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A. Gendered scripts, taught to us from birth, determine the way we see the world. It is impossible to escape the effect social constructions of gender have on positive statements of the world

bell hooks, former Prof of English at Yale, Oberlin, USC, and City College in New York, Ph.D UC Santa Cruz,  7/25/04, “Understanding Patriarchy,” http://arizona.indymedia.org/news/2004/07/20613.php

Patriarchy is the single most life-threatening social disease assaulting the male body and spirit in our nation. Yet most men do not use the word "patriarchy" in everyday life. Most men never think about patriarchy-what it means, how it is created and sustained. Many men in our nation would not be able to spell the word or pronounce it correctly. The word "patriarchy" just is not a part of their normal everyday thought or speech. Men who have heard and know the word usually associate it with women's liber­ation, with feminism, and therefore dismiss it as irrelevant to their own experiences. I have been standing at podiums talking about patriarchy for more than thirty years. It is a word I use daily, and men who hear me use it often ask me what I mean by it.  Nothing discounts the old antifeminist projection of men as all-powerful more than their basic ignorance of a major facet of the political system that shapes and informs male identity and sense of self from birth until death. I often use the phrase "imperialist white-supremacist capi­talist patriarchy" to describe the interlocking political sys­tems that are the foundation of our nation's politics. Of these systems the one that we all learn the most about growing up is the system of patriarchy, even if we never know the word, because patriarchal gender roles -are assigned to us as children and we are given continual guid­ance about the ways we can best fulfill these roles.  Patriarchy is a political-social system that insists that males are inherently dominating, superior to everything and everyone deemed weak, especially females, and endowed with the right to dominate and rule over the weak and to maintain that dominance through various forms of psychological terrorism and violence. When my older brother and I were born with a year separating us in age, patriarchy determined how we would each be regarded by our parents. Both our parents believed in patriarchy; they had been taught patriarchal thinking through religion.  At church they had learned that God created man to rule the world and everything in it and that it was the work of women to help men perform these tasks, to obey, and to always assume a subordinate role in relation to a powerful man. They were taught that God was male. These teachings were reinforced in every institution they encountered--­schools, courthouses, clubs, sports arenas, as well as churches. Embracing patriarchal thinking, like everyone else around them, they taught it to their children because it seemed like a "natural" way to organize life.  As their daughter I was taught that it was my role to serve, to be weak, to be free from the burden of thinking, to caretake and nurture others. My brother was taught that it was his role to be served; to provide; to be strong; to think, strategize, and plan; and to refuse to caretake or nurture others. I was taught that it was not proper for a female to be violent, that it was "unnatural." My brother was taught that his value would be determined by his will to do violence (albeit in appropriate settings). He was taught that for a boy, enjoying violence was a good thing (albeit in appropriate settings). He was taught that a boy should not express feelings. I was taught that girls could and should express feelings, or at least some of them. When I responded with rage at being denied a toy, I was taught as a girl in a patriarchal household that rage was not an appropriate feminine feeling, that it should be not only not be expressed but be eradicated. When my brother responded with rage at being denied a toy, he was taught as a boy in a patriar­chal household that his ability to express rage was good but that he had to learn the best setting to unleash his hos­tility. It was not good for him to use his rage to oppose the wishes of his parents, but later, when he grew up, he was taught that rage was permitted and that allowing rage to provoke him to violence would help him protect home and nation.  We lived in farm country, isolated from other people. Our sense of gender roles was learned from our parents, from the ways we saw them behave. My brother and I remember our confusion about gender. In reality I was stronger and more violent than my brother, which we learned quickly was bad. And he was a gentle, peaceful boy, which we learned was really bad. Although we were often confused, we knew one fact for certain: we could not be and act the way we wanted to, doing what we felt like. It was clear to us that our behavior had to follow a predetermined, gendered script. We both learned the word "patriarchy" in our adult life, when we learned that the script that had determined what we should be, the identities we should make, was based on patriarchal values and beliefs about gender.
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B. International Relations excludes feminine perspectives in its descriptions of global politics

Darryl Jarvis, Ph.D in IR from University of British Columbia, 2000, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline,” p. 145
The Third Debate has thus evolved a new addendum, one where gender and identity politics questions even dissident thought, labeling it an equally suspect discourse propagated largely by white middle class hetero-sexual males. This represents a new, deeper, subversive tendency in dissident scholarship, perhaps more radical and more threatening than even Ashley's. This time the charge is not just that we have been thinking wrong, or not thinking at all, but when not thinking we have been actively constructing gender gulags, excluding women by segregating and denying them access to international relations. In its most overt form practitioners are charged with being misogynist, sexist, racist, and homophobic, a disposition in theory that manifests itself in to what Steve Smith describes as pomophobia, or what V. Spike Peterson laments as the failure of feminist literature to be taken seriously in International Relations." For feminists, such a predilection represents an "androcentric system of thought inherited from early western state making[,] ... revitalized in the Enlightenment," and now cemented in international relations as a form of "masculinism" but one which is "rendered so invisible as to be absent in even critical and postmodern accounts."" International Relations thus represents a form of professionalized bigotry, evolved through the natural outgrowth of unreflective men theorists who are wedded implicitly "to an unacknowledged and seemingly commonplace principle that international relations is the proper homestead or place for people called men." Men of all political stripes have, according to Sylvester, been winking at feminists as they walk by, failing to read them, appoint them, take them seriously, or acknowledge them." In such a "chilly climate," women have been sys-tematically "evacuated" from International Relations, forced  into their assigned places at home, and even when they have managed to break free of such places, "their words have been lost, or covered-up and stored in the basement, . . . ignored because they are the views of people called women and 'women' have no place in the political places of 'men.""' Of "all the institutionalized forms of contemporary social and political analysis," concludes R.B.J. Walker, International Relations is "the most gender- blind, indeed crudely patriarchal." At the center of this disciplinary bastion of male privilege and repression, feminists identify an unreflective male-body-politic, one unknowingly prone to gendered or masculinist worldviews because of their unconscious male-sexuality. Underpinning much contemporary feminist theory is an implicit assumption of innate difference between men and women, where social inequalities stem as much from the hormonal/ anatomical attributes of men as they do from social institutions like patriarchy or the thought practices associated with rational or positivist-based epistemologies. For many feminists, the litany of allegations also derive from psychoanalytic interpretation, where, for example, the arms race, strategic and military studies, comparative force assessment, military-industrial complexes, or studies of the new surveillance technologies represent a male obsession with hardware and high politics characteristic of the egocentric, aggressive, powerseeking, rational man who unconsciously transposes his phallocentric desires into war-hunting-sport-fighting-power-seeking pursuits. Using a type of neobiological cum psychosociological logic, males are seen to project a testosterone-induced aggression/violence indicative of hormonal dispositions or imprinted primeval genetic memories to protect food sources or territory, for example. Or, as the case may be, some men never mature. They continue to play with dangerous toys-motorbikes, racing cars, weapons, and war-flirting with death." For Helen Caldicott, some men simply display a fascination with killing. Why? Perhaps, she notes, "Because women know from birth that they can experience the ultimate act of creativity, whereas boys and men lack this potential capacity and replace it with a fascination with control over life and death and a feeling of creative omnipotence."" Women, on the other hand, are "allied to the lift process" by virtue of "theft hormonal constitution." "She is not afraid to admit she has made a mistake and is generally interested in life-oriented human dynamics. She innately understands the basic principles of conflict resolution."" Men, by contrast, when they make war do so for reasons of psychosexual virility, in order to demonstrate their sexual potency as aging, white, elite male decision makers. As Caldicott notes, "It is never the people who make the decision to kill who get killed. It is the boys who usually don't even know what a dispute is about, let alone understand the intricacies of international politics. [These] old men act out theft fascination with killing, theft need to prove theft toughness and sexual adequacy by using innocent pawns."" Here, male aggression is ascribed to the deeply embedded psychodramas played out in male minds, the psychosociology of the male as a competitive sex predator, for example, and the fixation with phallocentric satisfaction." Men theorists of international relations are still really boys playing with guns, tanks, and bombs, caught up in the activity of psychosexual play as they study or help prepare for, make, and fight wars. "Little boys with big toys" was the popular expression of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND) and of the protests by women at Greenham Common against the deployment of Pershing and Cruise miles in the United Kingdom. For Caldicott, for example, the arms race was little more than an incidence of "missile envy," a competition between male superpowers intent on projecting theft power as a phalloeentrie expression of their desire to compete and dominate. Indeed, for Caldicott, it is no accident that missiles and phalluses have a certain similarity in shape and appearance." 
1NC Shell (3/3)

C. The logic of patriarchy can only end in total annihilation
Betty Reardon, Director of the Peace Education Program at Teacher's College Columbia University, 93, “Women and Peace: Feminist Visions of Global Security,” p. 30-2

A clearly visible element in the escalating tensions among militarized nations is the macho posturing and the patriarchal ideal of dominance, not parity, which motivates defense ministers and government leaders to "strut their stuff" as we watch with increasing horror. Most men in our patriarchal culture are still acting out old patterns that are radically inappropriate for the nuclear age. To prove dominance and control, to distance one's character from that of women, to survive the toughest violent initiation, to shed the sacred blood of the hero, to collaborate with death in order to hold it at bay-all of these patriarchal pressures on men have traditionally reached resolution in ritual fashion on the battlefield. But there is no longer any battlefield. Does anyone seriously believe that if a nuclear power were losing a crucial, large-scale conventional war it would refrain from using its multiple-warhead nuclear missiles because of some diplomatic agreement? The military theater of a nuclear exchange today would extend, instantly or eventually, to all living things, all the air, all the soil, all the water. If we believe that war is a "necessary evil," that patriarchal assumptions are simply "human nature," then we are locked into a lie, paralyzed. The ultimate result of unchecked terminal patriarchy will be nuclear holocaust. The causes of recurrent warfare are not biological. Neither are they solely economic. They are also a result of patriarchal ways of thinking, which historically have generated considerable pressure for standing armies to be used. (Spretnak 1983) These cultural tendencies have produced our current crisis of a highly militarized, violent world that in spite of the decline of the cold war and the slowing of the military race between the superpowers is still staring into the abyss of nuclear disaster, as described by a leading feminist in an address to the Community Aid Abroad State Convention, Melbourne, Australia: These then are the outward signs of militarism across the world today: weapons-building and trading in them; spheres of influence derived from their supply; intervention-both overt and covert; torture; training of military personnel, and supply of hardware to, and training of police; the positioning of military bases on foreign soil; the despoilation of the planet; 'intelligence' networks; the rise in the number of national security states; more and more countries coming under direct military rule; the militarization of diplomacy, and the interlocking and the international nature of the military order which even defines the major rifts in world politics. (Shelly 1983).

D. It’s not enough to add women and stir – vote negative to fundamentally alter the way we approach international relations

Laura Sjoberg, assistant prof of political science @ University of Florida, 2008, "The Norm of Tradition: Gender Subordination and Women's Exclusion in International Relations”, p. 177-178. 
If what is “traditional” is endogenous, then the problem of women’s underrepresentation is structural rather than incidental. To argue that the problem is structural is to argue that adding women to the ranks of our faculties, our tenure rolls, and our journals is insufficient to redress women’s subordination. Even if women were numerically “equal” to men in terms of their participation and rank in the profession, they would still be participating in a men’s world. Nancy Hirschmann explains that “one cannot merely add women’s experience to the dominant discourse because the two utilize different ontological and epistemological frameworks” (1989, 1242). Maybe women’s experiences in life also color their preference for nonmainstream theories. I am not saying that there is one “woman’s perspective” or that all women necessarily have something in common (except, perhaps, some experience of gender subordination). But gender subordination is rampant throughout the world and even in the United States. J. Ann Tickner argues that women’s marginality in life helps them to see women’s marginality specifically and political marginality more generally in scholarship. This argument would help explain the difference of chosen areas of study. The argument is essentially that subordination alters perspective (Pettman 1996; Tickner 2001). Catharine MacKinnon argues that differences between women and men in task, perspective, and even physicality are the result of gender subordination rather than its cause, because subordinated people have different tasks and see the world differently (MacKinnon 1989). The incompleteness of gender subordination accounts for the exceptions, while the fact of gender subordination accounts for the norm. Spike Peterson argues that “the femininity and masculinity that inform our identification as women and men have pervasive implications for the lives we lead and the world(s) in which we live” (1999, 37). 
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Their attempt to solve human rights internationally is inherently flawed- such practices and conventions silence women through an invisible gender hierarchy 
Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 133-34, PK 

Post-war international human rights conventions and practices offer an example of invisibly institutionalized gender hierarchy. Despite sex’s being an illegitimate basis of discrimination in all human rights documents since the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,407 women’s human rights violations were persistently unseen or ignored by mainstream policy and human rights organizations until relatively recently.408 Working often independently, often in tandem, women’s human rights activists, scholars, and policy entrepreneurs have demonstrated that while occasionally a prudential tool for social criticism in a given moment of time, the international instruments for promoting human rights, even the international instruments for promoting women’s human rights, have been inadequate for securing women’s human rights.409 Despite significant progress in integrating gender into mainstream international agreements – such as Security Council resolution 1325410 which requires gender analysis in the design and evaluation of UN peace-keeping missions and the Rome statute of the International Criminal Court411 – and in getting gender-specific international conventions, declarations, and platforms passed, the realization of women’s human rights still depends on the work of grassroots activists to challenge local laws, practices, and norms. Given the political viability of local laws, practices, and norms that violate women’s human rights, intra-cultural criticism and cross-cultural criticism are essential tools for realizing women’s human rights. And yet, “human” rights do not help women in many local contexts because what it means to be “human” is locally determined. 

And the impact is systemic patriarchy- our framing is a pre-requisite to solving their impacts

Karen J. Warren, Duane L. Cady, Professors at Macalester and Hamline, Spring 1994, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3810167?cookieSet=1
Conceptually, a feminist perspective suggests that patriarchal conceptual frameworks and the behavior they give rise to, are what sanction, maintain, and perpetuate "isms of domination"-sexism, racism, classism, warism, naturism, and the coercive power-over institutions and practices necessary to maintain these "isms." If this is correct, then no account of peace is adequate which does not reveal patriarchal conceptual frameworks; they underlie and sustain war and conflict resolution strategies. (Examples of why we think this is correct are laced throughout the remainder of the paper.) One glaring example of how the dominant cultural outlook manifests this oppressive conceptual framework is seen in macho, polarized, dichotomized attitudes toward war and peace. Pacifists are dismissed as naive, soft wimps; warriors are realistic, hard heroes. War and peace are seen as opposites. In fact few individual warists or pacifists live up to these exaggerated extremes. This suggests a reconceptualization of values along a continuum, which allows degrees of pacifism and degrees of justification for war (Cady 1989). 
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The alternative is to reject the affirmatives attempt to solve for human rights- only by taking into account the experiences of women can we  start examining human rights – focusing on gender enables new avenues for promoting the rights of everyone

Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 135-36

Generally, curb cut feminists begin with gender analysis of political, social, and economic conditions and processes. These analyses reveal the ways in which political, social, and economic contexts impede, exclude, ignore, or marginalize some women, not all women, and not only women. Curb cut feminist epistemology assumes that 1) the oppression of those “differently” oppressed than the inquirer may not be visible to the inquirer, to the theorist, or to the relatively powerful 2) when the conditions of the “differently” oppressed are identified and analyzed, greater insights than those possible from positions of relative privilege are possible, and 3) identifying the “differently” affected is a political dimension of this methodology that is itself an important subject of critical attention.416 I put “differently” in scare quotes to indicate the problematic character of the term: 1) the perspective not yet imagined is more marginalized that the most marginalized one can imagine, 2) the claim to being “differently” oppressed or marginalized (like the claim to be “most” marginalized417) is a political claim, and 3) the point is not to identify an unprivileged perspective to privilege to but deploy a device that destabilizes the epistemology of the speaker or epistemic community. The point is not to privilege marginalization or oppression but rather to deploy epistemological processes that do not marginalize or at a minimum are self-conscious about the epistemological power exercised through marginalization. Feminist analyses generate empirical and theoretical insights for understanding the struggles and wishes of those disadvantaged by hierarchies that affect political, social, and economic processes, thus enabling all of society to understand these better. In the search for universal human rights, curb cut feminist inquiry assumes that to answer the question “Are there universal human rights?”, we need to know (among other things) women’s experience of human rights and their violation. Women’s experiences and theoretical insights are the starting point of our inquiry, because women’s human rights violations often differ in kind and location from men’s human rights violations. However, when women’s previously invisible human rights violations are revealed, new theoretical and practical avenues for promoting the human rights of all of humanity open up.418 Women and others disadvantaged by exploitable hierarchies experience exclusion and human rights violations even under institutions which include many of the democratic features theorists tell us are important.419 By drawing on women’s experiences, particularly on those of women who are multiply-situated, feminist theorists and activists have drawn our attention to the range of short-comings of human rights theory and human rights regimes in practices. 

