact that a disaster of a particular type has not occurred recently or even within human memory (or even ever) is a bad reason to ignore it. The risk may be slight, but if the consequences, should it materialize, are great enough, the expected cost of disaster may be sufficient to warrant defensive measures.


AT: Rescher

Expected value is calculated by magnitude multiplied by probability – a catastrophic risk should be evaluated because even the smallest probability multiplied by an infinite impact warrants prevention efforts

Wiener 5 (Jonathan B., Perkins Professor of Law, Environmental Policy, and Public Policy at Duke University, and a University Fellow of Resources for the Future, “Book Review: Catastrophe: Risk and Response; Collapse: How societies choose to fail or succeed”, Journal of Public Analysis and Management, Autumn, Volume 24, Issue 4, pp. 885-9)GZ

Moreover, there are at least two major questions about the remedies for risks of catastrophe  and  collapse. The  first  is how  to prioritize  among  the wide  array of potential end-of-the-world scenarios. The number and diversity of such doomsday forecasts in the literature is bracing, as evidenced by Posner’s own extensive survey, Martin Rees’s Our Final Hour (2003), John Leslie’s The End of the World (1996), and Corey Powell’s article “20 Ways the World Could End” in Discover magazine (Octo- ber 2000), as well as prior retrospective studies cited by Diamond such as Joseph Tainter’s  The  Collapse  of  Complex  Societies (1988).  The  lower  the  probability  of catastrophe that one  is willing to consider, the greater the number of conceivable catastrophes. Indeed, as the probability asymptotically approaches zero, the num- ber of imaginable scenarios approaches infinity. And if the end of all life on Earth is valued at infinity, rather than at $600 trillion, then the expected value of the cat- astrophic risk is an infinitesimal probability multiplied by an infinite impact. These conundrums make priority-setting nearly impossible. Attempting to sort out which are “real” or “plausible” risks (remember the Y2K computer disaster?) can recapit- ulate the error that Posner seeks to avoid, of neglecting low-probability risks. At the same  time,  Posner worries  that  crying wolf—false  positives—lull  the  public  into inattention. Diamond argues  that we must  tolerate some  false alarms  in order  to have  warning  systems  sensitive  enough  to  issue  true  alarms;  zero  false  alarms would  imply  the  failure  to  issue some  true alarms. His calculus of optimal alarm accuracy is very similar to Posner’s BCA. Ex ante, the real question is not whether the risk is “real” or “true,” but whether the expected value of the low (but non-zero) probability multiplied by  the catastrophic  impact  (with a premium  for  risk aver- sion) justifies some cost of prevention.  


AT: Rescher

Assessing both magnitude and probability of risk creates better risk calculus

Campbell and Currie, 06 - University of Nottingham, UK (Scott and Greg, “Against Beck: In Defence of Risk Analysis,” Philosophy of the Social Science, June)GZ
A further problem for Beck’s view is this. A similar argument to his was used centuries ago by Blaise Pascal. Pascal argued that the rational person should be a Christian, because the eternal damnation given out to unbelievers if God exists is so horrendous that even the low probability of God’s existence doesn’t prevent the ‘expected harm’ of not believing in God being incredibly high. So even one who thought it unlikely that God existed would be irrational to not be a Christian—the risk of not doing so is too high. As is often pointed out, Pascal’s argument applies equally well to show that we must do all of a range of incompatible things, which is impossible. It is just possible that the world is the creation of an evil deity quite different from the God of Christianity and that this deity will punish me eternally if I fail to believe in him. But I cannot be both a Christian and a worship- per of this evil deity. There must be something wrong with Pascal’s argu- ment. Beck’s view is vulnerable to a similar objection. There are very many events that have a potentially high level of harm. It is possible that medical science will kill us all. It is also possible that not using medical science will kill us all too. And it is possible that using some parts of med- ical science and not others will kill us all. It is impossible to act in a way that avoids all the harms that are possible. So Beck’s argument cannot be right. A high harm level cannot overwhelm probability so much that probability becomes irrelevant. (Nor can we just decide to ignore probability with events that have a high harm level, as the first claim asserts.) Probability must be used in conjunction with harm to enable us to decide which courses of action to follow. 
Magnitude times probability solves their risk arguments
Campbell and Currie, 06 - University of Nottingham, UK (Scott and Greg, “Against Beck: In Defence of Risk Analysis,” Philosophy of the Social Science, June) SAS
Beck has another argument against risk analysis. It is that safety assessments based on probability ignore the harm of a risk. He says, For large segments of the population and for opponents of nuclear energy, its catastrophic potential is central. No matter how small an accident probability is held, it is too large when one accident means annihilation. But the quan- tifiable concepts of risk management concentrate on the probable occurrence of an accident and deny the difference, let us say, between a limited aircraft crash and the explosion of an atomic plant, improbable as it might be, which affects nations and generations not yet born. (1992, 29-30) This is yet another misrepresentation of risk analysis. As we have pointed out, risk analysts calculate risk as harm multiplied by probability. Hence, if a “limited” (i.e., noncatastrophic) aircraft crash and a catastrophic explosion at a nuclear plant have the same probability, then the fact that the latter has a much greater harm means that it is assessed as having a much greater risk. To simplify matters, suppose we have a harm scale of 0 to 100,000 points, and the nuclear plant explosion rates as 95,000 points, and the aircraft crash as 300 points. Suppose the probability of the latter is 0.0001 (i.e., 1 in 10,000), and the probability of the former is 0.00001 (1 in 100,000). 25 The nuclear plant explosion therefore ends up with a risk score of 0.95, while the aircraft crash ends up with a score of 0.03. In this case, then, the nuclear explosion is judged to be over 30 times more risky than the aircraft crash. This demonstrates that risk analysis does not ignore the harm of a possible event. If a risk analyst rates a nuclear explosion as having an equal or lower risk score than a plane crash, that is because they rate the former as very much more unlikely than the plane crash, and this lower probability cancels out the higher harm level. Whether or not the analyst is right in assigning such a low probability, the analyst has not ignored the level of harm involved. Beck appears to be putting forward a version of a view that is heard sometimes. This is the view that with events of low or medium harm, it is fine to take account of the degree of the risk rather than the degree of the harm, but that with an extremely large harm, such as a nuclear power plant explosion, we should take no chances at all, because the largeness of the harm overwhelms all other considerations. As Beck says, “No matter how small an accident probability is held, it is too large when  one accident means annihilation” (1992, 29-30).  Actually, Beck’s position here could equate to two different claims. The first claim is that with potential events of high harm, we should ignore risk altogether, and not be guided by probability, but only by the level of harm. I call this the ‘high harm replaces risk’ view. The other claim does not say that we should ignore probability, but rather says that the magnitude of the harm is so extreme that even with a low probability, multiplying the harm by the probability will produce a very high risk score. I call this the ‘high harm overwhelms probability’ view. The first claim does not hold up to inspection. There are very many activities that have a potentially high harm. It is possible that an accident in a hydroelectric power plant could cause an electrical chain reaction that electrocutes everybody in the world. It is possible that drilling for oil in the North Sea could cause a gas leak that poisons everybody. Or that sneezing could pass on a bug that kills everyone. These have the same harm as Beck’s hypothetical nuclear explosion. But it is reasonable not to be wor- ried about such possibilities, and nobody is, because they are too improbable to be concerned with. 27 Hence, the view that we should ignore probability in regard to events of high harm—that is, that in such cases high harm replaces risk—does not hold up. 

*****AT: Feminist IR*****

Feminist IR 2AC
Perm—Do the plan and all non-competitive parts of the alternative—Must start from within dominant discourses—abstract criticisms of international relations fail to bring about real world change

Saloom, JD Univ of Georgia School of Law and M.A. in Middle Eastern Studies from U of Chicago, Fall 2006
[Rachel, A Feminist Inquiry into International Law and International Relations, 12 Roger Williams U. L. Rev. 159, l/n,]
Tickner's last point that deserves further reflection is the notion that international law and international relations will not become free from gender bias as long as we live in a gendered world. This is not to say that small steps are ineffective, but rather that international law and international relations are merely a small part of the larger systemic problem of unequal gender relations. While it is desirable that more women occupy foreign and military policy making positions, this "desire" does not necessarily transform the way international law and international relations work. To allege that this is the case assumes that women have an essential character that can transform the system. This of course is contrary to the very arguments that most gender theorists forward, because it would mean that women have some unique "feminine" perspective. What is needed then is a release from the sole preoccupation on women and men. The state's masculinist nature that gender theorists critique affects everyone in society. Moving beyond the "add and stir" approach is quite difficult, but there must be a starting point from which gender theorists can work. 105 If everything is problematized, paralysis will inevitably occur. Working within the current framework is truly the only option to bring about change. Lofty abstract criticisms will do nothing to change the practices of international law and international relations. Pragmatic feminist criticisms of international law and international relations, however, should be further developed. Even advocates of realist thought will admit that realism is neither the most accurate nor the only way to view the world. 106 The changing dynamics of world politics make formulating new ways of understanding international relations quite pertinent. Keeping some semblance of realism in tact, while at the same time opening up space for theorizing about other possibilities, is necessary. Critics are quick to note that realism cannot be easily abandoned without some sort of alternative framework. Casting aside realism now, even given the concerns of gender scholars, is not the most promising option. Wayman and Diehl note that  [*180]  "the abandonment of realism leaves a void, which in the short to medium term is at least as much of a dead end as would be the result of following realism." 107 New possibilities can be envisioned while still adhering to some of the realist ideologies. Wayman and Diehl describe realism as a detour and not a definitive road map. 108 Thus, theorists must admit that realism is not the only way or the correct way to view international law and international relations, but it cannot be totally abandoned. Even given all of the criticisms of feminist theories, there must be space, however, for feminist theorization. A pragmatic approach should not dismiss the benefits of theorizing. Discussions and debates on feminism and international law and relations are extremely important. Yet even where feminist discourses lack the social power to realize their versions of knowledge in institutional practices, they can offer the discursive space from which the individual can resist dominant subject positions... . Resistance to the dominant at the level of the individual subject 
is the first stage in the production of alternative forms of knowledge, or, where such alternatives already exist, of winning individuals over to these discourses and gradually increasing their social power. 109 Therefore, feminist theorizing is a meaningful first step in the right direction to bring about change and sites of resistance. A pragmatic feminist approach would then take this theorizing to the next level to bring about real change.