***LINKS***

Links – International Relations

International relations is dominated by white males, not allowing women any say because it is a form of professional bigotry

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 145].

The Third Debate has thus evolved a new addendum, one where gender and identity politics questions even dissident thought, labeling it an equally suspect discourse propagated largely by white middle class hetero-sexual males. This represents a new, deeper, subversive tendency in dissident scholarship, perhaps more radical and more threatening than even Ashley's. This time the charge is not just that we have been thinking wrong, or not thinking at all, but when not thinking we have been actively constructing gender gulags, excluding women by segregating and denying them access to international relations. In its most overt form practitioners are charged with being misogynist, sexist, racist, and homophobic, a disposition in theory that manifests itself in to what Steve Smith describes as pomophobia, or what V. Spike Peterson laments as the failure of feminist literature to be taken seriously in International Relations." For feminists, such a predilection represents an "androcentric system of thought inher- ited from early western state making[,] ... revitalized in the Enlightenment," and now cemented in international relations as a form of "masculinism" but one which is "rendered so invisible as to be absent in even critical and postmodern accounts."" International Relations thus represents a form of professionalized bigotry, evolved through the natural outgrowth of unreflective men theorists who are wedded implicitly "to an unacknowledged and seemingly commonplace principle that international relations is the proper homestead or place for people called men." Men of all political stripes have, according to Sylvester, been winking at feminists as they walk by, failing to read them, appoint them, take them seriously, or acknowledge them." In such a "chilly climate," women have been sys-tematically "evacuated" from International Relations, forced  into their assigned places at home, and even when they have managed to break free of such places, "their words have been lost, or covered-up and stored in the basement, . . . ignored because they are the views of people called women and 'women' have no place in the political places of 'men.""' Of "all the institutionalized forms of contemporary social and political analysis," concludes R.B.J. Walker, International Relations is "the most gender- blind, indeed crudely patriarchal." 
At the center of this disciplinary bastion of male privilege and repression, feminists identify an unreflective male-body-politic, one unknowingly prone to gendered or masculinist worldviews because of their unconscious male-sexuality. Underpinning much contemporary feminist theory is an implicit assumption of innate difference between men and women, where social inequalities stem as much from the hormonal/anatomical attributes of men as they do from social institutions like patriarchy or the thought 146 practices associated with rational or positivist-based cpistemologies. For many feminists, the litany of allegations also derive from psychoanalytic interpretation, where, for example, the arms race, strategic and military studies, comparative force assessment, military-industrial complexes, or studies of the new surveillance technologies represent a male obsession with hardware and high politics characteristic of the egocentric, aggressive, powerseeking, rational man who unconsciously transposes his phallocentric desires into war-hunting-sport-fighting-power-seeking pursuits. Using a type of neobiological cum psychosociological logic, males are seen to project a testosterone-induced aggression/violence indicative of hormonal dispositions or imprinted primeval genetic memories to protect food sources or territory, for example. Or, as the case may be, some men never mature. They continue to play with dangerous toys-motorbikes, racing cars, weapons, and war-flirting with death." For Helen Caldicott, some men simply display a fascination with killing. Why? Perhaps, she notes, "Because women know from birth that they can experience the ultimate act of creativity, whereas boys and men lack this potential capacity and replace it with a fascination with control over life and death and a feeling of creative omnipotence."" Women, on the other hand, are "allied to the lift process" by virtue of "theft hormonal constitution." "She is not afraid to admit she has made a mistake and is generally interested in life-oriented human dynamics. She innately understands the basic principles of conflict resolution."" Men, by contrast, when they make war do so for reasons of psychosexual virility, in order to demonstrate their sexual potency as aging, white, elite male decision makers. As Caldicott notes, "It is never the people who make the decision to kill who get killed. It is the boys who usu- ally don't even know what a dispute is about, let alone understand the intricacies of international politics. [These] old men act out theft fascination with killing, theft need to prove theft toughness and sexual adequacy by using innocent pawns."" 

Continues…no text removed

Links – International Relations

Continues…no text removed

Here, male aggression is ascribed to the deeply embedded psychodramas played out in male minds, the psychoso- ciology of the male as a competitive sex predator, for example, and the fix- ation with phallocentric satisfaction." Men theorists of international relations are still really boys playing with guns, tanks, and bombs, caught up in the activity of psychosexual play as they study or help prepare for, make, and fight wars. "Little boys with big toys" was the popular expression of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND) and of the protests by women at Greenham Common against the deployment of Pershing and Cruise miles in the United Kingdom. For Caldicott, for example, the arms race was little more than an incidence of "missile envy," a competition between male superpowers intent on projecting theft power as a phalloeentrie expression of their desire to compete and dominate. Indeed, for Caldicott, it is no accident that missiles and phalluses have a certain similarity in shape and appearance." 
The way IR is structured is exclusionary to women
Mary Ann Tétreault March 2008, “Women in International Relations: Sediment, Trends, and Agency,” Politics & Gender, Vol. 4, Iss. 1; pg. 144.
Women are relatively scarcer in IR than they are in other fields of political science. One explanation for this relative scarcity could be found in the masculinism embedded in IR and security professions, which is complicated to trace. Helen Caldicott's book Missile Envy (1984) located the U.S.-Soviet arms race in the context of Freud's concept of penis envy, a psychologically driven competition to prove which government was more masculine. Just how deeply masculinist perspectives permeated these fields was revealed by Carol Cohn in a pathbreaking 1987 article in the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. Cohn had conducted fieldwork at an unnamed "center of nuclear strategic studies" and an unnamed "university defense studies center" as a result of attending a summer workshop on nuclear strategic analysis (Cohn 1987, 17). During her year as an "anthropologist" among "defense intellectuals," she discovered the power of language to shape what people believed was possible, necessary, and empowering for national defense: Sexy jargon and esoteric codes kept participants from appreciating that what they were doing every day was contemplating nuclear armageddon. Cohn reports that she had always found Caldicott's hypothesis to be "an uncomfortably reductionist explanation" of the Cold War arms race (1987, 18). Indeed, Cohn expected to have to eavesdrop on her colleagues to catch them sexualizing their theories and scenarios, but she need not have worried. Even guest lecturers were not at all self-conscious about using sexualized, romantic, and paternal imagery to describe nuclear strategy, nuclear tactics, and nuclear war (1987, 18-19). What surprised Cohn even more was how readily she adapted to and adopted the jargon of the people with whom she worked. This shocked her so much that she reports having shifted her attention from absorbing information about nuclear strategy to "understand[ing] more about how the dogma I was learning was rationalized," and then to speculat[ing] on what "an alternative reality [would] look like" (1987, 22-23). Cohn could have been writing about the dilemma of some female students contemplating a specialty in IR during the relatively straitlaced era of the Cold War. Could they imagine themselves being treated as the intellectual partners of men in this environment? Could they speak in a language that described the development and deployment of lethal weapons in lightly euphemized, woman-belittling images of sexual intercourse? Undergraduate women during that era occasionally discussed with me their discomfort at the language used in some of their IR classes. A few were disturbed by normative assumptions that they would see the world solely through the eyes of an aggressor and not also through the eyes of potential victims and "collateral damage" (also Cohn 1987, 23). Although more than half of the female graduate students I taught until the mid-1990s were present or former members of the military, most shared this values perspective with the civilian students. Several military members speculated that sexualized language and profanity were both intended to ensure that the best jobs in the military would remain a masculine preserve (for supporting evidence, see Webb 1979).

Links – International Relations

Women are underrepresented and undervalued in IR

Mary Ann Tétreault March 2008, “Women in International Relations: Sediment, Trends, and Agency,” Politics & Gender, Vol. 4, Iss. 1; pg. 144.
Not quite 15 years ago, the International Studies Association (ISA) sponsored an investigation into the status of women in the profession. Most of the conclusions were not too far from what Daniel Maliniak, Amy Oakes, Susan Peterson, and Michael Tierney report in this issue: Women are underrepresented among academics in political science as a whole, and especially in the field of international relations. They also are underrepresented in higher academic ranks. Although they publish at about the same rate as their male counterparts, women's work is far less likely to be cited or mentioned as influential in the field. The "Women in International Relations" study by Maliniak and his coauthors shows that not much has changed--or has it?

The woman’s perspective has been excluded from studies of international relations via structural barriers. 
Laura Sjoberg, assistant prof of political science @ University of Florida, 2008, "The Norm of Tradition: Gender Subordination and Women's Exclusion in International Relations”, p. 175-176. 
Still, in IR, women’s underrepresentation is so grave that this “failure” to make it in the field cannot be understood as individual or incidental, but, rather, as a consequence of structural barriers to women’s participation. The severity of women’s exclusion from IR as compared to the rest of political science supports this understanding.

These structural barriers might include the gendered subject matter of the discipline, the gendered language in which the discipline describes and analyzes global politics, and the gendered qualifications for employment, promotion, and tenure specific to the discipline and in academia more generally. Until I heard the conversation just referenced, like most of the explanations in “Women in International Relations” and elsewhere in the discipline, I had assumed that women’s marginalization in the discipline was incidental, not structural. Incidental explanations identify some factor or set of factors, such as educational differences, differences in the subfields of international relations that women are interested in, age differences, methodological differences, and so on, and “blame” women’s underrepresentation on those differences. These explanations imply that, if women had the “same” education, the “same” interests, and the “same” methods, then their experience in the subfield of international relations would be similar to men’s. As such, many who look for women’s equality in our field are actively interested in finding more women who do “good work” and including them among the rank of their departments. I have heard several department chairs lament that they simply were unable to find a woman who met their criteria, and thus were unable to hire a woman to fill a vacant tenure-track line. In this scenario, senior colleagues explain, were there to be a woman who did the same work at the same level as the (more qualified) male candidate, then the department would have no problem hiring the person—women who were “the same” would be treated that way.

Links – International Relations

Feminist perspectives excluded from international relations studies
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 2-4.

Since women have been on the peripheries of power in most states, this broad conception of world politics seems the most fitting disciplinary definition in which to frame feminist approaches. Their investigations of politics from the micro to the global level and from the personal to the international, as well as their analyses as to how macro structures affect local groups and individuals, draw on a broad definition of the political. Using explicitly normative analysis, certain feminists have drawn attention to the injustices of hierarchical social relations and the effects they have on human beings' life chances. Feminists have never been satisfied with the boundary constraints of conventional IR. While women have always been players in international politics often their voices have not been heard either in policy arenas or in the discipline that analyzes them. If the agenda of concerns for IR scholars has expanded, so too have the theoretical approaches. The "scientific" rationalistic tradition, associated with both neorealism and neoliberalism, is being challenged by scholars in critical and postpositivist approaches that grow out of humanistic and philosophical traditions of knowledge rather than those based on the natural sciences. While certain scholars applaud this flowering of a multiplicity of approaches and epistemologies, others see a discipline in disarray with fragmentation and pluralism as its essential characteristics. Kalevi Holsti's claim, in the early 1990s, that there is no longer agreement on what constitutes reliable or useful knowledge or how to create it still holds true today. It is in the context of this intellectual pluralism and disciplinary ferment that feminist approaches have entered the discipline. In-spite of the substantial growth and recognition of feminist scholarship in the last ten years, it still remains quite marginal to the discipline. Particularly in the United States, where neorealism and neoliberalism approaches that share rationalistic methodologies and assumptions about the state and the international system predominate. Apart from occasional citations, there has been little engagement with feminist writings, particularly by conventional IR scholars. There is genuine puzzlement as to the usefulness of feminist approaches for understanding international relations and global politics. Questions frequently asked of feminist scholars are indications of this puzzlement: What does gender have to do with international politics and the workings of the global economy? How can feminism help us solvle real world problems such as Bosnia? Where is your research program? While the new feminist literatures in IR are concerned with understanding war and peace and the dynamics of the global economy, issues at the center of the IR agenda, their methodological and substantive approaches to these questions are sufficiently different for scholars of IR to wonder whether they are part of the same discipline. It is this lack of connection that motivates many of the issues raised in this book. While I have attempted to site feminist perspectives within the discipline, it will become clear from the topics addressed that IR feminists frequently make different assumptions about the world, ask different questions, and use different methodologies to answer them. Having reflected on reasons for these disconnections, as well as the misunderstandings over the potential usefulness of feminist approaches raised by some of the questions above, I believe that they lie in the fact that feminist IR scholars see different realities and draw on different epistemologies from conventional IR theorists. For example, whereas IR has traditionally analyzed security issues either from a structural perspective or at the level of the state and its decision makers feminist IR scholars focus primarily on how world politics can contribute to the insecurity of individuals, particularly marginalized and disempowered populations. They examine whether the valorization of characteristics associated with a dominant form of masculinity influences the foreign policies of states. They also examine whether the privileging of these same attributes by the realist school in IR may contribute to the reproduction of conflict-prone power-maximizing behaviors. Whereas IR theorists focus on the causes and termination of wars, feminists are as concerned with what happens during wars as well as with their causes and endings. Rather than seeing military capability as an assurance against outside threats to the state, militaries are seen as frequently antithetical to individual security, particularly to the security of women and other vulnerable groups. Moreover, feminists are concerned that continual stress on the need for defense helps to legitimate a kind of militarized social order that overvalorizes the use of state violence or domestic and international purposes. 

AT: Women Included in IR Now

IR is still discriminatory against women, feminist theory, and feminist methods

Mary Ann Tétreault March 2008, “Women in International Relations: Sediment, Trends, and Agency,” Politics & Gender, Vol. 4, Iss. 1; pg. 144.
I have no reason to believe that discrimination against women and minorities, and discrimination against feminist theory and "feminine" methods and topics of inquiry, have gone away. There is a gentle implication in the Maliniak et al. article that strategies for women should include cracking these lingering barriers rather than undermining them. I agree with that perspective and yet, at the same time, I think that there are many more avenues to professional development and peer recognition available to women now than there were in the not-so-distant past. What I address here are strategies aimed at junior women who seek both to overcome gender barriers and to engage the issues they regard as most interesting and important.
AT: Our IR isn’t Gendered

Specific mentions of ‘man’ or ‘woman’ are irrelevant; their assumptions and explanations take what is human to be what is masculine
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 5-6

While the purpose of this book is to introduce gender as a category of analysis into the discipline of international relations, the marginalization of women in the arena of foreign policy-making through the kind of gender stereotyping that I have described suggests that international politics has always been a gendered activity in the modern state system. Since foreign and military policy-making has been largely conducted by men, the discipline that analyzes these activities is bound to be primarily about men and masculinity. We seldom realize we think in these terms, however; in most fields of knowledge we have become accustomed to equating what is human with what is masculine. Nowhere is this more true than in international relations, a discipline that, while it has for the most part resisted the introduction of gender into its discourse, bases its assumptions and explanations almost entirely on the activities and experiences of men. Any attempt to introduce a more explicitly gendered analysis into the field must therefore begin with a discussion of masculinity.

IR is so deeply masculinized that its inherent gender hierarchies are often hidden

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 8

Extending Scott's challenge to the field of international relations, we can immediately detect a similar set of hierarchical binary oppositions. But in spite of the seemingly obvious association of international politics with the masculine characteristics described above, the field of international relations is one of the last of the social sciences to be touched by gender analysis and feminist perspectives. 11 The reason for this, I believe, is not that the field is gender neutral, meaning that the introduction of gender is irrelevant to its subject matter as many scholars believe, but that it is so thoroughly masculinized that the workings of these hierarchical gender relations are hidden.