Feminist IR 2AC 

Alt can’t solve—Incorporation of gender in international relations becomes coopted
Saloom, JD Univ of Georgia School of Law and M.A. in Middle Eastern Studies from U of Chicago, Fall 2006
[Rachel, A Feminist Inquiry into International Law and International Relations, 12 Roger Williams U. L. Rev. 159, l/n,]
There is not much consensus between the gender theorists and those who adhere to current approaches to international law and international relations. The biggest obstacle for gender theorists is the application of their theories. It would be valuable to determine how international relations or international law would operate if gender were taken into account. Gender theorists themselves have trouble formulating ways to apply their theories. Most scholars believe that the "add women and stir" approach generally fails. 91 The notion that "bringing in" more women to the areas of international law and international relations can transform existing practices has not been met with much optimism. 92 Theorists argue that adding women into existing frameworks fails to address the larger androcentric biases that exist. Many theorists criticize this approach, supporting their criticisms with allegations that the issues that gender scholars and practitioners want to address cannot be neatly incorporated in the current framework. Smith argues that:
 
The issues raised by feminism not only do not fit with the discipline, they disrupt the entire edifice of community and society upon which [international relations] and the other social sciences are built. Their foundations are so embedded in gendered identities, subjectivities, and therefore reified structures of common sense that they simply cannot be amended to take account of gender. 93 Hooper also concurs with Smith's conclusions. She posits that "grafting the gender variable" onto a highly masculinized  [*177]  framework is doomed for failure. 94 She believes that adding gender to a checklist will not change the power dynamic that exists in international law and international relations. 95 In the same manner, public international law is often preoccupied with issues of conflict, state sovereignty and use of force. 96 When gender is discussed in international law, it is usually relegated to the human rights law sphere. 97 If the consensus of feminist theorists is that more radical approaches are necessary to change the gender bias that exists, then theorists must formulate other alternatives to make the change in gender bias a feasible option. However, if the proponents of the status quo are even partially correct, then the feminist criticisms become even more difficult to implement. The question then becomes whether it is even desirable to wholly reject state-centrism as a masculinist androcentric paradigm.

Feminist IR 2AC

Turn—Mind/Body

A. Feminism’s focus on gender as a social construction ignores the material conditions that separate each individuals lived experience

Cheah, graduate student in English at Cornell University, 1996
[Pheng, Review Essay: Mattering, Diacritics 26.1, Project Muse]
In the immediate instance, Grosz's and Butler's return to the body can be understood as a reaction to the inadequacies of social constructionism as a paradigm for feminist theory. Simply put, social constructionism espouses the primacy of the social or discourse as constructive form over preexisting matter which is said to be presignificative or nonintelligible. Butler and Grosz are critical of this position for various reasons. For Butler, social constructionism oscillates between two untenable positions. In presupposing and so retroactively installing the category of "nature" in the prelinguistic position of a tabula rasa, social constructionism can consider sex either as natural and thus unconstructed or as the fictional premise of a prediscursive ground produced by the concept of gender [6]. In the first scenario, sex cannot be accounted for and political contestation is confined to the level of gender conceived as the interpretation or meaning [End Page 109] of sex. The second scenario leads either to a linguistic monism that cannot explain how the bodily materiality of sex can be produced by language/discourse or to the anthropomorphizing of "construction" into a nominative subject endowed with the power of self-causation and causing everything else. Grosz points out that feminists concerned with the social construction of subjectivity recode the mind/body opposition as a distinction between biology and psychology and locate political transformation in psychological change where the body either is irrelevant or becomes the vehicle expressing changes in beliefs and values [17]. This effectively ignores the point that the body is a unique social, cultural, and political object. It also bears the mark of differences (sex and race) that are not easily revalued through consciousness-raising precisely because they are material differences which are not eradicable without disfiguring the body [18]. 
B. This destroys women’s agency—relegating them to another form of masculine domination

Cheah, graduate student in English at Cornell University, 1996
[Pheng, Review Essay: Mattering, Diacritics 26.1, Project Muse]
As Grosz observes in her succinct account of Cartesianism, a mechanistic understanding of the body is harmful to feminist theory because it deprives women's bodies of agency by reducing the body to a passive object, seen as a tool or instrument of an intentional will rather than a locus of power and resistance [9]. But while a teleological account of nature invests bodies with activity, this activity is always the predication of intelligible form. This can lead to a biological-deterministic justification for the oppression of women particularly because the form/matter distinction originating from Greek philosophy is always articulated through a gendered matrix where the productive or creative agency of form is associated with a masculine principle while matter, which is passively shaped, is coded as feminine [Grosz 5; Butler, ch. 1]. Thus, Butler suggests that "[w]e may seek a return to matter as prior to discourse to ground our claims about sexual difference only to discover that matter is 
fully sedimented with discourses on sex and sexuality that prefigure and constrain the uses to which the term can be put" [29]. One might further argue that despite the Cartesian sundering of intelligence from nature in the distinction between res cogitans and res extensa as ontologically different substances, Cartesian and Greek ontology are continuous insofar as the form/matter and mind/matter distinctions are subtended by a common opposition between intelligent activity and brute passivity. In a mechanistic understanding of nature, the form/matter distinction which was interior to bodies in Greek ontology becomes an external relation, either practical-causal or theoretical-contemplative, between rational consciousness and objective exteriority. Thus, by rethinking the body as something invested with a transformative dynamism or agency, Butler and Grosz also question the pertinence of the oppositions between intelligible form and brute matter, culture/history and nature.

Feminist IR 2AC

Turn—Intersectionality 

A. The kritik’s focus on patriarchy ignores the role race and social status plays in creation of oppression 

Noh, assistant professor of Asian American studies at California State University, Fullerton, 2003
[Eliza, Problematics of Transnational Feminism for Asian American Women, The New Centennial Review 3.3, Project Muse,]
Pluralizing "women's oppression" cannot get around the fact that there exist "various forms and degrees of patriarchal oppression, some of which we share [with white women], and some of which we do not" (Lorde 1983b, 97). The experiences of Asian American women show that sexual domination cannot be separated from other oppressions, unless one takes a narrow view of gendered experience within our "traditional" cultures. In his important work, "The Sexual Demon of White Power . . . in 'America' and Beyond" (1999), Greg Thomas thoroughly elaborates processes of sexualization via racialization and coloniality that challenge the notion of universal sex. Within this framework, the inadequacy of feminism to account for multiple, simultaneous oppressions, in particular the centrality of experiences of racialization and coloniality to sexualization, is precisely why different gender identities, such as "womanist," become necessary. This is also why the Combahee River Collective (1983) uses the term "racial-sexual oppression"—"which is neither solely racial nor solely sexual, e.g., the history of rape of Black women by white men as a weapon of political repression" (213). In the classes where I have worked with Asian American women and other women of color, I often hear it stated that they cannot imagine identifying first with [End Page 141] white women on the basis of gender or sex over their cultural communities on the basis of ethnicity or race. I think that this does not necessarily reflect a naïve ranking of race over gender, but the predominant experiential reality of racialized sex for nonwhite women. The implications of transnational feminism for Asian/American 15 women create artificial solidarities with white women where there may not be a common ground, whether subjectively or sociopolitically. Even if a contingent similarity exists between women—where Asian-based, patriarchal sex- gender systems claim Asian American women just as European-based patriarchies claim white, Anglo women—it is important to look at the specificities of these relationships within their own contexts. The different racial and gender experiences of Asian women may separate, on the basis of race and sex, Asian feminine subjects as far apart from white femininity as they may be from Asian masculine subjects.


Feminist IR 2AC

(Intersectionality Cont.)

B. This dooms the K—only differentiating the ways in which patriarchal violence is located can create true solidarity

Noh, assistant professor of Asian American studies at California State University, Fullerton, 2003
[Eliza, Problematics of Transnational Feminism for Asian American Women, The New Centennial Review 3.3, Project Muse,]
I would like to investigate briefly the desire fueling transnational feminism's attempt to create alliances across boundaries, by looking at the ramifications of travel as elaborated in transnational feminist theories. In an era of cyberspace and jet travel, defining one's location 18 can demystify notions of difference and similarity associated with postmodernist accounts of border-crossing (Kaplan 1994, 138). But when I think of what a feminist colleague said to me about the apparent academic anachronism of "1980s women-of-color feminist identity politics," after the arrival of postmodern feminist "identity deconstructionism," I glimpse the backlash against Third-World women's organizing, 19 and the limits of simply questioning one's location as one travels without addressing the continuing material and subjective barriers that differentiate at least a vast half of the world's population. If identity politics represent "essentialist," and therefore politically "unsophisticated" tools for making interpersonal connections, compared to the mechanisms of self-critique implicit in fluid, postmodern identities, what happens after deconstruction? Does historicizing location make travel [End Page 142] easier while subjective and material barriers remain? I was reminded of this distance, if not rupture, in subjectivity and experience 20 by the reactions of white feminists at an international women's studies conference where I first presented this paper. I watched their facial expressions change from amusement to disdain as they realized I was propounding the importance of Asian feminist nationalism as a critique of "transnational" feminist erasures. While the few Asian women in the room expressed agreement with my ideas, I was not surprised that in this instance, like many others, some white women "just didn't get it." We must deconstruct and historicize the reasons for our divergences, but it seems that crossing lines would ncessitate overcoming, in actuality, those histories of subjective and material barriers. This remains an incredibly difficult task, since people are so entrenched in their material and subjective (conscious and unconscious) investments in relations of power. In my opinion, oppositional identity politics continue to be necessary insofar as intersubjectivity operates purely as an intellectual exercise, and not as an active commitment to destroying the hegemony of certain cultural egos. As Moraga (1983) states, we must decide to "make faith a reality and to bring all of our selves to bear down hard on that reality" (xix). Making international connections and mobilizations is important to Asian American women concerned with progressive theory and practice because our lives are already linked with other national contexts through imperialism, migration, labor, race, and culture. Therefore, feminist nationalist consciousness cannot afford to take a myopic approach to issues that seem to affect us only within the national, domestic sphere. Neither can Asian American cultural struggle take a transcendental view of internationalism, for often official state nationalisms collude, serving state interests in the name of internationalism or transnationalism. A similar warning can be made about transnational feminist projects, which must be grounded through tracking histories of cultural difference and rupture. Without a critical eye honed from collective cultural experiences of material conditions, the commitment to a different practice of feminism cannot seem to move beyond a superficial level of emotional investment.
Feminist IR 2AC

Feminist IR theory is riddled with flaws that doom the kritik to failure.