Links – Focus on the State

The state encourages certain methods used to silence the narratives of survivors, allowing communities and the women themselves to conceal and even erase their experiences from history

Bina D’Costa, PhD, Australian National University, Australia, post-doctoral fellow at the University of Otago, John Vincent fellow in the Department of International relations at the Australian National University, Canberra, Australia, taught in the Department of Women’s Studies and International Relations at ANU, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 142-4 EmiW]

Since a major focus of my research was the construction of women's identity through political processes after 1971, I was interested in the successive regimes dealing with women's issues. An important question in this regard was “What sort of silence did they create through their policies, which included the reintegration of war criminals into the political ground?” As part of my analysis, I investigated three different types of silence and marginalization in the national narrative. The first type was created by successive governments' silencing of the survivors In the rehabilitation programs coordinated by the Awami League government, which was in power till 1975, women's agency was denied.2 For example, the rehabilitation programs controlled the violated female body through forced abortions, maternity through war-baby adoption programs, and women's lives through various means including the “marry them off” campaign (Brownmiller 1975: 83) and their reinstatement in traditional jobs such as needlework, paddy-husking, am poultry-farming. The second type of silence is reinforced by the women themselves. The family and community pressures on the women made it hard for them to speak of their experiences. In a poor country like Bangladesh where women struggle for basic rights of food and shelter every day, there was no space or time to share their experiences publicly. Moreover, the stigma, shame, and humiliation associated with rape made it doubly hard for women to speak without being ostracized by their communities. They either internalized the cultural scripts of gender roles or chose silence as their negotiated survival strategy. By “negotiated survival” I mean the approach or strategy used by women to maneuver within their highly patriarchal families, communities, and states. That often meant prioritizing their community identity over their personal on and suppressing their memories of both wartime violence and post-conflict state-building, in which they had been stigmatized because c their gender role and the experience of sexual violence. Over the last three decades, the first and second kinds of silence hardened and created the third and most dangerous kind, which ha the power to erase women's experience from Bangladesh's history a together and to deny the possibility of seeking justice, reconciliation, c reparation. As stated before, along with the state and the women their selves, social workers, activists, and human rights groups who were assisting the women also played part in this silence.24 Because the air was to cause the least pain and trauma for the women, emphasis was placed on concealing their stories. I am not denying or ignoring th serious stigma and isolation or the feeling of shame25 and humiliation rape can create for survivors.26 Scholars (Burgess 1995; Culbertson 1995; Muran and Digiuseppe 2000; Henseley 2002) have investigated the traumas related to rape, the psychotherapeutic needs of the rape victims (Draucker 1999; Harris 1998), and the consideration of cultural difference to assist the women (Low and Organista 2000; Hansen and Harkins 2002). Yet I suggest that the individual silencing of the first two kinds also creates a collective silence. Burying women's traumas thickens the silence and therefore contributes to the denial of justice. While publicly talking about rape might mean stigmatization for the victim, covering it under shrouds of silence might also mean not documenting, and therefore publicly denying, what happened to her or to women like her. The failure to address women's experiences on a case-by-case basis had the cumulative effect of downplaying the extent and severity of the rapes and sexual violence during 1971 war.
Links – Focus on the State

Focusing on the state reinforces the public-private dichotomy

Jill Steans March 1999, “The Private is Global: Feminist Politics and Global Political Economy,” New Political Economy, Vol. 4, Issue 1.
The main implications of feminist critiques of existing scholarship in GPE is that the public/private divisions which underpin such conceptions of economic and political activity render invisible what Youngs describes as deep social relations of power.(n6) That is, personal, familial and domestic relations and social reproduction do not appear in public statistics, but they nonetheless constitute a world in which significant economic production and servicing takes place--a world characterised by particular forms of power relations.(n7) As Benhabib has argued, along with the development of commodity relations in capitalism, the socialisation of the economy, the decline of the subsistence household and the emergence of national and global markets, there has been a privatisation of the intimate sphere (the production of daily necessities, reproduction and care of the young, the old and the sick).(n8) Whitworth has lamented the failure of critical theorists to theorise gender, precisely because critical theory claims to understand social and political complexes as a whole rather than as separate parts.(n9) GPE neglects the degree to which states, for example, are involved in the social and political institutionalisation of gendered power differences by confirming and institutionalising the arrangements that distinguish the public from the private. Goetz argues that 'part of the definition of the state and the delimitation of the state's proper sphere involves the active codification and policing of the boundaries of the public and the private' which 'delineate gendered spheres of activity, where the paradigmatic subject of the public and economic arena is male and that of the private and domestic is female'.(n10) According to Goetz, states set the parameters for women's structurally unequal position in families and markets by condoning gender-differential terms in inheritance rights and legal adulthood, by tacitly condoning domestic and sexual violence, or by sanctioning differential wages for equal or comparable work.(n11) Feminists have challenged the conceptual boundary between the public and private realms and demanded that GPE scholars devote critical and sustained attention to the connections between the two realms. As Youngs notes, political and economic relations do not operate on either side of public and private, but across them.(n12)

We must escape the nation-state paradigm for an adequate critical framework

Jill Steans March 1999, “The Private is Global: Feminist Politics and Global Political Economy,” New Political Economy, Vol. 4, Issue 1.
The GPE conception of historically constituted structures and practices within which political and economic activity takes place is helpful to feminists.(n15) A feminist critical political economy requires a theoretical and conceptual framework which allows us to think about gender relations beyond the realm of the nation-state. Critical global political economy provides a sophisticated understanding of the driving force of globalisation--global capitalism. The phenomenon of globalisation has fostered a view of the state as a particular territorial and political space in which a distinct mixture of wider and more local social relations, layer upon layer of different linkages, local to world-wide, exists.(n16) This is welcomed by many feminist scholars who are interested to identify 'global gender issues',(n17) and to map the global dimensions of feminist politics.(n18)
Links – Focus on the State

Focus on the state as the sole actor reinforces the patriarchal realist mindsets- guarantees insecurity for women

Adam Jones, political scientist at University of British Columbia, 1996 (“Does Gender Make the World go round?”  Review of international studies vol 22, number 4, JSTOR)

The classical paradigm places primary emphasis on the world system as a level of analysis. But the constituent actors in the Realist scenario are states-accepted as givens, 'abstract unitary actors whose actions are explained through laws that can be universalized across time and place and whose internal characteristics are irrelevant to the operation of these laws'.14 Tickner contends that this image of state action is fundamentally 'antihumanist' in its reification of the state. But it is also masculinist in its privileging of traditionally male-oriented values: Behind this reification of state practices hide social institutions that are made and remade by individual actions. In reality, the neorealist depiction of the state as a unitary actor is grounded in the historical practices of the Western state system: neorealist characterizations of state behavior, in terms of self-help, autonomy, and power seeking, privilege characteristics associated with the Western construction of masculinity.15 It is clear why feminists tend to place such emphasis on the Realist state-as-actor formulation. No political phenomenon has been subjected to such radical scrutiny and criticism in the past twenty years as the state, its composition, and its perpetuation in the spheres of production and reproduction. Feminism, as noted, rose to prominence alongside other radical critiques of the 1960s and '70s. It is hardly surprising, then, that the enduring radical-feminist tradition, best exemplified by Catharine MacKinnon, has been most insistent on a re-evaluation of the state from a gender perspective. Radical feminism charges the domestic political order with negating the female/feminine and sharply constraining the role and political power of women. When a class analysis is integrated with the gender variable, as it usually is, we have a picture of the state as compromised and conflictive, predicated on the structured inequality of women and the poor (two categories that intersect to a greater or lesser degree in much feminist analysis, as in the real world). MacKinnon writes: The state is male in the feminist sense . . . The liberal state coercively and authoritatively constitutes the social order in the interest of men as a gender-through its legitimating norms, forms, relation to society, and substantive policies . . . Formally, the state is male in that objectivity is its norm ... It legitimates itself by reflecting its view of society, a society it helps make by so seeing it, and calling that view, and that relation, rationality. Since rationality is measured by point-of-viewlessness, what counts as reason is that which corresponds to the way things are.16 The analysis here stops at the boundaries of the nation-state, but the implications for feminists of an international system composed of such units are clear. So, too, is the important difference between such radical-feminist formulations and radical Marxist critiques of the state. While Marxism has spent much of the past two decades exploring the state's potential to act with 'relative autonomy' from dominant social classes, MacKinnon and other radical feminists reject outright the possibility of the state ever acting against dominant male/masculine interests. 'How ever autonomous of class the liberal state may appear, it is not autonomous of sex. Male power is systemic. Coercive, legitimated, and epistemic, it is the regime.'7  A number of important feminist voices have rejected the radical-feminist vision of the liberal state.18 But many, perhaps most, feminist IR theorists incorporate a good deal of the radical-feminist perspective in critiquing classical IR. This is particularly notable in critiques of classical conceptions of security, dealt with in more detail later. If the state is permeated to its foundations by gender bias, it cannot act in a neutral, disinterested, 'self-maximizing' manner to provide security for its citizens. In fact, its very existence is predicated on the structured insecurity of half its population. 

Links – Crises 

Women disappear from view during times of crisis

Jan Jindy Pettman, Director of Centre for Women’s Studies at Australian National University, Spring 2004, pg. 85

This article seeks to understand feminist international relations theory through the lenses of 911 and the war on terror. In times of national crisis and international violence, women and gender often disappear from view. Feminists, including IR feminist experts, are rarely asked to comment on large-scale organized violence. At first glance, 'hard' masculinity and militarism appear to be unlikely sites for feminist examination, however, feminists do have a lot to say about these forms of international politics. This article aims to demonstrate how gender is an essential component of the relations and reactions reviewed in the readings of 9/11 and the war on terror. 

Links – Security

Defining security as a binary between war and peace naturalizes structural and ecological violence

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 61-62.

Feminists are suspicious of statist ontologies that define security in zero-sum terms associated with binary distinctions between anarchy and order; they are also aware of the dangers of identities that, in their quest for unifying language and theory can’t be separated from practice. Symbols that can themselves be a source of conflict, mask social relations of inequality and insecurity. Many feminists, therefore, like certain critical-security scholars, define security broadly in multidimensional and multilevel terms-as the diminution of all forms of violence, including physical, structural, and ecological Since women have been marginal to the power structures of most states, and since feminist perspectives on security take human security as their central concern, most of these definitions start at the bottom, with the individual or community rather than the state or the international system. According to Christine Sylvester, security is elusive and partial and involves struggle and contention; it is a process, rather than an ideal in which women must act as agents in the provision of their own security.89 It is important to emphasize that women must be (and are) involved in providing for their own security; notions of security that rely on protection reinforce gender hierarchies that, in turn, diminish women's (and certain men's) real security. Speaking from the margins, feminists are sensitive to the various ways in which social hierarchies manifest themselves across societies and history. Striving for an emancipatory type of security involves exposing these different social hierarchies, understanding how they construct and are constructed by the international order, and working to denaturalize and dismantle them. 

Security studies exclude women’s voices

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 36-37.
Security specialists in universities and research institutions played an important role in designing U.S. security policy during the Cold War. For this reason their work was aimed at policymakers and military experts, an audience that traditionally included very few women and one that has not been particularly concerned with the kind of security issues important to many women. While national security has been a privileged category both in the discipline of international relations and in international "high" politics, the term woman is antithetical to our stereotypical image of a national-security specialist. Women have rarely been security providers in the conventional sense of the term, as soldiers or policymakers; in the U.S. Department of Defense in August 1999, women occupied only 14.6 percent of all officer ranks and only 5 percent of the top four positions in these ranks.' It is only recently that women have begun to enter the IR security field in significant numbers.3 Yet women have been writing about security from a variety of perspectives for a long time; their voices, however have rarely been heard.  For these reasons, feminist perspectives on security are quite different from those of conventional security studies. To the mainstream, they often appear to be outside traditional disciplinary boundaries.  

Security studies preclude ethical discourse

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 44-45.

Walt's defense of the social-scientific foundations of security studies (mentioned earlier) and his dismissal of other approaches have drawn sharp criticism from critical-security scholars. The ethnocentricism of his review and his description of a field that appears closely allied with U.S. security interests call into question his claim about the field's ability to "rise above the political" and raises the issue of whose interest security is serving. Edward Kolodziej has claimed that Walt's philosophically restrictive notion of the social sciences confines the security scholar to testing propositions largely specified by policymakers; it is they who decide what is real and relevant." Kolodziej goes on to say that Walt's definition of science bars any possibility of an ethical or moral discourse; even the normative concerns of classical realists are deemphasized in order to put the realist perspective on scientific foundations. Challenging Walt's view of the history of the field as a gradual evolution toward an objective, scientific discipline that ultimately yields a form of knowledge beyond time and history, Keith Krause and Michael Williams have claimed that Walt has created an epistemic hierarchy that allows conventional security studies to set itself up as the authoritative judge of alternative claims;" this leads to a dismissal of alternative epistemologies in terms of their not being "scientific."  

Links - Security

Logic of securitisation is fundamentally flawed
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 63-64.
Feminists have generally rejected rationalist models when seeking to understand states' security-seeking behavior. They believe that the claim to universality and objectivity made by these models is problematic since it is based on male models of human behavior. Such a search for universalistic laws may miss the ways in which gender hierarchies manifest themselves in a variety of ways across time and culture. Claiming that theory cannot be separate from practice, feminists have investigated strategic language and   foreign-policy discourse to see how they shape, legitimate, and constrain certain policy options. Starting at the microlevel and listening to the experiences of women, feminists base their understanding of security on situated knowledge, rather than knowledge that is decontextualized and universalized. Speaking from the experiences of those on the margins of national security, feminists are sensitive to the various ways in which social hierarchies are variably constructed. Striving for security involves exposing these different social hierarchies, understanding how they construct and are constructed by the international order, and working to denaturalize and dismantle them. Gender and other social hierarchies have effects, not only on issues of national security but also on the workings of the global economy and the uneven distribution of economic rewards that, in return, also affect human security. These issues are taken up in chapter 3.   

Understanding security requires the feminine – global politics necessitates a reflection of methodological bases for the women marginalized by international power relations

Maria Stern, PhD, Goteborg University, Sweden, lecturer and research fellow in the Department of Peace and Development Studies at the University of Goteborg, Sweden. She teaches at the Department of Gender Studies at the University of Goteborg, currently directing a research project “Gender in the Armed Forces: Militarism and Peace-building in Congo-Kinshasa and Mozambique, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 176-8 EmiW]

The field of IR – and indeed everyday global politics – is understandably preoccupied with security, or perceived threats to security. This…instead of exercising its official protector role, the Army posed the main direct threat to the Guatemalan population, especially to the Mayan pueblo and Mayan women.

AT: Human Security

To fundamentally change the reduction of a human to a biological being, it is not enough to separate it from strategic thought. Only the alt will solve.

Lauren Wilcox, Political Theory Colloquium, 12-11-2009, http://www.polisci.umn.edu/centers/theory/schedule.html
While such projects attempt to ‘humanize’ war (to varying degrees of success), the ‘human’ that they show is an injured body, a corpse, a body defined by its relationship to physiological harm or death. This kind of attempt to re-value bodies in opposition to strategic thought does not fundamentally challenge the reduction of the human to biological being, and thus erases the sociality of the body as it lives or dies. These strains of feminist theorizing provide us with useful insight about international relations, but all are complicit with culture/nature dualism in that they reproduce the distinction between social practices of meaning making and corporeality. Pointing out the denial of bodies underlying strategic thought add bodies back into International Relations, but the body that is denied is a material, flesh and blood, body that can only be killed or left to live. The body is still constituted as the opposite of abstract, strategic rationales. In order to theorize bodies in International Relations, we need a richer account of bodies as material and socially produced. Counting and naming is not enough: as Judith Butler reminds us, the representation of the injured or killed body is not enough for us to incorporate such persons as fully human in our ethical awareness; the representation of bodies fails to ‘capture’ the fully human (Butler 2004, 142-147). We need a fuller account of human bodies in their sociality and materiality to begin to account for bodies in their complex relationship to violence.  This piece attempts to build an account of the production of bodies in practices of precision warfare that take us beyond the culture/nature dualism in our conception of embodiment. 

Links – Borders/Boundaries

Geopolitical mapping is a method of domesticating political space to dominate the external environment

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 109-10

The mechanistic attitude toward nature that began in seventeenth-century Europe and was subsequently globalized through imperialism led to a fundamental shift in the conceptualization of geographical space. Merchant notes that in the case of early America a breakdown of the Native American way of life began with the mapping of their homeland onto geometric space by European explorers and mapmakers. As space was reorganized, fixed boundaries between wild and civilized appeared, boundaries unknown to Native American cultures. The mapping of the world by European explorers led to similar processes of reconceptualizing and organizing geographical space on a global scale, a process that has lent itself to projects of management, control, and domination of the environment. The history of spatial changes is also the history of power changes.29 The interrelation between geographical space and power politics noted by Hans Morgenthau and other contemporary international relations scholars was developed more comprehensively by the Western geopolitical tradition of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Although it fell from favor in Western international relations scholarship in the post-World War II period, owing to its association with Nazism, geopolitical thinking had considerable influence on United States containment policies of the Cold War era.30 In his study of Western geopolitical thought, Geoffrey Parker defines geopolitics as the study of international relations from a spatial viewpoint; geopolitics views the world as an interlocking mechanism, an assumption that links it to the Enlightenment view of nature as a machine.31 While looking at the globe as a totality, geopolitics sees a world divided into bounded political entities competing for control over their environment. Citing Friedrich Ratzel's description of the state as an organism engaged in a competitive struggle of evolution and decay, Parker notes the Darwinian influence on nineteenth-century geopolitical thinking.32 The German school of Geopolitik, of which Ratzel was a member, was founded on environmental determinism: the power that any state could command depended on its geographical circumstances. In geopolitical terms, spaces are contested areas populated by colonists, soldiers, navies, and traders. As geopolitical thinkers along with mapmakers were effecting this transformation in our perception of the global environment, the native inhabitants of these spaces were being marginalized, just as women were increasingly being confined to the private space of the family. By the end of the nineteenth century, the expansion of the European state system had brought the entire world into an integrated space upon which the geopolitical tradition imposed the hierarchical notion of order and power that has been fundamental to traditional international relations theory and practice. While geopolitics made explicit the domination that states have attempted to impose on their natural environment, modern science's mechanistic view of nature provided the framing assumptions basic to the Western tradition of international relations theory. Hobbes's Leviathan, his solution to the dangers inherent in this system, is a mechanistic model of society in which order can be guaranteed only by an absolute sovereign operating the machine from outside.33 The lack of such a sovereign in the state of nature leads to disorder, which results from unbridled competition for scarce resources. As discussed in a previous chapter, this condition of "anarchy" has been used by realists as a metaphor to portray the international system; the wildness of nature beyond the boundaries of an orderly "domesticated" political space demands that states try to control and dominate this external environment through the accumulation of national power that can protect their attempts to appropriate necessary natural resources.
Borders and boundaries makes it easier to ignore women’s subordination

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 132.
For these reasons, IR feminists, like those feminists at the women's-rights conference, are uncomfortable with statist boundaries and North/South divides; most feminist work is either implicitly or explicitly questioning the very constitution of a field constructed around rigid boundaries such as domestic/international, public/private, and state/society. Drawing geographical boundaries between degrees of patriarchy in terms of an unproblematic North/South axis serves to reinforce ideas, prevalent in the West, that women’s subordination tends to "take place over there but not here."  