Alastair Murray, Prof @ Unif of Wales-Swansea, 1997
(Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics, pg. 191)

Whilst Tickner's feminism presents an interesting revisioning of international relations, it ultimately suffers from the problem that, in order to sustain any of its claims, most of all the notion that a distinctively feminist epistemology is actually necessary, it must establish the existence of a gender bias in international relations theory which simply does not exist, and the existence of an 'alternative' feminist position on international affairs which is simply a fiction. Consequently, in order to salvage her very raison d'être, Tickner is forced to engage in some imaginative rewriting of international relations theory. First, in order to lay the basis for the claim that an alternative perspective is actually necessary, conventional theory is stripped of its positive elements, and an easily discredited caricature, centred on realism, erected in its place. Second, in order to conjure up a reason for this alternative perspective to be a feminist one, the positive elements which have been removed from conventional theory are then claimed as the exclusive preserve of such perspectives. Yet, however imaginative this 'revisioning' of international relations theory, its inevitable result is a critique which is so riddled with contradictions that it proves unsustainable, and an alternative epistemology which, based upon this flawed critique, collapses in the face of the revelation of its inadequacy.

The inadequacy of Tickner's critique of Morgenthau is readily apparent. It draws only on the 'six principles of political realism', perhaps the narrowest, and least representative, statements of Morgenthau's thought, perpetuating the type of stereotypical representations of realism which have undermined understanding for so long. As the earlier chapters of this book have sought to demonstrate, realism can in no way be associated with a 'search for an objective science of international politics based on the model of the natural sciences ...'. Rather, it is deeply aware of the extent to which international politics is socially constructed, the consequent importance of understanding human practices rather than explaining material phenomena, and of using such knowledge not to control or dominate, but to enhance the mutual understandings by which actors with divergent value systems relate to one another. Second, it is difficult to view realism as an attempt to construct international politics as some form of atomised Hobbesian sphere in which amoral behaviour is 'not only permissible but prudent'. Realism simply emphasised that the type of value homogeneity that characterises much of the western world is not reflected in relations between states. Indeed, it recognised that this was not always so, regretted the passing of the European states system in which a measure of community did prevail, and emphasised that it does not always need to be thus. Ultimately, it strenuously resisted the claim that international politics was so distinct as to merit a separate moral standard and insisted that all action be evaluated against the same code. Perhaps the only thing that we can grant to Tickner is that Morgenthau does, of course, adopt a set of universal moral principles. 

Feminist IR 2AC

Turn—Feminist international relations create new hierarchies of oppression—they place feminine based identities as the oppressed class separated from any masculine action
Jones in 96, Ph d in poly sci and professor of international studies at the Center for Research and Teaching in Economics (CIDE) in Mexico City, 1996
[Adam, Does “Gender” Make the World Go Round? Feminist Critiques of International Relations, Review of International Studies 22:4, http://adamjones.freeservers.com/does.htm, 7/12/07,]

I have suggested that the most important, and surely a lasting, contribution of feminist critiques has been to add a gender dimension to analyses of international relations. Few scholars will be able, in future, to analyze international divisions of labour, or peace movements, or (pace Enloe) the activities of international diplomats, without attending to feminist perspectives on all these phenomena. But feminists' success in exploring the gender variable remains, at this point, mixed. And until feminist frameworks are expanded and to some extent reworked, it is hard to see how a persuasive theory or account of the gendering of international relations can be constructed. Feminist attempts to incorporate a gender variable into IR analysis are constrained by the basic feminist methodology and all feminists' normative commitments. A genuinely "feminist approach" by definition "must take women's lives as the epistemological starting point."(53) And a defining element of feminist approaches, as noted earlier, is a social project aimed at ameliorating women's structured lack of privilege and emancipating them as a gender-class. 

The result is a de facto equating of gender primarily with females/femininity. It is, in its way, a new logocentrism, whereby (elite) male actions and (hegemonic) masculinity are drawn into the narrative mainly as independent variables explaining [421] "gender" oppression. Even those works that have adopted the most inclusive approach to gender, such as Peterson and Runyan's Global Gender Issues, betray this leaning. Peterson and Runyan do acknowledge that "our attention to gender ... tends to underplay the considerable differences among men and among women," and note that "it is not only females but males as well who suffer from rigid gender roles."(54) For the most part in their analysis, though, "gender issues" are presented as coequal with women's issues. The plight of embodied women is front and centre throughout, while the attention paid to the male/masculine realm amounts to little more than lip-service. 

No impact—rigid masculine privilege doesn’t exist—masculinity empirically doesn’t guarantee a better life
Jones in 96, Ph d in poly sci and professor of international studies at the Center for Research and Teaching in Economics (CIDE) in Mexico City, 1996
[Adam, Does “Gender” Make the World Go Round? Feminist Critiques of International Relations, Review of International Studies 22:4, http://adamjones.freeservers.com/does.htm, 7/12/07,]

The self-imposed limitations on most feminist IR discourse are apparent, too, in Christine Sylvester's assertion that "states and their regimes connect with people called women only to ensure, tacitly at least, that the benefits of regime participation will flow from 'women' to 'men' and not ever the other way round."(64) This is an image of hegemonic gender-class that is 
impervious to nuance or paradox. It is a striking bit of absolutist phrasing from one of the field's leading post-positivist theorists, who elsewhere, rhetorically at least, emphasizes flexibility and empathy.(65) And it leads, or ought to lead, to some hard questions. If masculine privilege is so all-pervasive and absolute, we must ask (in a developed-world context at least) why it is that men live substantially shorter lives than women, kill themselves at rates vastly higher than women, absorb close to one hundred per cent of the fatal casualties of society's productive labour, and direct the majority of their violence against "their own" ranks. All these features appear to be anomalous if not unique in the history of ruling classes the world over. They surely deserve more sustained, non-dogmatic attention than Sylvester, along with every feminist theorist I have encountered, grants them.(66) "It is not valid and reliable," as Sylvester herself reminds us, "to build generalizable models ... on a partial base."(67) If the feminist approach to gendered "security" is to be taken seriously, as it deserves to be, these powerfully gendered phenomena deserve closer investigation than feminist commentary so far has been able or willing to provide.


Femjnist IR 2AC

The state’s political power makes it feminism’s best tool to disrupt patriarchy.

Mona Harrington, lawyer, political scientist, and writer in Cambridge, MA, 1992
(“The Liberal State as an Agent of Feminist Change,” in Gendered States: Feminist (Re)Visions of International Relations Theory, ed. V. Spike Peterson, pg. 66)
In the face of such pressures, I believe that feminist critics of the present state system should beware. The very fact that the state creates, condenses, and focuses political power may make it the best friend, not the enemy, of feminists--because the availability of real political power is essential to real democratic control. Not sufficient, I know, but essential. My basic premise is that political power can significantly disrupt patriarchal and class (which is to say, economic) power. It holds the potential, at least, for disrupting the patriarchal/economic oppression of those in the lower reaches of class, sex, and race hierarchies. It is indisputable that, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, it has been the political power of states that has confronted the massive economic power privately constructed out of industrial processes and has imposed obligations on employers for the welfare of workers as well as providing additional social supports for the population at large. And the political tempering of economic power has been the most responsive to broad public needs in liberal democracies, where governments must respond roughly to the interests of voters.
Ext — Perm Do Both

Extend 2AC 2 the Perm—do the plan and the alternatives rejection of feminism—this solves:

A. Focus on IR misrecognizes the problem—patriarchy flows from higher institutions down, not the other way around, disproves alts solving the impact

B. Problematizing the entire institution leads to paralysis—leaving realist notions of competition and power completely behind leaves a void guaranteeing no chance of solving future conflict scenarios, entire case is a DA

C. Only incorporation through both is key—proves any risk that part of the plan isn’t masculine means the alternative is able to reject the rest that is, they have no empirical examples as to when incorporation of feminism alone worked, must have a pragmatic starting point, that’s Saloom

D. Must incorporate feminism within a realist perspective—any other alternative reinforces gender hierarchies

Saloom, JD Univ of Georgia School of Law and M.A. in Middle Eastern Studies from U of Chicago, Fall 2006
[Rachel, A Feminist Inquiry into International Law and International Relations, 12 Roger Williams U. L. Rev. 159, l/n,]
Some theorists believe no gender bias exists in international relations. Alastair Murray criticizes feminist scholars of international relations and argues that they have strained to create a bias that does not exist. 76 He argues that some gender scholars create their own fictitious world of international relations. 77 Murray contends that realism accurately encapsulates human nature and is not necessarily androcentric or profoundly masculinist. He also attacks feminist alternatives to realism because he believes that they paint cooperation as "female" and conflict as "male." 78 In this way, feminists replicate the binary gender categories they seek to criticize. Murray states that "realism's distinctive contribution thus lies in its attempt to drive a path between the two, a path which, in the process, suggests the basis on which some form of synthesis between rationalism and reflectivism might be achieved." 79 He argues that realism cannot be abandoned in favor of some feminist or other critical theoretical alternative. Murray is not alone in his defense of the realist paradigm of international relations. Barry Buzan provides arguments in support of a realist interpretation of international relations. He argues that realism can be a powerful starting point for understanding international relations and for formulating more inclusive theories. 80 He posits that realism has proven to be both historically and contemporarily useful in understanding international relations. 81 Buzan applauds realism, stating that: No matter what the structure, or how differentiated the units, power politics, the logic of survival, and the dynamics of (in)security do seem to be universally relevant to international relations. At any period of history it is very hard to escape from the fact that the major powers do play the central role in defining  [*175]  international political and economic order. 82 Buzan admits however that realism is not as relevant as it may have once been, although the adherence to power politics is still highly imbedded in the international system. 83 He also believes that realism must be used as a foundation for both the theory and practice of international relations. 84 He posits that new possibilities can emerge that go beyond power politics, but that using realism as a springboard is necessary to even be able to envision those alternatives. 85 Other theorists also warn about dismissing realism as a key theory in international relations. Stefano Guzzini argues that one must first understand realism in order to comprehend international relations. Guzzini claims that realism cannot be disregarded without having a concrete understanding of what realism has to offer to international relations. He states that "realism is a still necessary hermeneutical bridge to the understanding of world politics." 86 Guzzini concedes that realism has weaknesses, but he does not believe that a total critique of realism is viable or preferable. Dismantling realism is not the vehicle by which to gain new insights into international politics. 87