Links – Hegemony/Power Projection

The military and state defense organizations are institutions of hegemonic masculinity; when these institutions open up to “others” change is possible 

Kronsell 6, Feminist Methodologies or International Relations, Annica Kronsell: Assisnt Professor of Political Science at the University of Lund, edited by Brooke A. Ackerly and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the Univeristy of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press p. 108-

Institutions such as the military and state defense organization are central to the field of international relations. Simultaneously, they represent and reify specific gender relations. This chapter centers on methodological issues for feminist researchers interested in these institutions. They are institutions of hegemonic masculinity because male bodies dominate in them, and have done so historically, and a particular form of masculinity has become the norm (Connell 1995: 77). Although many institutions of importance to international relations can be categorized as institutions of hegemonic masculinity, the defense and mili- tary organizations have a particularly strong standing. The basis for my methodological reflections is a research puzzle aimed at mapping out and making sense of the gendered practices of the Swedish military and defense organization. Examples are given throughout from the study of military and defense institutions in Sweden. My approach starts from post-structural, feminism and gives weight to structural components of gender relations, reproduced when individuals perform within institutions. It follows that I see institutions in general as important for understanding gender relations, but I have a particular interest in institutions of hegemonic masculinity. Apart from feminist IR work I have found much help in organizational studies dealing with gender and sexuality (Hearn and Parkin 2001; Wahl et al. 2001; Alvesson and Billing 1997; Hearn et al. 1989). Here I suggest that gender dynamics of these institutions be studied through analysis of documents, places and narratives. One way, then, is through the deconstruction of the texts and discourses emerging from these institutions, sometimes "reading" what is not written, or what is "between the lines," or what is expressed as symbols and in procedures. Institutions both organize and materialize gender discourses in historically dynamic ways, while simultaneously enabling and restricting the individual involved in institutional activities. Institutions have a part in forming subjects. At the same time, institutions are actively reproduced as well as changed through practice. Hence, change is not a simple or straightforward process. However, I argue that when institutions of hegemonic masculinity open up to “others" and, for example, no longer rely on strict gender segregation, there is a particular potential for institutional change and development, and hence also of changing gender relations. A method suggested here is listening to the stories of women engaged in such institutions. Through their experience they generate important knowledge that can help ex- plore institutional silences on gender. Interviewing is an obvious method, yet not problem-free as Stern, D’Costa, and jacoby (in this volume) also point out. I suggest a method for how to work around the problems interviews pose, by also considering narratives formulated in other contexts (such as "internal" newsletters). 

The affirmative’s assumption that the capacity for force determines worth reinforces a gendered view of international relations

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 6-7

Masculinity and politics have a long and close association. Characteristics associated with "manliness," such as toughness, courage, power, independence, and even physical strength, have, throughout history, been those most valued in the conduct of politics, particularly international politics. Frequently, manliness has also been associated with violence and the use of force, a type of behavior that, when conducted in the international arena, has been valorized and applauded in the name of defending one's country. This celebration of male power, particularly the glorification of the male warrior, produces more of a gender dichotomy than exists in reality for, as R. W. Connell points out, this stereotypical image of masculinity does not fit most men. Connell suggests that what he calls "hegemonic masculinity," a type of culturally dominant masculinity that he distinguishes from other subordinated masculinities, is a socially constructed cultural ideal that, while it does not correspond to the actual personality of the majority of men, sustains patriarchal authority and legitimizes a patriarchal political and social order. 6 Hegemonic masculinity is sustained through its opposition to various subordinated and devalued masculinities, such as homosexuality, and, more important, through its relation to various devalued femininities. Socially constructed gender differences are based on socially sanctioned, unequal relationships between men and women that reinforce compliance with men's stated superiority. Nowhere in the public realm are these stereotypical gender images more apparent than in the realm of international politics, where the characteristics associated with hegemonic masculinity are projected onto the behavior of states whose success as international actors is measured in terms of their power capabilities and capacity for self-help and autonomy. 

Links – Hegemony/Power Projection

Idolising hegemonic masculinity supports male and female subordination

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 15-16.
As Sandra Harding has suggested, gendered social life is produced through three distinct processes: assigning dualistic gender metaphors to various perceived dichotomies; appealing to these gender dualisms to organize social activity; and dividing necessary social activities between different groups of humans. She refers to these three aspects of gender as gender symbolism, gender structure, and individual gender.17 Feminists define gender as a set of variable but socially and culturally constructed characteristics: those such as power, autonomy, rationality, activity, and public are stereotypically associated with masculinity; their opposites-weakness, dependence/connection, emotionality, passivity, and private-are associated with femininity, there is evidence to suggest that both women and men assign  a more positive value to these masculine characteristics that denote a kind  of "hegemonic masculinity" -an ideal type of masculinity, embedded in the  characteristics defined as masculine but to which few men actually conform. They do, however, define what men ought to be. Characteristics associated with hegemonic masculinity vary across time and culture and are subject to change according to the requirements of power. They serve to support male power and female subordination and they also reinforce the power of dominant groups, since minorities have frequently been characterized as lacking in these characteristics. Indeed, there is a hierarchy of masculinities in which gender interacts with class and race, Importantly, definitions of masculinity and femininity are relational and depend on each other for their meaning; masculinities do not exist except in contrast with femininities. It is also important to note that there can be no such thing as hegemonic femininity, because masculinity defines the norm.

Language used in military context is symbolic of “male-gendered dominance.” Feminist discourse must be included to put the language into perspective.

Karen J. Warren, Duane L. Cady, Professors at Macalester and Hamline, Spring 1994, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3810167?cookieSet=1
There are other examples of how sexist-naturist language in military contexts is both self-deceptive and symbolic of male-gendered dominance. Ronald Reagan dubbed the MX missile "the Peacekeeper." "Clean bombs" are those which announce that "radioactivity is the only 'dirty' part of killing people" (Cohn 1989, 132). Human deaths are only "collateral damage" (since bombs are targeted at buildings, not people). While a member of the Senate Armed Forces Committee, Senator Gary Hart recalled that during military lobbying efforts under the Carter administration, the central image was that of a "size race" which became "a macho issue." The American decision to drop the first atomic bomb into the centers of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, instead of rural areas, was based on the military's designation of those cities as "virgin targets," not to be subjected to conventional bombing (Spretnak 1989, 55). As the Tailhook scandal reminded many, traditional military training reinforces sexist-naturist language and behaviors, with the attendant values of considering women a foul and lowly class (Cook and Woollacott; Ruddick 1993). Recruits and soldiers who fail to perform are addressed as faggot, girl, sissy, cunt, prissy, lays. The ultimate insult of being woman-like has been used throughout history against the vanquished (Spretnak 1989, 57). Even references to stereotypically female-gender-identified traits of childbearing and mothering are not free from patriarchal co-opting. In December 1942, Ernest Lawrence's telegram to the physicists at Chicago concerning the new "baby," the atom bomb, read, "Congratulations to the new parents. Can hardly wait to see the new arrival" (Cohn 1989, 140). As Carol Cohn shows, the idea of male birth with its accompanying belittling of maternity, gets incorporated into the nuclear mentality. The "motherhood role" becomes that of "telemetry, tracking, and control" (Cohn 1989, 141). Once the sexism of the co-opted imagery is revealed, the naming of the bombs that destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki-"Little Boy" and "Fat Man"-seems only logical (even ifperverse). As Carol Cohn claims, "These ultimate destroyers were . . . not just any progeny but male progeny. In early tests, before they were certain that the bombs would work, the scientists expressed their concern by saying that they hoped the baby was a boy, not a girl-that is, not a dud" (Cohn 1989, 141). Cohn concludes: "The entire history of the bomb project, in fact, seems permeated with imagery that confounds man's overwhelming technological power to destroy nature with the power to create-imagery that inverts men's destruction and asserts in its place the power to create new life and a new world. It converts men's destruction into their rebirth" (Cohn 1989, 142). 

Links – Hegemony/Power Projection

Hegemony discourse inherently masculine

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 49.

Claiming that the security-seeking behavior of states is described in gendered terms, feminists have pointed to the masculinity of strategic discourse and how this may impact on understanding of and prescriptions for security; it may also help to explain why women's voices have so often been seen as inauthentic in matters of national security. Feminists have examined how states legitimate their security-seeking behavior through appeals to types of "hegemonic" masculinity. They are also investigating the extent to which state and national identities, which can lead to conflict, are based on gendered constructions. The valorization of war through its identification with a heroic kind of masculinity depends on a feminized, devalued notion of peace seen as unattainable and unrealistic. Since feminists believe that gender is a variable social construction, they claim that there is nothing inevitable about these gendered distinctions; thus, their analyses often include the emancipatory goal of postulating a different definition of security less dependent on binary and unequal gender hierarchies. 

The military is an institution for hegemonic masculinity and maintain a norm of masculinity

Annica Kronsell, PhD, Lund University, Sweden, Assistant Professor, Department of Political Science, at Lund University, she teaches international relations, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 108-9 EmiW]

Institutions such as the military and state defense organization are central to the field of international relations. Simultaneously, they rep​resent and reify specific gender relations. This chapter centers on meth​odological issues for feminist researchers interested in these institutions. They are institutions of hegemonic masculinity because male bodies dominate in them, and have done so historically, and a particular form of masculinity has become the norm (Connell 1995: 77). Although many institutions of importance to international relations can be cat​egorized as institutions of hegemonic masculinity, the defense and mili​tary organizations have a particularly strong standing. The basis for my methodological reflections is a research puzzle aimed at mapping out and making sense of the gendered practices of the Swedish military and defense organization. Examples are given throughout from the study of military and defense institutions in Sweden. My approach starts from post-structural feminism and gives weight to structural components of gender relations, reproduced when individuals perform within insti​tutions. It follows that I see institutions in general as important for understanding gender relations, but I have a particular interest in insti​tutions of hegemonic masculinity. Apart from feminist IR work I have found much help in organizational studies dealing with gender and sexuality (Hearn and Parkin 2001; Wahl et al. 2001; Alvesson and Billing 1997; Hearn et al. 1989). Here I suggest that gender dynamics of these institutions be studied through analysis of documents, places and narratives. One way, then, is through the deconstruction of the texts and discourses emerging from these institutions, sometimes “reading” what is not written, or what is “between the lines,” or what is expressed as symbols and in procedures. Institutions both organize and materialize gender discourses in historically dynamic ways, while simultaneously enabling and restricting the individual involved in institutional activities. Institutions have a part in forming subjects. At the same time, insti​tutions are actively reproduced as well as changed through practice. Hence, change is not a simple or straightforward process. However, I argue that when institutions of hegemonic masculinity open up to “others” and, for example, no longer rely on strict gender segregation, there is a particular potential for institutional change and development, and hence also of changing gender relations. A method suggested here is listening to the stories of women engaged in such institutions. Through their experience they generate important knowledge that can help ex​plore institutional silences on gender. Interviewing is an obvious method, yet not problem-free as Stern, D'Costa, and Jacoby (in this volume) also point out. I suggest a method for how to work around the problems interviews pose, by also considering narratives formulated in other contexts (such as “internal” newsletters).
Links – Hegemony/Power Projection

Military institutions uphold hegemonic masculinity that reify gender stereotypes and encourage the exclusion of women – these links are the core of realism and IR

Annica Kronsell, PhD, Lund University, Sweden, Assistant Professor, Department of Political Science, at Lund University, she teaches international relations, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 110-12 EmiW]

Since the early 1990s, feminist IR researchers have used deconstruction to highlight how mainstream IR literature is laced with gender dichoto​mies, stereotypes, and practices, while, at the same time, it is completely oblivious to gender. Ann Tickner is one of the first to deconstruct IR theory, with a reformulation of Morgenthau's principles (1988). She continues along this path in her 1992 book on Gender in International Relations by “bringing to light” what she believes are “the masculine underpinnings of the field” (Tickner 1992: xi). Deconstruction makes gender relations visible by overturning the oppositional logic that mysti​fies categories like woman/man, domestic/international and peace/war. It requires a form of double reading that exposes historically derived norms underlying concepts. Jean Bethke Elshtain's well-known work Women and War, from 1987, uses deconstruction as a method to locate the binary gendered categories upon which discourses of war and peace are based (see also Molloy 1995; Elshtain 1988). Christine Sylvester (1994a) deconstructed three IR debates and seriously questioned the epistemological and ontological underpinnings of IR theories that have left “women” and “gender” outside or, at best, in the very margins of the discipline. The activities associated with men and masculinity constitute IR's main story (Peterson and True 1998: 20). Yet, until feminist IR arrived, men, women, and gender were not topics for the discipline. I became inspired by this deconstruction of IR theory that made visible the academic discipline's gendered norms. There are, however, differences between the academic institutions of IR on the one hand, and military and defense institutions on the other. Yet the connections between them are highly relevant. Craig Murphy (1998: 94) argues that it is the link between the military and men, and the exclusion of women from military activity and combat, that are at the very core of IR. Realism, for example, is a form of embodiment of hegemonic masculinity wherein “the perspective of elite white men and the ideal of the glorified male warrior has been projected onto the behavior of states” (Hooper 1998: 42). Quite obviously also, IR's practice - the diplomatic corps, the defense security, and military organizations - are institutions of hegemonic masculinity where gender has been silenced; and this is where we turn next. Military, defense, and security related institutions have historically been “owned” by men and occupied by men's bodies. This has influenced these institutions' agendas, politics, and policies. In using the concept “institutions of hegemonic masculinity,” we denote a particular interest in the norms associated with the institutions. However, there appears to be a strong material dimension to such norms, since, it is argued, they are often associated with male bodies. Robert Connell (1998: 5) says: “Men's bodies do not determine the patterns of masculinity, but they are still of great importance in masculinity.” Hegemonic masculinity cannot, therefore, be completely disentangled from male bodies. In some in​stances the hegemonic masculinity of these institutions directly corres​ponds to male bodies, as women are completely excluded through legislative acts from the military and defense institutions in a majority of countries.2 As we shall discuss in some depth later on, women's bodies present a very tangible challenge to institutions of hegemonic masculinity, against this normality of male bodies. The continuity of the domination of hegemonic masculinity, I argue, depends on the maintenance of separate spaces for men's bodies, and hence, women are a clear threat to this order.3 The hegemonic masculinity associated with military and defense institutions does not necessarily mean that it should reflect the most common form of masculinity in society (Cnnell 1998: 5). As a matter of fact, Joshua Goldstein's research (2001) shows that in comparison to other institutions in society, defense and military institutions have been associated with specific gender stereotypes, con​sistent across both cultures and time, which do not always correspond with norms of masculinity expressed in society at large.4 Furthermore, hegemonic masculinity does not preclude the fact that diverse masculin​ities can be expressed. On the contrary, some studies point to the necessity of diverse masculinities for the hierarchical structure of the institution to function (Miller 2001; Hearn and Parkin 2001). Although I am interested in exploring this in future research, here I shall not differentiate between possible masculinities.
AT: There are Women in the Military

Media and popular representations of women in the military as simultaneously live-giving mothers and savage killers destroys any notion of liberation from patriarchy.