Ext — Alt Can’t Solve—Cooption

Extend 2AC 3 Rejection of IR from feminist lens is coopted, if IR is so masculine there is no way adding the gender variable will overcome these harsh tendencies, that’s Saloom

And, radical revisionthrough feminist lens impossible—no concrete examples exist
Jones in 96, Ph d in poly sci and professor of international studies at the Center for Research and Teaching in Economics (CIDE) in Mexico City, 1996
[Adam, Does “Gender” Make the World Go Round? Feminist Critiques of International Relations, Review of International Studies 22:4, http://adamjones.freeservers.com/does.htm, 7/12/07]

Rather less of a cause for optimism is the hollow claim by some feminist IR scholars that they are constructing a radically new theorizing of international relations, and a research agenda to guide the project. In my view, it is the post-positivist line of analysis that exhibits the widest disparity between stated ambition and substantive contribution. Given this strand's recent prominence, it is worth considering the claims of one of its major exponents in some detail. Christine Sylvester's 1994 work Feminist Theory and International Relations in a Postmodern Era angrily rejects the notion that feminist theory ought to be playing essentially a supplementary role. Criticizing Robert Keohane for proposing something along these lines, Sylvester writes: 

Explicit in this analysis is yet another support assignment for "women." We who are feminists in the academy are urged to come out of our vague and homeless positions in IR in order to provide something that the mainsteam [sic] needs and cannot think through and provide using its own powers of reflection ... There is, in this admonition, little sense that feminists can set an agenda for ourselves and for IR and really no sense that we may want to interface differently and rewrite-repaint-recook the field rather than join it.(39)
But the specifics of the "re-visioning," in Sylvester's formulation, seem meagre. "It would be refreshing to see a recreation of the Cuban Missile Crisis from the situated standpoint of John McCone's wife," Sylvester writes, because she "experienced, and perhaps even influenced, the first round of the bureaucratic politics game."(40) This is the sole concrete example of a feminist-influenced research agenda that Sylvester advances in a chapter-long discussion of the "second debate" in IR theory. Perhaps such an inquiry would be refreshing, but there is frankly little to indicate that it would be revelatory. And there is no evidence so far that investigations of this type could lead to a radically new theorizing of IR. One would expect, instead, more in the way of historical footnotes. Sylvester's more detailed attempts to "move beyond analysis by metaphor" and "repaint the canvases of IR" similarly bog down in movements, settings, and phenomena - the Greenham Common women and Zimbabwean agricultural cooperatives - which strike this writer as marginal, if that word still retains its pejorative connotations.
Ext — Mind/Body

Extend 2AC 4 Cheah evi—focusing on the notion gender is a social construction and trying to fight that ignores how the body of individuals differentiates the role gender oppression plays—a la lower class black womyn experience harsher and different forms of suffering than those of their white counterparts—this has a few impacts:

A. Creates the body as a passive object—the body no longer has a voice in individuals struggles, this mirrors the same forms of subjugation womyn feel in the home, they are the bodies of their husbands

B. Loss of womyn’s agency—individual expression doesn’t mean anything now, lived experiences don’t matter as long as there is a pre-destined societal interpretation of gender oppression, womyn could be abused without being able to even call it that

Ext — Intersectionality

Extend 2AC 5 Noh evi—focus on patriarchy as the sole cause of gender oppression ignores how race and social status feed into who gets oppressed and how, this has a few impacts:

A. Silence non-white voices—womyn with a minority status in society are not benefited from white only perspective of oppression, even if alt solves gender oppression they stymie the ability to look deeper to root causes

B. Dooms overall movement—only reaching out to divergent characteristics can create true solidarity for all womyn, the political coalition they form will ultimately fragment 

The alternative’s “gender alone” focus reinforces the dominant paradigms they attempt to fight

Kimberlie Crenshaw, professor of law @ UCLA, 1991
(“Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence Against Women of Color.” Stanford Law Review, July, 43 Stan. L. Rev. 1241, L/N)
The concept of political intersectionality highlights the fact that women of color are situated within at least two subordinated groups that frequently pursue conflicting political agendas. The need to split one's political energies between two sometimes opposing groups is a dimension of intersectional disempowerment that men of color and white women seldom confront. Indeed, their specific raced and gendered experiences, although intersectional, often define as well as confine the interests of the entire group. For example, racism as experienced by people of color who are of a particular gender -- male -- tends to determine the parameters of antiracist strategies, just as sexism as experienced by women who are of a particular race -- white -- tends to ground the women's movement. The problem is not simply that both discourses fail women of color by not acknowledging the "additional" issue of race or of patriarchy but that the discourses are often inadequate even to the discrete tasks of articulating the full dimensions of racism and sexism. Because women of color experience racism in ways not always the same as those experienced by men of color and sexism in ways not always parallel to experiences of white women, antiracism and feminism are limited, even on their own terms. Among the most troubling political consequences of the failure of antiracist and feminist discourses to address the intersections of race and gender is the fact that, to the extent they can forward the interest of "people of color" and "women," respectively, one analysis often implicitly denies the validity of the other. The failure of feminism to interrogate race means that the resistance strategies of feminism will often replicate and reinforce the subordination of people of color, and the failure of antiracism to interrogate patriarchy means that antiracism will frequently reproduce the subordination of women. These mutual elisions present a particularly difficult political dilemma for women of color. Adopting either analysis constitutes a denial of a fundamental dimension of our subordination and precludes the development of a political discourse that more fully empowers women of color.
Ext — Alt Can’t Solve—Too Many Flaws