Kelly Oliver, prof philosophy, UT-Austin, 2007, Women as Weapons of War: Iraq, Sex, and the Media, p. 19-22

Even as the presence of women in the military seem: to signal their liberation from patriarchal traditions the rhetoric surrounding their involvement betrays the lingering association between women, sexuality and death. We might think that we have moved beyond these questionable images of women, but media representations of women’s recent role in warfare tell us otherwise. In the past, American women served behind the front lines as nurses in Korea and Vietnam, and women even ferried warplanes in World War II. But the idea of women soldiers working in combat zones is new to the American public. Technically, these women are assigned to supply carriers and military support troops. But given the absence of well-defined “enemy lines” in Iraq, however, women regularly confront combat situations. Women have been active warriors in other countries. For example, some Nazi women became infamous for their torture and abuses of Jewish concentration camp prisoners; Ilse Koch, called the “Bitch of Buchenwald,” was known for riding the camps on horseback looking for interesting tattoos on prisoners that she could turn into lamp-shades made from human skin. Women also served in the Soviet Army in World War II. Reportedly, memoirs of German soldiers suggest that they feared the Russian women more than the men, and that they refused to surrender to them for fear of the consequences. And during Pinochet’s regime in Chile some detainees reported that “among the torturers ‘the women were the worst.’” Recounting such tales, Scott Johnson concludes that “such stories rekindle images of Amazons, and the myth of women even more savage than the most savage men.” While women are obviously capable of the most heinous abuse and torture, this myth of women more savage than men continues today with the stories of women torturers and women interrogators in Iraq. 

The most uncanny images from U.S. occupation of Iraq are those women engaging in abuse. Although these images of teenage women who smile while abusing prisoners at Abu Ghraib are shocking, they are also somewhat familiar to us as the result of centuries of literature, philosophy, history, religion, and more recently, film and television in which women have been imagined as dangerous, particularly in terms of their sexuality. By now the very virgin-whore dichotomy setup within cultures that historically have excluded female bodies from the properly social or political realm is well known. Women have been figured as either innocent virgins of dirty whores; and in fantasies one easily morphs into the other… the virgin uses her innocence to trap and betray, the whore with the heart of gold saves the jaded man from his humdrum life.

In the case of Abu Ghraib, we see seemingly innocent girls gleefully torturing men. The images are uncanny precisely because they conjure both the strange and the familiar, or perhaps here we could say the familiar, or perhaps here we could say the familiar within the strange. In his essay “The Uncanny,” Sigmund Freud describes the uncanny as unheimlich , which means both at home and not at home. Things that are uncanny have a double nature: a familiar face that hides a mysterious danger, or the evil villain who is somehow familiar. The double, or doppelganger, both is and is not what s/he seems. It is this ambiguity between good and evil that makes us uneasy. 

To Freud, the most un​canny figure is that of the mother because she is associated with both life and death, with both plenitude or nourishment and threats of withholding nourishment. For Freud, the life-giving power of the mother is the un​canny double of her death threat. 

Significantly, Freud's analysis of one of his own dreams in The Interpre​tation of Dreams makes this connection. In the "Three Fates," after going to bed tired and hungry, Freud dreams of a woman in a kitchen. She is mak​ing dumplings and tells him that he will have to wait; he is impatient and tries to put on his overcoat to leave; but the coat is too long, with strange fur trim and embroidery, and seems to belong to another man. In his analy​sis of the dream, Freud identifies the woman making dumplings with his mother. His dream appears to him as the wish fulfillment of the basic need for food and love, which he claims come together in the mother's breast. In his analysis, however, no sooner is the maternal figure in his dream associ​ated with love and nourishment than she becomes a messenger of death. Freud associates the dumpling-making hand motion with an experience from his childhood when his mother taught him that everyone dies and returns to the earth by rubbing her hands together as if making dumplings to show him the "blackish scales of epidermis produced by the friction as a proof that we are made of earth."6 Not only in Freud's dream, but also within patriarchal culture more generally, the mother is the symbol of life​giving nourishment (dumplings), but also of the inevitability of death and returning to the (mother) earth. 

The woman in Freud's dream might be interpreted using another one of his works, "The Theme of the Three Caskets," in which Freud talks about the appearance of three beautiful women connected to choice and death in literature and myth, as the three faces of woman-birth, sex, and death-that ultimately belong to the mother: "We might argue that what is

Card continues, no text removed. 

AT: There are Women in the Military

Card continues, no text removed. 

 represented here are the three inevitable relations that a man has with a woman-the woman who bears him, the woman who is his mate and the Woman who destroys him; or that they are the three forms taken by the figure of the mother in the course of a man's life-the mother herself, the beloved one who is chosen after her pattern, and lastly the Mother Earth who receives him once more. But it is in vain that an old man yearns for the love of woman as he had it first from his mother; the third of the Fates alone, the silent Goddess of Death, will take him into her arms."7 Birth, sex, and death are condensed into the figure of woman, specifically the Mother as a triple and ultimate threat. In important ways, Freud's views of women are symptomatic of his culture's views of women more generally. 

Today, Freud's theories about women seem outdated, even sexist. But recent representations of women as weapons of war suggests that the as​sociations between women, sex, and death are as powerful as ever. In this chapter I will examine the ways in which women are figured as both offensive and defensive weapons of war. In the case of the Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo Bay prisons in particular, women have been identified with sex and their sexuality has not only been figured as a weapon in the media but also explicitly used as a weapon by the military. According to some commentators, just the presence of women in the army naturally turns the scene into a sexual orgy. And the supposed power of that so-called dan​gerous natural sexuality can be harnessed by the military to "break" and "soften up" recalcitrant prisoners.
Women in the military is just another manifestation of patriarchy

Eisenstein 8 Zillah Eistenstein, professor at Ithaca College, anti-racist feminist activist, 2008. [Zed Books, Feminism and War: Confronting US Imperialism, Robin L. Riley, Chandra Talpade Mohanty, and Minnie Bruce Pratt, editors at Zed Books, p. 30]

Women in the military may make the military look more democratic as though women now have the same choices as men, but the choices are not truly the same. So this may be a more modern military, if modern means changed, but it is not more democratic or egalitarian. Actually, it is because there is less democracy, if democracy means choice and ,-opportunity, that more women have joined the military. At present, this stage of patriarchy often requires women to join the army in order to find a paying job or a way to get an education. The military - given this militarist stage of global capital - is a main arena where working- and middle-class women can find paid work, as domestic labor was for black women in the 1950s. Given the structural changes of labor in the global economy, marriage no longer affords most women - no matter their race or class - life without paid labor. These women are looking for ways to get medical and housing benefits, educational resources, career training. These are significant shifts in women's needs and lives, and in the institutions of marriage and family, which cut across racial and class divides.    

The military is unsafe for women because of its focus on masculinity

Eisenstein 8 Zillah Eistenstein, professor at Ithaca College, anti-racist feminist activist, 2008. [Zed Books, Feminism and War: Confronting US Imperialism, Robin L. Riley, Chandra Talpade Mohanty, and Minnie Bruce Pratt, editors at Zed Books, p. 33]

Women who enter the military enter a masculinist bastion. Military culture seeks to stabilize and punish the dangerous female. At the US Naval Academy a nightly ritual is practiced in which the new plebe says, 'Goodnight, Jane Fonda'; and the entire company responds, 'Goodnight, bitch' (Burke 2004; 14). Domestic violence is found to be three to live times higher in military couples than civilian ones. Men who have been in combat are four times more likely to be physically abusive. In 2002 five military wives were brutally killed by their husbands upon returning from Iraq to Fort Bragg (Lutz 2004: 17). Before the September ii 2001 attacks, the Miles Foundation - a non-profit agency in Connecticut that 33 (I >4 (a 3 a -I 3 0 -I -p CD Ca 0 C. CD N C 0) 4I C 0) U) 'U deals with abuse in the military - received about seventy-five calls a month from military families reporting domestic violence and sexual abuse. After 9/11 it starting receiving 150 calls a week. Eight soldiers after returning from Iraq committed suicide; another drowned his wife in the bathtub (Davey 2004: Al).     War supposedly exposes the evilness that lurks beneath the surface, which gives purpose arid trivializes everything else. War is both desired and despised. It is an 'orgy of death,' destruction and violence. As such war seduces. Christopher Hedges describes and authorizes this Hobbesian version of life and death as one of male conquest. Men are driven by eros, their flirtation with life, and thanatos, death (Hedges 2002: 3, 158, 171). Thomas Hobbes's world was a world of men women were missing. War does not give me meaning. Nor do I think war gives most people - male or female - meaning. Hohbes was not right about most men or women. Yet the naturalization and normalization of war are maintained by this notion of a mythic human nature, which is also constructed as male.

AT: There are Women in the Military

Turn – the sexuality of women soldiers is used as a weapon for war, making the feminine seem dangerous.

Kelly Oliver, prof philosophy, UT-Austin, 2007, Women as Weapons of War: Iraq, Sex, and the Media, p. 31-33

In reports of women's involvement in abuse, there is a telling ambiguity between the rhetoric of tactic, technique, and weaponry and the rhetoric of natural biological urges and female sexuality. Implicit in this discourse is the notion that women's sex is an especially lethal weapon because it is natural. Within popular discourse, women's bodies, menstrual blood, and female sexuality can be used as tactics of war because of the potency of their association with the danger of nature, of mother-nature, if you will. Akin to a natural toxin or intoxicant, women's sex makes a powerful weap​on because, within our cultural imaginary, it is by nature dangerous. Yet it becomes more threatening because we imagine that it can be wielded by women to manipulate men; it can become the art of seduction through which women beguile and intoxicate to control and even destroy men: think again of Hollywood's femme fatale. 

The condensation between the rhetoric of technology and of nature in the construction of woman as weapon is even more dramatic in the British and American media reports of Palestinian women suicide bombers. A news story in the London Sunday Times describing the frequency of suicide bombings by Palestinian women begins: "They are anonymous in veils, but when they go out to kill they may be disguised with a ponytail and a pretty smile .... Israel's new nightmare: female suicide-bombers more deadly than the male"; the reporter goes on to call them Palestine's "secret weapon," and says that their trainers describe them as the new "Palestinian human precision bombs."36 One Islamic Jihad commander reportedly explains, "We discovered that our women could be an advantage and one that could be utilized .... [women's bodies have] become our most potent weapon.37 In this report, women's bodies are described as secret weap​ons," "potent weapons," "human precision bombs," and the means to fight a war machine. The image of the human precision bomb again combines the rhetoric of technology and of nature to produce what the Times calls "female suicide-bombers more deadly than the male." This tension between technology and nature, bombs and bodies, is explosive. These women suicide bombers make manifest this tension insofar as they bring the re​pressed female and maternal body back into politics. Their bodies appear as the uncanny double: body and weapon. 

Like the women involved in Abu Ghraib, the shahidas, or female mar​tyrs, not only unsettle assumptions about gender but also make manifest age-old associations between women and death. Images of pretty young nineteen- and twenty-year-old women torturing or killing themselves trans​fix us with their juxtaposition of life and death, beauty and the grotesque. Compare what the Times calls their "ponytails" and "pretty smiles" to de​scriptions of Sabrina Harman's "cheerleader's smile" or Lynndie England's "perky grin" and "pixy" haircut. 38 If the images of these American women conjure fun-loving girls-"America's sweetheart" or "cheerleaders"- the images of Palestinian shahidas portray them as tragic rather than comic, more masochistic than sadistic, sadly beautiful rather than perky. Within Palestinian communities the shahidas are reportedly described as beautiful, pure, and self-sacrificing; their images are printed on posters and pocket- sized icons, to be idolized. While the American interrogators are portrayed as prostitutes or whores, the Palestinian shahidas are portrayed as virgins. Again, we see the age-old dichotomy: women portrayed as virgins or as whores, but in either case dangerous.

Women are only accepted in the military if they behave in a masculine way

Tessler and Warriner 97 Mark Tessler and Ina Warriner, Mark Tessler is a Political Science Professor at University of Michigan, Vice Provost for International Affairs, and a PhD from Northwestern, January 1997. [Cambridge University Press, Gender, Feminism, and Attitudes Towards International Conflict, JSTOR p. 257]

Yet another interesting situation concerns the implications of women’s participation in the military dimension of a nationalist struggle, as in the war for Algerian independence or some aspects of the Palestininan resistance movment during the 1970s or even later.  Sometimes called “integrationist feminism,” or “feminism of reality,” this holds out the prospectof greater equality between women and men, but it also reinforces the military as an institution and warfare as a strategy of progress, thereby encouraging the view that women are of value and merit consideration to the extend they behave like men.  Accordingly, whatever the potential for a partnership between women and men in the pursuit of national objectives, there is not a fusing of feminism and nationalism in this situtation but rather, again, the subordination of the form to the latter.

AT: War is Good for Women

Even if women gain in wartime, it quickly evaporates as woon as the war is over

J. Anne Tickner Ir prof at the School of international relations, USC, 2002 (Feminist perspectives on 911, International Studies Perspectives)

Paradoxically, it is sometimes the case that wars are good for women. European and American women first received the vote after World War I and Japanese women did so after World War II. Frequently, women are mobilized into the paid economy during war thereby gaining more economic independence. Women have also been mobilized in times of struggle for national liberation and sometimes they have fought in liberation armies. Quite often these gains evaporate once the war is over; in the West, the years after both World Wars saw a return to the cult of domesticity and motherhood—a move that had to do with the need for women to step aside and let men resume the jobs they had left to go to war. And women who have fought alongside men in wars of national liberation, and who have been promised a greater role in post-liberation society, often find that these promises evaporate once the struggle is over. Few revolutionary movements directly address women’s problems or attempt to solve these problems in postrevolution political and social constitutions and institutions ~Tetrault, 1992:92!. When women fight for their rights, they generally get less support than when they are perceived as victims. This is because gender justice demands profound structural changes in almost all societies, changes that would threaten existing elites along with existing political, social, and economic structures. And, frequently, both international governmental and nongovernmental organizations ~NGOs! find these types of radical changes too politically risky to support. For example, RAWA receives very little financial support from international NGOs, undoubtedly because its agenda is to empower women in ways that would demand very different political and social relations in Afghanistan.35

Links – Terrorism

Feminists have a unique and important perspective on terrorism that is ignored in the affirmative discourse.

Jan Jindy Pettman, Director of Centre for Women’s Studies at Australian National University, Spring 2004, pg. 88
9/11 is a condensed symbol of spectacle, loss, and grief; it calls for retribution and a dramatic refiguring of international politics. Those lost and those who suffered losses in 9/11 experienced shocking violence, replayed many times in the living rooms of homes across the globe. While responses to terrible loss are not always or inevitably violent, in this case grief turned to, or was turned to, official retaliation and revenge literally overnight. Military reaction, indeed war, was chosen as if there were no alternatives. Dissent became difficult and penalized in the face of military security and war talk. IR feminists recalled Carol Cohn's critical reflection on strategic security language, including "how gender discourse affects the quality of thinking" and "stops thought". She asks "[w]hat is it that cannot be spoken?" 19 Feminists and others have since closely examined the discourse around 9/11 and the war on terror in similar terms. In an early response to this crisis, Ann Tickner asked, "What can a feminist analysis add to our understanding of 9/11 and its aftermath?"20 She demonstrated that feminists do have some very important things to say regarding the gender of identity, violence, and war, and specifically developed these insights in relation to 9/11 and Afghanistan. Likewise Hilary Charlesworth and Christine Chinin21 began their commentary with the claim that 'concepts of sex and gender provide a valuable perspective on these devastating actions'. 22 Both articles noted the apparent disappearance of women in the violence and what followed, as men-hijackers, rescuers, national security officers, and media commentators-filled our screens and newspapers "September 11 and its repercussions have appeared, then, to be all about men attacking, saving lives, and responding through further attack," which seems normal.24 Substitute 19 women hijackers, commentators, and leaders, and a different scenario develops. So too women, let alone feminists, were not seen as authorities having anything to add to the analysis. For example, according to the Guardian survey of almost 50 opinion pieces in the New York Times in the first six weeks after the attack, only two were by women.26 

The war on terror is inherently masculine

Jan Jindy Pettman (Director of Centre for Women’s Studies at The Australian National University) Winter/Spring 2004, “Feminist International Relations After 9/11,” The Brown Journal of World Affairs. http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:35OMUVDvXmoJ:scholar.google.com/+feminist+international+relations&hl=en&as_sdt=4000000001
9/11 did not change the world for feminists. The terror attacks and their aftermath forcefully demonstrated, anew, crucial feminist insights into international politics and war. They activated bounded and binary international identity politics in which both women and gender played a central part, in representation and legitimation. They authorized military action in ways that typified gendered civic identities and responsibilities. They effectively excluded other ways of knowing, of doing, of being in the world. They replayed the usual close associations of nationalism, war, and masculinity, and generated competing masculinities and stigmatized femininities. They also disrupted and damaged the slow uneven moves towards the incorporation of some feminist concepts into international politics and policy making.44 9/11 and the war on terror brought to the forefront those aspects of globalization related to militarization. They staged the return of the prerogative state, always understood by feminists to be a gendered state, to the center, and further militarized aspects of national security, intelligence and immigration too.45 They reminded us that earlier talk of the demise of the state had never applied to the high politics long favored in IR. 

Links – Nuclear Discourse

Technostrategic discourse’s reliance on ‘rationality’ in evaluating impacts disregards opponents as ‘irrational’ and feminine

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 44-5

In the nuclear age military strategy must be planned in peacetime, since it is hypothesized that there would be no time to plan a strategy that involves the use of nuclear weapons once war has broken out. Nuclear strategy is constructed by civilian national security specialists, far removed from public debate, in a language that, while it is too esoteric for most people to understand, claims to be rational and objective. Carol Cohn argues that strategic discourse, with its emphasis on strength, stability, and rationality, bears an uncanny resemblance to the ideal image of masculinity. Critics of U.S. nuclear strategy are branded as irrational and emotional. In the United States, these "defense intellectuals" are almost all white men; Cohn tells us that while their language is one of abstraction, it is loaded with sexual imagery.45 She claims that the discourse employed in professional and political debates about U.S. security policy "would appear to have colonized our minds and to have subjugated other ways of understanding relations among states."46 Cohn suggests that this discourse has become the only legitimate response to questions of how best to achieve national security; it is a discourse far removed from politics and people, and its deliberations go on disconnected from the functions they are supposed to serve. Its powerful claim to legitimacy rests, in part, on the way national security specialists view the international system.
Links - PMCs

Focus on PMCs relies on the public/private dichtotomy
Abrahamsen, Rita and Williams, 8 Michael C. (2008) 'Selling security: Assessing the impact of military privatization', Review of International Political Economy, 15: 1, 131 — 146, p.140

The role of PMCs in weak states raises important issues relating to the theoretical usefulness and empirical accuracy of the public/private dichotomy. It is sometimes implied that security privatization in developing countries takes the form of ‘resource enclaves’ where powerful multinational resource corporations backed by heavily armed private security forces pillage the natural resources of a country with little connection to or regard for the state’s interests. Indeed, Singer even quotes the UN Special Rapporteur on the question of mercenaries as worrying about the emergence of a form of ‘multinational neo-colonialism of the twenty-first century’ (188). As Singer points out, the private companies (both resource and military) will often respond that they have been invited into the country by the legitimate government, but he pertinently notes that this ‘misses the parallel to 19th century imperialism, which also usually began when a weak ruler requested the original intervention’. However, an ‘ideal type’ multinational resource enclaves entirely cut off from the economic and political structures outside are actually quite difficult to come by, and most enclave, both armed and unarmed, exist in a complex relationship with the host state and its security forces. Here, the tendency to focus on security privatization as the private military is misleading, if not incorrect. In Angola, Sierra Leone and Nigeria, all frequently discussed as ‘enclave’ economies, private security forces worked (and still work) alongside and in cooperation with public security forces. In other words, it is not so much the case that private capital and force work against the interest of some ‘public’ interest, but rather that the interests of the government in power is intimately bound up, and even dependent on, the extraction of resources by private/foreign capital. For example, analysing the ongoing conflict in the oil-rich Niger Delta in terms of private security forces protecting multinational interests provides at best a partial story, as the protection of oil installations and operations is provided by a complex network of public and private, global and local security actors and serves domestic as well as foreign interests. For all their strengths, the reliance on a public/private distinction is a common shortcoming of much of the literature on security privatization in international relations (IR). While analogies to nineteenth century imperialism, or even to the emergence of a ‘new medievalism’, may be useful in vividly conveying the challenges which security privatization presents to theories mired in visions of total state sovereignty, they risk obscuring some of the most important issues and the links to broader social and economic processes. As such it is crucial to focus not on military privatization as an isolated process, linked primarily to the end of the ColdWar and military institutions and dynamics, but to locate the re-emergence of private security as part of larger social, economic and political transformations in global and local governance. When approached as such, the implications and significance of security privatization for our understanding of the state and of sovereignty in contemporary politics can be brought more clearly into focus. 

Links – Democracy

Democratisation excludes women

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 7-8.

Feminists also claim that, while democratization is being celebrated by Western liberals, new democracies are not always friendly toward women. Feminists have traditionally been suspicious of what they, see as the legacy of the Western liberal-democratic tradition that they claim is patriarchal and that, historically, has favored men's over women’s interests. Additionally, since women have traditionally had less access to formal political institutions the focus on state institutions by scholars of democratization may miss ways in which women are participating in politics-outside formal political channels at the grassroots level. Chapter 4 investigates how different women impact and are impacted by political institutions at all levels and what effect this may have on global politics. It has been suggested that international organizations and global institutions, which are further removed from democratic accountability than are states, may be even less receptive to women's interests and gender issues. If this is the case, it may be time for feminists to reassess their generally critical view of the role of the state. In certain cases, democratization has brought increased participation by women in the formal political process; in others, it has not. Women's participation in nongovernmental activities has had similarly mixed effects. Their involvement in social movements provides points of leverage on state policies that, because of democratic accountability, offer the potential at least for more responsiveness than do international organizations. 
Democratisation inherently gendered

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 104-105.
As discussed in chapter 3, feminist literatures on globalization are nearly unanimous in their claim that structures of patriarchy evidenced in a global gendered division of labor and certain international institutions, as well as within states, democratic and otherwise, can operate in various ways to constrain women's life chances. Therefore, feminists have claimed that transitions to democracy and the literature that describes and celebrates it must be treated with caution. Reexamining democratic transitions through gendered lenses reveals the extent to which definitions of democracy are con-   strained and limited. Feminists are also suspicious of efforts to link the democratic peace with the gender gap in political opinion and an increased participation of women in the political process. Since there are very few states, democratic or otherwise, where women hold positions of political power anywhere close to parity with men, this hypothesis is hard to test. Feminists are particularly skeptical about the influence of women on security policies and, as discussed in chapter 2, they are very suspicious of arguments that link women unproblematically with peace. Moreover, linking the peacefulness of democracies with women's participation does little to further more important agendas of trying to reduce oppressive gender hierarchies at alllevels. Nevertheless, since democratization does open political space for groups not previously heard and offers possibilities for political change, it has been a central focus for feminist scholars. However, the mainstream literature on democratization has rarely acknowledged this feminist literature or focused on what happens to women during democratic transitions. The orthodox political-science literature on democratization has made little mention of gender and women; its top-down focus on leadership and agency gives primacy to the actions and decisions of political leaders during democratic transitions. Analyses of democratization are built on traditional definitions of democracy that are based on the legacy of Western liberal democracy, a legacy that has been problematic for women. Feminist political theorists have re-   examined the meaning of democracy and its gendered implications by going back to the origins of Western democratic institutions. In her reevaluation of social contract theory, Carole Pateman has outlined how the story of the social contract as articulated by seventeenth-and eighteenth-century European political theorists has been treated as an account of the creation of a public sphere of civil freedom in which only men were endowed with the   necessary attributes for entering into contracts. Liberal definitions of citizens as nonsexed autonomous individuals outside any social context abstract from   a Western male model. Evolving notions of citizenship in the West were based on male, property-owning heads of households: thus, democratic theory and practice have been built on the male-as-norm engaged in narrowly defined political activities.

Links – Democracy

Structure of democracy reinforces gender norms

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 106.
Nevertheless, the evolution of democratic practices and institutions and their attendant notions of individual rights have certainly had benefits for women; the concept of rights and equality were important rationales for the suffrage movements of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries in the West as well as for movements for women's liberation and human rights in various parts of the world today. But, as Pateman's analysis suggests, the liberal tradition continues to present particular problems for women; as she points out, aspiring to equality assumes that individuals can be separated from sexually differentiated bodies Deep structures, upheld by the public/private divide, have continued to keep women in positions of subordination, even after the acquisition of the vote or other legal gains; despite the fact that women have always participated in the public sphere as workers, they do not have the same civil standing as men in most societies. For example, in twentieth-century welfare laws in the West, men have generally been defined as breadwinners and women as dependents; likewise, immigration laws and rules governing refugees define women as dependents with negative   implications for their legal status. In the United States, the concept of first-class citizen has frequently been tied to military service, a disadvantage for women running for political office.34   

Democracy impossible without feminism

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 108.

As small, grassroots movements-often reluctant to identify themselves as feminist-began to emerge in postsocialist societies, for many women the legacies of totalitarian regimes made political participation unattractive.  Given their triple burden under state socialism, as workers, mothers, and homemakers, many women did not regret giving up paid work, particularly at a time when domestic labor was even more demanding than before. Indeed, new idioms of emancipation have emerged in postsocialist states: some women express their freedom in being able to choose traditional female roles associated with domesticity. Nevertheless, triple burdens, which exist in capitalist and socialist societies alike, support the assertions about the prevalence of patriarchy. Consistent with the feminist critique of liberal democracy there is a sense that formal democratic rights are not necessarily synonymous with the representation of women's real interests; yet democracy without women's participation is not real democracy.

Postauthoritarian democracy is only institution-level and excludes feminism

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 109.

Although civilian rule in Latin America opened up new opportunities for women to influence policy formation, the political visibility of women did not result in success at the polls. Many political parties of the center and the left put women's issues on their agenda, but there was no significant increase in electoral representation. Women's groups were faced with the dilemma of autonomy versus integration: should they work within new institutions and parties and risk being co-opted? Or should they preserve their independence by remaining outside and risk marginalization?  It is clear, therefore, from both post-Soviet and Latin American cases, that in assessing gender relations in postauthoritarian rule it is necessary to distinguish between institution-level democracy, which is the focus of the literature on democratic transitions, and broader conceptions of democracy.  

Links – International Organizations

Feminism is excluded from international organisations

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 110-112.
Although women have a long history of organizing internationally, their presence in formal intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) has not been high. During the time of the League of Nations, which operated from 1920 to 1946, no woman ever served on the League Councilor sat on the World Court. In the early years of the United Nations, which took the place of the League after World War II, the presence of women was minimal; women composed fewer than 5 percent of delegates to the United Nations General Assembly in 1946.'16 In fact, women's representation in intergovernmental organizations has generally been lower than in state institutions. Some women were included in the 1945 Conference in San Francisco to draw up plans for the founding of the United Nations, but they were channeled into committees that dealt specifically with the equality of women or other social issues. Although there was some commitment to gender equality in the UN Charter, this had little effect on the early United Nations. Where women had the most success was in the establishment of the Committee on the Status of Women in 1947, a committee responsible to the Economic and Social Council, but UN members ensured that the committee had a narrow scope within which to work. The target of 25 percent of professional women in the UN Secretariat was not met, and representation of women in senior positions has continued to prove difficult since states are reluctant to put forward women for top posts.  By the 1990s, the position of women in the UN Secretariat had improved somewhat. In 1998, the percentage of women at the professional level subject to geographical distribution had reached 36.8 percent; nevertheless, women were generally concentrated at lower staff levels and it has proved difficult for women to break into upper management." In both the UN General Assembly and Security Council, women have remained almost invisible; in 1997, women headed the delegations of only 7 of the 185 member countries. Because so few women have served on the Security Council women’s voices and perspectives have been virtually excluded from the major political and security decisions of the last fifty years, even though women have a strong history of organizing around issues of war and peace.48 Where women have been granted a role in the diplomatic branch of the United Nations, it has tended to be in what are perceived as traditional women’s activities, thus reinforcing established gender roles; for example, the highest  concentration of women diplomats has been on the Commission on the  Status of Women, where only a few men have served.  Women's low rate of participation in the United Nations, particularly in states’ diplomatic missions-a pattern that has been replicated in many other IGOs-suggests that women's attempts to gain leverage at this level has, in many cases, been less successful than at the national level. As Anne Runyan warns, there is a danger of trading gendered nationalism for gendered internationalism.49 Since intergovernmental organizations represent the views of governments of their member states rather than their populations, this lack of transparency compounds the underrepresentation of women's voices, as well as those of men from excluded or marginalized groups. As the United Nations has begun to pledge to "mainstream a gender perspective," the question becomes: Whose perspective will be represented, when groups with the most resources are the most likely to gain access?  
Links – Human Rights

Human rights institutionalize gender hierarchy – they beg the question of what is considered “human”
Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 133-34

Post-war international human rights conventions and practices offer an example of invisibly institutionalized gender hierarchy. Despite sex’s being an illegitimate basis of discrimination in all human rights documents since the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,407 women’s human rights violations were persistently unseen or ignored by mainstream policy and human rights organizations until relatively recently.408 Working often independently, often in tandem, women’s human rights activists, scholars, and policy entrepreneurs have demonstrated that while occasionally a prudential tool for social criticism in a given moment of time, the international instruments for promoting human rights, even the international instruments for promoting women’s human rights, have been inadequate for securing women’s human rights.409 Despite significant progress in integrating gender into mainstream international agreements – such as Security Council resolution 1325410 which requires gender analysis in the design and evaluation of UN peace-keeping missions and the Rome statute of the International Criminal Court411 – and in getting gender-specific international conventions, declarations, and platforms passed, the realization of women’s human rights still depends on the work of grassroots activists to challenge local laws, practices, and norms. Given the political viability of local laws, practices, and norms that violate women’s human rights, intra-cultural criticism and cross-cultural criticism are essential tools for realizing women’s human rights. And yet, “human” rights do not help women in many local contexts because what it means to be “human” is locally determined. 

Human rights focus renders the violence of everyday life invisible

Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 8-9

The remoteness of the impact of our habits of daily life, institutions, practices, and global interactions conceal their rights-violating implications. We need tools for revealing these, not definitions of “rights” and “duty-bearer” that obscure them. Further, the meanings of “society” and the boundaries of “obligation” they suggest need to be examined if they are to be resources in our reflections on human rights violations.20 We cannot assume that boundaries are geopolitical or that obligations are bounded. These need to be a part of a theory of human rights. In this book, I mean to confront well-reasoned theories of human rights, with the reality of human experience, some of which might be invisible to the human rights theorist. The epistemological challenge for human rights theorists has always been not to bias our understanding of human rights as a theoretical inquiry by our comfortable but limited exposure to the experiences of human rights violation most often referenced by global politicians. Because a room, a pencil, paper, and a cup of tea afford the luxury of reflection, the academic needs methodological tools for revealing the invisible to herself, to her theory, to her interlocutors and to “us.” 

Human rights discourse is Western- and gender-biased

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 110.

When proponents of liberal democracy and marketization speak of the spread of human rights based on Western notions of individualism, feminists have cautioned that both definitions of human rights and the kinds of violations that get attention from Western states and their human-rights communities may be gender biased. Since basic needs and welfare provision so often fall to women, and since women are disproportionately economically disadvantaged, the preference by Western liberal states for political rights over economic rights may also present particular problems for women. In addition, since human-rights violations are usually defined as violations by officials of the state, domestic violence has not been a priority on the international human-rights agenda.  
Links – Human Rights

State rights discourse legitimises violence against women

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 113.

By definition, the term civil and political rights applies to the public sphere and thus tends to reinforce the public/private divide. Although the Declaration of Human Rights described the family as the natural and fundamental group unit of society entitled to protection, what goes on inside families has generally been deemed a private matter beyond the reach of law. Thus family violence, even though it is the most pervasive human-rights violation against women, was not included in the definition of human-rights abuses. Claiming that states must be held accountable for actions of private individuals, feminists have argued that violence against women is not a "private" issue but one that must be understood as a structural problem associated with patriarchy.  

Links – Women’s Rights/Women’s Issues

Labeling issues as “women’s issues” leads to marginalisation

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 114-115.
Despite these important advances, women's human rights have continued to face discrimination, As long as they are dealt with in special conventions and institutions, they tend to be labeled as "women's issues" and, consequently, be marginalized, allowing the mainstream to ignore them, women’s voices are still struggling to be heard by mainstream human-rights organizations, and the prioritizing of civil and political rights, reinforced by the liberal agenda, tends to obscure the discriminatory practices faced by  women, The institutions that deal with women's human rights are more fragile than those in the mainstream; they are underfunded and have weaker implementation possibilities. For example, when ratifying CEDAW states have attached more reservations than they have to any other UN conventions. Charlesworth has argued that even CEDAW is based on a male measure of equality since it focuses on women’s rights in public life, such as in the formal economy, the law, and education. Indeed, certain feminists have claimed that the whole notion of rights is based on a Western male norm and male experience; typically, rights do not respond to the risks that women face by virtue of being women. With certain exceptions, rights based discourse has generally ignored oppression in the private sphere, thus tending to reinforce the public/private distinction that, while it is defined differently in different societal contexts, is consistent in its devaluation of women’s rights. In other words, the definition of human manifests a male bias. 

AT: Universal Human Rights

There’s no way to establish universal human rights

Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 25-6

The work of women’s human rights activists reveals that principle philosophical objections to universal human rights are best understood as empirical or practical challenges. Political theorists of human rights can interrogate the philosophical masks of their politics. Not to confront these challenges philosophically is to treat a political challenge as a philosophical justification for inaction. Consider the following objections. 1) Human rights cannot be a legitimate basis of claims because they rely on pre-legal principles.84 2) Even if we were convinced that pre-legal ethical principles could be the basis of political demands, there can be no universal pre-legal or pre-political principles because there are no culturally universal foundations.85 3) Even if we could agree that there were universal human rights despite lacking universal moral foundations, we could not agree on what they were because we cannot agree on what their foundations are.86 4) Even if we could agree on what rights were, in order to realize them, we need to be able to assign correlative duties and obliged agents to each right.87 Of course, these political objections to universal human rights cannot be met with philosophical argument88…unless such argument begins with the politics at stake in each question. My approach is to treat the politics of human rights as foundational to a theory of human rights. 