Extend 2AC 6 Murray—feminism strips down IR to bare aspects which destroy any launch point for a potential alternative outlook on international issues and conflicts:

This strips positive attempts to stop conflicts—feminism homogenizes all IR interaction as masculine destroying the ability to look at positive steps of conflict resolution in current IR, makes case and other future war scenarios inevitable

And, total rejection provides no alternative to current dominant discourses—destabalization isn’t enough

Saloom, JD Univ of Georgia School of Law and M.A. in Middle Eastern Studies from U of Chicago, Fall 2006
[Rachel, A Feminist Inquiry into International Law and International Relations, 12 Roger Williams U. L. Rev. 159, l/n,]
Because patriarchy is embedded within society, it is no surprise that the theory and practice of both international law and international relations is also patriarchal. 98 Total critique, however, presents no method by which to challenge current hegemonic practices. Feminist scholars have yet to provide a coherent way in which total critique can be applied to change the nature of international law and international relations. Some  [*178]  feminist scholars are optimistic for the possibility of changing the way the current system is structured. For example, Whitworth believes that "sites of resistance are always available to those who oppose the status quo." 99 Enloe suggests that since the world of international politics has been made it can also be remade. 100 She posits that every time a woman speaks out about how the government controls her, new theories are being made. 101 All of these theorists highlight the manner in which gender criticisms can destabilize traditional theories. They provide no mechanism, however, for the actual implementation of their theories into practice. While in the abstract, resistance to hegemonic paradigms seems like a promising concept, gender theorists have made no attempt to make their resistance culminate in meaningful change. The notion of rethinking traditional approaches to international law and international relations does not go far enough in prescribing an alternative theoretical basis for understanding the international arena. Enloe's plea for women to speak out about international politics does not go nearly far enough in explaining how those acts could have the potential to actually change the practice of international relations. Either women are already speaking out now, and their voices alone are not an effective mechanism to challenge the system, or women are not even speaking out about world politics currently. Obviously it is absurd to assume that women remain silent about world politics. If that is the case, then one must question women's ability to speak up, challenge, and change the system.
Ext — Alt = New Heirarchies of Opression

Extend 2AC 7 Jones evi—feminist IR prioritizes womyns suffering as the basis of all IR conflict, this draws an essentialist notion of how male and female act in the international spectrum, the alt guarantees the male is always looked down upon as the irrational conflict prone individual, making gender violence and silence of male based voices inevitable

And, this essentialism guarantees true understanding of conflict and IR impossible

Robert Keohane, prof of political science @ Duke University, 1998
(“Beyond Dichotomy: Conversations Between International Relations and Feminist Theory,” International Studies Quarterly, vol. 42, pgs. 193-198)
What I will argue here is that Professor Tickner herself relies too much on three key dichotomies, which seem to me to have misleading implications, and to hinder constructive debate. The first of these dichotomies contrasts "critical theory" with "problem-solving" theory. "Problem-solving [theory] takes the world as it finds it and implicitly accepts the prevailing order as its framework" (1997:619). The second dichotomy pits "hermeneutic, historically-based, humanistic and philosophical traditions" against positivist epistemologies modeled on the natural sciences. Fi​nally, Tickner contrasts a view that emphasizes the social construction of reality with an atomistic, asocial conception of behavior governed by the laws of nature (1997:616, 618-9). International relations theory is portrayed as problem-solving, positivist, and asocial; feminist theory as critical, post-positivist, and sociological. These dichotomies have some rhetorical force; arguably, recent international relations theory has been insufficiently critical, too committed to covering law epistemology, and too mechanistic and asocial, in its reliance on states as actors and on economic logic to analyze their behavior. But few major IR theorists fit the stereotype of being at the problem-solving, positivist, and asocial ends of all three dichotomies. As Tickner herself points out, Hans J. Morgenthau had a deeply normative purpose: to prevent the recurrence of war generated by ideologies such as fascism and communism. Since Morgenthau was a refugee from Nazism, he hardly accepted the prevailing world order of the late 1930s and early 1940s as the framework for his analysis! Kenneth N. Waltz, the leader in neorealist theory, has famously relied on "socialization" as a major (although insufficiently specified) process in world politics, which makes him a poor candidate for a proponent of "asocial" theories. And Stephen Walt -one of Tickner's targets has been highly critical of game-theoretic methodology.

The problem with Tickner's dichotomies, however, goes much deeper. The dichotomies should be replaced by continua, with the dichotomous charac​terizations at the poles. Each analyst of world politics has to locate herself or himself somewhere along the dimensions between critical and problem-solving theory, nomothetic and narrative epistemology, and a social or structural conception of international relations. In my view, none of the ends of these continua are the optimal places to rest one's perspective.
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