2NC AT: Human Rights are Good for Women

1. Irrelevant- human rights are only good for women when the institution is recognized as bad- our link analysis prove that the affirmative continues to uphold the gender hierarchy, without deconstructing it, human rights will net-negative for women, that’s the first piece of Ackerly evidence

2. Specificity is key- to treat human rights as applicable to both men and women ignores the problematic disparity enforcing the hierarchy of values 

Aaron Xavier Fellmeth,  received a B.A. in Social Sciences from the University of California at Berkeley in 1993, focusing on psychology and anthropology of law. After studying briefly at the University of Paris (Sorbonne), he enrolled in the Yale Law School (J.D. 1997) and Yale Graduate School (M.A. 1997-International Relations). At Yale, he was Editor-in-Chief of The Yale Journal of International Law and a senior editor of The Yale Law Journal. From 1997-2000 he practiced foreign trade law in the San Francisco office of a large international law firm, 2k, “Feminism and International Law: Theory, Methodology, and Substantive Reform,” MUSE, PK
Some feminists argue that to treat human rights as equally applicable to men and women ignores the fundamental disparity in their economic and social power. 232 According to the United Nations, women receive only ten percent of world income and hold roughly one percent of world property, 233 and this disparity in wealth is not being redressed very quickly. The global [End Page 711] "feminization of poverty" points to an underlying bias in human rights law. In this view, international law has created a "hierarchy of values" in which civil and political rights are treated as more important than social and economic rights. 234 

3. Our argument subsumes this- attempting to solve for human rights continues to uphold the invisible hierarchy that exists- the affirmative continues to disregard the problems of the institution, assuming that it’s intentions are good- only the alternative can shift the focus while avoiding the link

4. Rights discourse is detrimental to women- attempting to uphold women’s rights are an insufficient solution to female oppression 

Aaron Xavier Fellmeth,  received a B.A. in Social Sciences from the University of California at Berkeley in 1993, focusing on psychology and anthropology of law. After studying briefly at the University of Paris (Sorbonne), he enrolled in the Yale Law School (J.D. 1997) and Yale Graduate School (M.A. 1997-International Relations). At Yale, he was Editor-in-Chief of The Yale Journal of International Law and a senior editor of The Yale Law Journal. From 1997-2000 he practiced foreign trade law in the San Francisco office of a large international law firm, 2k, “Feminism and International Law: Theory, Methodology, and Substantive Reform,” MUSE, PK

On the other hand, international law after 1945 is still characterized by the language of rights, which some feminists, including Charlesworth, Chinkin, and Wright, seem to think are at least partly detrimental to women. 112 These authors have described rights discourse as characterized by a masculine voice that is too abstract and absolute to represent women's approaches to competing needs. 

Several arguments impugn the value of the concept of rights. According to one, "women's rights" are an inadequate solution to female oppression because women's rights sometimes compete with the "rights" of men, which means that women's needs or desires may not always prevail over men's. For example, religious rights or cultural beliefs may lead to continued oppression of women in fundamentalist societies, and protection of family rights might preserve the unequal power structure within the family in traditional societies. Another, broader argument is that rights discourse is simplistic and fails to solve the fundamental societal imbalances that give rise to the need for rights in the first place. After all, rights are only necessary when the rights holder does not have enough power (economic, political, or otherwise) to protect her own interests without public intervention. 113 

5. Their argument doesn’t take into account women’s epistemology and experiences when violations actually occur- their view is narrow and assumes a utopia 

2NC AT: Human Rights are Good for Women

6. Gender biases are directly linked to human rights- their solvency doesn’t take into account the *problems* that are inherent in the system 

Aaron Xavier Fellmeth,  received a B.A. in Social Sciences from the University of California at Berkeley in 1993, focusing on psychology and anthropology of law. After studying briefly at the University of Paris (Sorbonne), he enrolled in the Yale Law School (J.D. 1997) and Yale Graduate School (M.A. 1997-International Relations). At Yale, he was Editor-in-Chief of The Yale Journal of International Law and a senior editor of The Yale Law Journal. From 1997-2000 he practiced foreign trade law in the San Francisco office of a large international law firm, 2k, “Feminism and International Law: Theory, Methodology, and Substantive Reform,” MUSE, PK

As discussed above, the causes of gender bias in international law are linked to the economic and political disempowerment of women within states, and to the dominance of financial profit over human rights in the international agenda. International law has slowly improved in recognizing women's human rights and is adopting an "ethic of care" to balance the traditional "ethic of justice," but the commitment of states to human rights concerns has not progressed adequately. Many of the poor countries of the world are getting poorer, and, in the vast majority of these less industrialized countries, the social, economic, and political situation of women has not significantly improved relative to men since the end of the Second World War. While attention to women's interests has increased greatly in industrialized states (and continues to improve), rape, the domestic assault of women, and political and economic inequality remain severe problems. 314 Wealthier states should establish a fund and offer technical assistance to less wealthy states to ensure compliance with human rights norms, particularly with respect to women.

7. Only the alternative can truly solve this argument- by focusing on a feminist perspective of human rights the alt can generate insight for understanding gender hierarchies, enabling the understanding of violations 

8. Human rights favor men’s perspectives- even if human rights are good for women, the aff still upholds the flawed system

Aaron Xavier Fellmeth,  received a B.A. in Social Sciences from the University of California at Berkeley in 1993, focusing on psychology and anthropology of law. After studying briefly at the University of Paris (Sorbonne), he enrolled in the Yale Law School (J.D. 1997) and Yale Graduate School (M.A. 1997-International Relations). At Yale, he was Editor-in-Chief of The Yale Journal of International Law and a senior editor of The Yale Law Journal. From 1997-2000 he practiced foreign trade law in the San Francisco office of a large international law firm, 2k, “Feminism and International Law: Theory, Methodology, and Substantive Reform,” MUSE, PK

Entwined with the criticism of the world public order as a forum in which women are inadequately represented is the claim that the substantive rules of international law favor men's perspectives and interests, particularly in the realm of human rights law. Several feminists have claimed that the protection offered by international human rights law is "androcentric," 196 and that "[f]eminist jurisprudence provides very substantial challenges to human rights law." 197 They criticize the substantive rules of human rights law as gendered for several reasons, the most common being that women's human rights are ignored or limited compared to men's human rights. [End Page 707]

Links – Postcolonialism

Their attempts to help the global south economically ultimately hurts women and ignores their oppression

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 88-9

If Marxist theories have paid insufficient attention to the historical evolution of women's private roles in households, feminist writers also claim that contemporary Marxist analysis, which focuses on the structural problems of Third World economies, does not deal adequately with the position of marginalized women in these areas. Although they often play a crucial role in subsistence production, women in the Third World are increasingly being defined as dependents, which further reinforces their marginality and denies them access to the monetary economy. 38 While dependency theory claims that the continued marginalization of those in the subsistence sector is a structural consequence of the dualisms produced by capitalist development, it does not acknowledge the disproportionate numbers of women among the marginalized, nor the fact that the status of women relative to men has been declining in many parts of the Third World. Studies based on the contemporary situation in Europe and North America suggest that women make up a slight majority of the world's population; when women have similar nutritional standards and get similar medical treatment to men, they tend to live longer. On a global scale, however, women do not constitute a majority of the population. Mies argues that there has been a steady decline in numbers of women in proportion to men in India since the beginning of the twentieth century. She attributes this to a higher mortality rate of female babies and young girls as well as to a high maternal mortality rate. In instances where overall mortality rates have been reduced, studies show that women receive less adequate health treatment and have lower nutritional standards than men. 39 As reported in the New York Times of June 17, 1991, data from China's 1990 census reveal that 5 percent of infant girls born in China are unaccounted for. In a society where boys are strongly preferred, China's one-child-per-couple population policy may result in girls not being registered at birth or being put up for adoption. While infanticide is considered to be rare, ultrasonic testing to determine the sex of the fetus allows for the abortion of females, a practice that is increasing in many parts of the Third World. Amartya Sen reveals that population studies in the Third World in general suggest that more than 100 million women are missing, a statistic that speaks of the inequality and neglect that leads to the excessive mortality of women. Economic development is quite often accompanied by a relative worsening of the rate of women's survival resulting from the fact that women do not share equally in the advances in medical and social progress. Calling it one of the "more momentous and neglected problems facing the world today," Sen asserts that, in view of the enormity of this problem, it is surprising that this issue has received so little attention. 40 Feminists would be less surprised than Sen; claiming that the negative effects of the world economy on women have been ignored by all schools of international political economy, they would say that the particular oppression of women evident in such data must be explained by gender-discriminating practices that include, but extend well beyond, the effects of capitalism. 

Empires are masculinist; post-colonialism sidelines gender issues

Nolan 07 “Postcolonial Literary Studies, Nationalism, and Feminist Critique in Contemporary Ireland”, Nolan, Emer, 1966- Volume 42: 1&2, Earrach/Samhradh/Spring/Summer 2007, pp. 336-361 (Article), Published by Irish-American Cultural Institute, p.336-7

The cultural analysis of empire has often been heavily masculinist, focusing overwhelmingly on the activities of administrators, civil servants, soldiers and settlers, explorers and travelers, and on the involvements of male political leaders, intellectuals, and writers in the shaping of imperial and anti-imperial cultures. However, there is now a growing body of feminist scholarship that attends both to the role of women as agents of empire and as participants in anti-imperial struggles of various kinds.1 In addition, historians and cultural critics have begun to examine the ways that racial and sexual politics intersected in the elaboration of colonial administrations.2 In Ireland, the study of imperialism in the disciplines of literary and cultural studies has been mediated primarily through the development of what is now commonly referred to as “Irish postcolonial studies.” For a variety of reasons, the reception of post- colonial studies in Ireland has often been quite hostile.3 The most obvious lines of critique have stemmed from historical revisionists, who have usually dismissed postcolonial studies as simply a recoding of a cultural nationalism that revisionists believed they had largely discredited. From a different angle, Irish feminists, too, have been generally wary of postcolonial studies. Most of the leading figures associated with the area are male, and several were prominently involved with The Field Day Anthology of Irish Writing (1991), Volumes I–III. Feminists were angered by this anthology, on the basis that it did not give due recognition to women writers and feminist scholarship. Other women critics have accused postcolonial studies of reinstating “the national question”—and thus sidelining issues of gender—at the very moment in the 1990s when feminist campaigns were finally beginning to make significant progress.4 

Links – Economy/Development

Their assumption that individuals act out of self-interest to maximize economic gain is an incomplete, masculine view of humanity

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 72-3

Feminist critiques of liberalism should begin with an examination of "rational economic man," a construct that, while it extrapolates from roles and behaviors associated with certain Western men and assumes characteristics that correspond to the definition of hegemonic masculinity discussed in chapter 1, has been used by liberal economists to represent the behavior of humanity as a whole. Nancy Hartsock suggests that rational economic man, appearing coincidentally with the birth of modern capitalism, is a social construct based on the reduction of a variety of human passions to a desire for economic gain. 4 Its claim to universality across time and culture must therefore be questioned. For example, Sandra Harding's African worldview, discussed in chapter 2, in which the economic behavior of individuals is embedded within a social order, is a communal orientation seen as "deviant" by neoclassical economic theory; yet it is one that represents a different type of economic behavior specific to other cultures. As Harding claims, it also contains some striking parallels with the worldview of many Western women. 5 Hartsock and Harding are thus claiming that the highly individualistic, competitive market behavior of rational economic man could not necessarily be assumed as a norm if women's experiences, or the experiences of individuals in noncapitalist societies, were taken as the prototype for human behavior. Women in their reproductive and maternal roles do not conform to the behavior of instrumental rationality. Much of women's work in the provision of basic needs takes place outside the market, in households or in the subsistence sector of Third World economies. Moreover, when women enter the market economy, they are disproportionately represented in the caring professions as teachers, nurses, or social workers, vocations that are more likely to be chosen on the basis of the values and expectations that are often emphasized in female socialization rather than on the basis of profit maximization. If this is the case, we must conclude that many women's, as well as some men's, motivations and behavior cannot be explained using a model of instrumental rationality; rather, these behaviors call for models based on different understandings of the meaning of rationality. 
Operating within the current economic system perpetuates gender norms
Jill Steans March 1999, “The Private is Global: Feminist Politics and Global Political Economy,” New Political Economy, Vol. 4, Issue 1.
Again, Marxist feminist theory provides some analytical tools to make sense of specific forms of gender inequality informed by a broader analysis of the changing global economy. For example, it has been argued that gender hierarchies and forms of subordination rooted in the institution of marriage or the privatisation of the 'household' become an embedded feature of the wider economy and, therefore, of the global economy. The gendering of the 'breadwinner' role as essentially male means that it is also easier to dismiss women workers in times of crisis. The notion that women are 'housewives' and 'consumers' firstly enables capitalism to devalue women's work, and renumerate women less when they became paid labourers. In this way, wages in large sectors of the world economy are significantly reduced.(n30) Therefore, once the sexual division of labour is established, it takes on a life of its own and creates a national division of labour between men and women which can be exploited by employers. According to Mackintosh, the increase in the part-time and flexible work which is an integral part of the contemporary global economy reflects the constraints of women's domestic roles and so is an economic expression of the marriage contract. Many states support an unequal sexual division of labour or turn a blind eye when women are paid below the minimum wage. If, therefore, gender hierarchies and practices of subordination are rooted in the institution of marriage or the privatisation of the 'household', however constructed, the point is that the gender order at the local and national level becomes an embedded feature of the wider economic structure and thus of the global economy.(n31)

Links – Economy/Development

The current economic order is founded upon the public/private dichotomy and should be rejected from the feminist perspective

Jill Steans, department of internal relations @ University of Keele, 1999 (“The private is global: feminist politics and gobal political economy”, New Political Economy)
The emergence of global political economy as a specialist area of study can, in part, be viewed as an expression of discontent with both the reductionism of state-centric approaches to the study of international relations and the tendency of mainstream international relations to separate the 'economic' and the 'political' realms of human activity,2 rather than elucidate their interconnection.3 Critical theorists in GPE draw attention to the intimate connections between the globalisation of economic activity, globalised social relations and new forms of politics at spatial scales above the nation-state.4 However, in recent years feminist scholars have pointed out that, whatever the achievements of GPE, conceptions of 'world order' have been largely gender-blind.5 This is because it has been assumed that 'political' activity is carried out in the public realm, while 'economics' involves the production of goods and services for the market. The main implications of feminist critiques of existing scholarship in GPE is that the public/private divisions which underpin such conceptions of economic and political activity render invisible what Youngs describes as deep social relations of power.6 That is, personal, familial and domestic relations and social reproduction do not appear in public statistics, but they nonetheless constitute a world in which significant economic production and servicing takes place—a world characterised by particular forms of power relations.7 As Benhabib has argued, along with the development of commodity relations in capitalism, the socialisation of the economy, the decline of the subsistence household and the emergence of national and global markets, there has been a privatisation of the intimate sphere (the production of daily necessities, reproduction and care of the young, the old and the sick).8 Whitworth has lamented the failure of critical theorists to theorise gender, precisely because critical theory claims to understand social and political complexes as a whole rather than as separate parts.9 GPE neglects the degree to which states, for example, are involved in the social and political institutionalisation of gendered power differences by confirming and institutionalising the arrangements that distinguish the public from the private. Goetz argues that 'part of the definition of the state and the delimitation of the state's proper sphere involves the active codification and policing of the boundaries of the public and the private' which 'delineate gendered spheres of activity, where the paradigmatic subject of the public and economic arena is male and that of the private and domestic is female'.10 According to Goetz, states set the parameters for women's structurally unequal position in families and markets by condoning gender-differential terms in inheritance rights and legal adulthood, by tacitly condoning domestic and sexual violence, or by sanctioning differential wages for equal or comparable work." Feminists have challenged the conceptual boundary between the public and private realms and demanded that GPE scholars devote critical and sustained attention to the connections between the two realms. As Youngs notes, political and economic relations do not operate on either side of public and private, but across them.12 
The success of industrialization is built on the backs of poor oppressed women
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 77-8

While agriculture became more central to development planning in the 1970s, early Western liberal development strategies focused on industrialization, claiming that the economic growth it generated would trickle down to all sectors of the economy. As women were channeled into low-paying activities in industrial sectors of the Third World, the urban division of labor along gender lines became even more hierarchical than in subsistence agriculture. Since women are rarely trained as skilled industrial workers, the skills gap in many urban areas has increased, with women taking up domestic service or unskilled factory jobs. States that have adopted successful export-oriented industrial policies, such as South Korea, Taiwan, and Hong Kong, have relied to a considerable extent on unskilled women workers. Certain states have attracted overseas corporations by offering a large pool of docile young female laborers; these young women are frequently fired when they marry, try to unionize, or claim other benefits. 17 Cynthia Enloe claims that as long as young women working in "Export Processing Zones" are encouraged to see themselves as daughters or prospective wives earning pin money rather than as workers their labor will be cheapened and women will have little opportunity to move into more skilled positions.

Links – Economy/Development

Analysing only economic stability ignores disparities for women

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 78.

Feminists are investigating the reasons for this invisibility that exists not only at the level of policy discourse but also in the field of IPE. However, making women visible within the statist frameworks of neorealism and neoliberalism does not lend itself (for reasons given below) to investigating hierarchical global economic structures detrimental to women; adding women to the liberal literature on economic globalization is equally problematic because it continues to hide the gendered power structures that feminists believe are the cause of women's disadvantaged position. Silence about gender occurs because it is invisible in the concepts used for analysis, the questions that are asked, and the preference for the state level of analysis typical of conventional IPE."' Certainly the questions asked by both neorealists and neoliberals about the reasons for state conflict and cooperation are quite different from those of feminists. Rather than trying to understand the con-   ditions necessary for stability in the international system, feminists are seeking to understand the causes of women's various economic insecurities and investigating the conditions under which they might be alleviated. While neorealists and neoliberals both claim that states are furthering their own interests in the global economy, they have been less concerned with how these rewards are distributed internally. Rather than taking the state as given, feminists seek to understand how state policies and structures, in their interactions with the global economy, have differential effects on individuals; making visible gendered power relationships can help us to understand how women and men may be rewarded differentially as the state pursues gains from the global economy.   

Links – Economy/Development

Economic “progress” is often regressive for women

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 79-80.
While IPE feminists have been centrally engaged with the debate about the pros and cons of economic globalization, most of them have been quite critical of the assumptions and prescriptions of liberalism. Feminist scholars more generally tend to be skeptical of celebrations of beginnings and endings and historical turning points: they find evidence to suggest that times of "progress" are often regressive for women. For example, the "triumph" of capitalism in the former Eastern bloc was accompanied by a sharp decline in both the economic status of women and their level of political participation. Skeptical of claims about a "new world order," feminist perspectives on economic globalization are unanimous in pointing to continuities in various forms of patriarchy that have had detrimental effects on women's economic security throughout much of history. Given the increase in global inequality, the feminization of poverty, and the discriminations that women   often face when they participate in the global market, some feminist scholarship is questioning the triumphalist story of a borderless world that is being told by supporters of economic globalization. It is today's global financiers and corporate executives, those whom Cox has defined as the transnational managerial class - most of whom are men -who seem most comfortably to fit definitions of global citizenship. Most feminists also reject theoretical projects that offer universal, essentialist, or reductionist explanations of multifaceted and complex social relations." Many claim that liberalism's metanarratives about the triumph of rationality and the end of history have not moved us beyond ideology; rather, they are a disguise for a form of knowledge that tells only a partial story-a story that often does not include the experiences of many women (and marginalized people more generally) whose identification with a marketized version of global citizenship is minimal. Certain feminists also claim that values espoused by liberalism of privilege-such as individual freedom, the importance of property rights, and universalism-emphasize values associated with a Western form of hegemonic masculinity. These values are then reproduced in economic models that tend to conflate this masculine viewpoint with a general "human" standpoint, thereby confining the feminine to the structural position of "other"; such thinking renders the masculine as norm and the feminine as difference.51 For example, when proponents of economic globalization speak of   economic actors and global citizens, they are using terms that come out of a historical tradition of Western political and economic thought and practice based on experiences more typical of men than women. Denied the right to vote, in all societies, until the twentieth century. Women are still seeking full citizenship in many parts of the world. Terms such as these focus our   attention on the public world of the market and the state, historically inhabited by men, while rendering the private world of women virtually invisible. Fukuyama's prediction of a "common marketization" of international relations based on economic calculation comes out of this worldview that portrays individuals solely as economic actors and hides the complex social relations, including class and gender relations, within which individuals' lives are embedded. The market model, favored by liberals, is based on the instrumentally rational behavior of economic actors whose self-interested   behavior in the marketplace leads to an aggregate increase in wealth. Households and women's labor more generally remain invisible in economic analyses that privilege productive labor over reproductive labor" This representation of "homo economicus" is detached from the behavior of real people in the material world; it is gendered masculine because it extrapolates from roles and behaviors historically associated with Western (elite) men. However, it has been used by liberal economists to represent the behavior of humanity as a whole. It also tends to mask power relationships that structure   differential rewards to different individuals, based on class and race as well as gender.   
Links – Economy/Development

The assumption that market integration improves quality of life is empirically false and furthers the economic insecurity of women

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 75-6

If capital is being rewarded disproportionately to labor in the world economy, then men are being rewarded disproportionately to women. A 1981 report to the U.N. Committee on the Status of Women avers that while women represent half the global population and one-third of the paid labor force and are responsible for two-thirds of all working hours, they receive only one-tenth of world income and own less that 1 percent of world property. 10 While much of women's work is performed outside the formal economy, these data suggest that women are not being rewarded to the same extent as men even when they enter the market economy. Although no systematic data on men's and women's incomes on a worldwide scale exists, an International Labor Office study of manufacturing industries in twenty countries, conducted in the mid-1980s, showed that women's wages were less than men's in each case. 11 Earning lower wages and owning an insignificant proportion of the world's capital puts women at an enormous disadvantage in terms of power and wealth and thus contributes to their economic insecurity. While feminist economists are just beginning to explore the differential effects of the operation of the market economy on men and women, one area where these effects have been examined in some detail is in studies of Third World women and development. 12 Liberal modernization theory, a body of literature that grew out of assumptions that free markets and private investment could best promote economic growth in the Third World, saw women's relative "backwardness" as the irrational persistence of traditional attitudes. For example, the United Nations' Decade for the Advancement of Women (1975-85) assumed that women's problems in the Third World were related to insufficient participation in the process of modernization and development. In 1970, however, Esther Boserup, the first of many women scholars to challenge this assumption, claimed that in many parts of the colonial and postcolonial world, the position of rural women actually declined when they became assimilated into the global market economy. 13 Women's marginalization was exacerbated by the spread of Western capitalism and culture. In the preindependence period, Western colonizers rarely had any sympathy for the methods women used to cultivate crops; assuming that men would be more efficient as agricultural producers, they attempted to replace women's cultivation practices with those of men. 
Free trade may be good in some cases, but it is terrible for women

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 78

Liberals, believing in the benefits of free trade, have generally supported export-led strategies of development. But since states that have opted for export-led strategies have often experienced increased inequalities in income, and since women are disproportionately clustered at the bottom of the economic scale, such strategies may have a particularly negative effect on women. The harsh effects of structural adjustment policies imposed by the International Monetary Fund on Third World debtor nations fall disproportionately on women as providers of basic needs, as social welfare programs in areas of health, nutrition, and housing are cut. When government subsidies or funds are no longer available, women in their role as unpaid homemakers and care providers must often take over the provision of these basic welfare needs. 19 Harsh economic conditions in the 1980s saw an increased number of Third World women going overseas as domestic servants and remitting their earnings to families they left behind. These feminist studies of Third World development and its effects on women are suggesting that liberal strategies to promote economic growth and improve world welfare that rely on market forces and free trade may have a differential impact on men and women. Since women's work often takes place outside the market economy, a model based on instrumentally rational market behavior does not capture all the economic activities of women. Therefore we cannot assume that the prescriptions generated by such a model will be as beneficial to women's economic security as they are to men's.

Links – Economy/Development

Focus on competitiveness ignores the domestic economic hardships women face
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 83-4

Using game theoretic models to explain states' behavior in the international system, economic nationalists, like the neorealists discussed in chapter 2, often portray states as unitary actors; concentrating at the interstate level, economic nationalists do not generally focus their attention on the internal distribution of gains. But if, as I have argued, women have been peripheral to the institutions of state power and are less economically rewarded than men, the validity of the unitary actor assumption must be examined from the perspective of gender. We must question whether women are gaining equally to men from economic nationalist prescriptions to pursue wealth and power. In all states, women tend to be clustered at the bottom of the socioeconomic scale; in the United States in the 1980s, 78 percent of all people living in poverty were women or children under eighteen. 29 In the United States, certain feminists have noted a trend toward what they term the increasing feminization of poverty: in the 1970s and 1980s, families maintained by women alone increased from 36 percent to 51.5 percent of all poor families. 30 In societies where military spending is high, women are often the first to feel the effects of economic hardship when social welfare programs are sacrificed for military priorities. As I have mentioned before, for economic nationalists the military-industrial complex is an important part of the domestic economy entitled to special protection. For poor women, however, the trade-off between military and economic spending can pose a security threat as real as external military threats. I have shown that the economic nationalist explanation of states' behavior in the international system, which focuses on instrumental rationality, is biased toward a masculine representation. Moreover, the evolution of the modern state system and the capitalist world economy changed traditional gender roles in ways that were not always beneficial to women. Contemporary economic nationalist prescriptions for maximizing wealth and power can have a particularly negative impact on women since women are often situated at the edge of the market or the bottom of the socioeconomic scale.

Links – Nation Building

The notion of state or nation building contributes to the silencing of stories of women – their interests are redefined for them to serve power and national identity 

Bina D’Costa, PhD, Australian National University, Australia, post-doctoral fellow at the University of Otago, John Vincent fellow in the Department of International relations at the Australian National University, Canberra, Australia, taught in the Department of Women’s Studies and International Relations at ANU, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 146-7 EmiW]

Using the responses and the archival research as a basis, I analyzed the state-nation-gender nexus and suggested that the control of women is fundamental to the construction of the nation's identity.28 This control is closely linked to the processes of state-building, and therefore state- building has fundamentally contributed to the silence/silencing of stories of women and other marginalized groups. In Bangladesh, women's interests are reconstructed to serve nationalist ideology and power. By “reconstruction” I mean that government policies treated all women as similarly willing or docile enough to go through abortions or adoptions of their babies. From the government record we know no stories of resistance or reluctance. However, dispersed stories indicate an under​lying violence. One such narration is of a woman whom we know as Tara, who spoke with Nilima Ibrahim, one of the most prominent social workers of that time. Tara's words are reported in Ibrahim's book Ami Birangona Bolchi. While discussing her experience after she was rescued from the rape camp, Tara recounts: 

A few months later I ended up in the Dhanmondi Rehabilitation Centre . . . after that I started avoiding people ... In the meantime I had abortion. You have seen how many women did not agree to have abortion. They wanted to keep the babies… but where will I go with this baby? Do you remember Marjina? That 15-year-old girl who did not want her son to go overseas? She used to scream when she saw you, fearing that you might steal her child. (Ibrahim 1998: 17-18)

Nation building enforces the male dominant role

Shirin M. Rai, professor in the department of politics and international studies at the University of Warwick, 2008 [The Gender Politics of Development: essays in hope and despair Chapter 1, page 10 Strong]

Development” has historically been a nationalist project. The edifice of eighteenth-century anti-colonial nationalism, which was a gendered ideology of resistance as well as power, included ‘development’ as progress and civilization sustained by religion, culture and tradition, as well as by science and technology, capital and markets. The creation of the nation-state, of ‘its world of meanings’ - in other words, nation building has been the starting point of what has been called the developmental state. In this chapter I examine how nationalism and nationalist struggles have framed discourses and strategies of development. I argue that nationalism circumscribed development priorities in post-colonial con-texts, gave them a hierarchy - of gender, class and ethnicity, among others- created some new spaces and closed off others. Ideology, religion and imaging of the nation-state played a crucial part in setting the development agendas in post-colonial nations! In the process of nation building, just as the 'economic man’ was the critical player in the development discourse, so the ‘political man’ was the citizen. ‘The citizen’s’ interests were articulated in a universalist language that allowed only certain issues of economic development to be addressed Both women and ‘subaltern’ men - of lower classes, castes and weaker ethnic groups - were co-opted into the elite nationalist programmed despite the local struggles waged by them in their own interests (see Guha 1982: 1-7).

Links – Nation Building

Nation building creates the image of the “weak woman” and perpetuates gender roles of the public man and private woman.

Shirin M. Rai, professor in the department of politics and international studies at the University of Warwick, 2008 [The Gender Politics of Development: essays in hope and despair Chapter 1, pages 11-12 Strong]

The gendered ideologies of nationalism framed the ways in which women’s labor was configured, counted, assessed and rewarded. Masculine pride and humiliation in the context of colonialism had fashioned ‘the (colonized) woman’ as a victim to be rescued - first by the colonizer and then by the colonized male elites - and as the centre of the household to be protected and cherished. Thus, she served many purposes – to provide a node of self-awareness of a particular kind for men, and hence to be made visible in the public arenas in particular ways. As I will make clear below, in decolonized nation-states, policy-making acknowledges some of these complexities only by denying them.

Women’s labor and women’s citizenship are markers of this confusion that we see repeatedly in liberal nationalist discourses as we as in Marxist ones. Whether it is population policies, human right conditions of employment or endorsement of monogamous family structures. Nation-states have used the discourses of both nationalism and development to circumscribe women's lives. And because of the history of colonialism, the pain of struggling against the idea of the community, culture and family, women have found it at times’ hard to oppose the boundaries being down around them, sometimes in their own names, by others - largely nationalist, masculine elites. In this way, the power of discourse was systematically used to frame women’s role in development’ - whether as reproducers of the nation and markers of its cultural boundaries, or as participants in its economic life. Nationalism is a much-theorized concept; as is development. While feminist scholarship provided a gendered critique of the concept of nationalism, interventions in the post-structuralism mode have opened up new spaces within development studies which allow us to examine the discursive power of nationalism in the economic agenda setting of the nation-state (Escobar 1995; Crush 1995; Marchand and Parpart 1995; Sylvester 1999). Building on both these sets of literature, I illustrate the importance of the language of nationalism for the construction of the agenda of development, and suggest that women’s particular positioning within the family and society were central to both these projects. I argue that nationalism allowed conversations to take place about development between colonial and nationalist male elites. Women were largely excluded from these conversations, which took place in very different contexts of power. I emphasize, however, that these conversations, while exclusionary, were by no means discrete; on the contrary, they were untidy, contradictory and allowed spaces for contestation that were utilized by women. The partiality of these conversations and exclusions was also reflected in the unfolding story of development in decolonized states. Nationalism and development then were' ‘Janus-faced’ (Nairn 1981) creatures at once mobilizing and excluding women from the project of ‘nation-building’

Links – Free Trade

The assumption that market integration improves quality of life is empirically false and furthers the economic insecurity of women

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 75-6

If capital is being rewarded disproportionately to labor in the world economy, then men are being rewarded disproportionately to women. A 1981 report to the U.N. Committee on the Status of Women avers that while women represent half the global population and one-third of the paid labor force and are responsible for two-thirds of all working hours, they receive only one-tenth of world income and own less that 1 percent of world property. 10 While much of women's work is performed outside the formal economy, these data suggest that women are not being rewarded to the same extent as men even when they enter the market economy. Although no systematic data on men's and women's incomes on a worldwide scale exists, an International Labor Office study of manufacturing industries in twenty countries, conducted in the mid-1980s, showed that women's wages were less than men's in each case. 11 Earning lower wages and owning an insignificant proportion of the world's capital puts women at an enormous disadvantage in terms of power and wealth and thus contributes to their economic insecurity. While feminist economists are just beginning to explore the differential effects of the operation of the market economy on men and women, one area where these effects have been examined in some detail is in studies of Third World women and development. 12 Liberal modernization theory, a body of literature that grew out of assumptions that free markets and private investment could best promote economic growth in the Third World, saw women's relative "backwardness" as the irrational persistence of traditional attitudes. For example, the United Nations' Decade for the Advancement of Women (1975-85) assumed that women's problems in the Third World were related to insufficient participation in the process of modernization and development. In 1970, however, Esther Boserup, the first of many women scholars to challenge this assumption, claimed that in many parts of the colonial and postcolonial world, the position of rural women actually declined when they became assimilated into the global market economy. 13 Women's marginalization was exacerbated by the spread of Western capitalism and culture. In the preindependence period, Western colonizers rarely had any sympathy for the methods women used to cultivate crops; assuming that men would be more efficient as agricultural producers, they attempted to replace women's cultivation practices with those of men. 

AT: Development/Economic Growth Helps Women

Free trade masks the power structures that create disproportionate results and widen the rich-poor gap
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 74-5

Generalizing from rational economic man to the world economy, liberals believe that world welfare is maximized by allowing market forces to operate unimpeded and goods and investment to flow as freely as possible across state boundaries according to the laws of comparative advantage. Critics of liberalism question this belief in openness and interdependence, claiming that it falsely depoliticizes exchange relationships and masks hidden power structures. They challenge the notion of mutual gains from exchange by focusing on the unequal distribution of gains across states, classes, and factors of production, and argue that in fact gains accrue disproportionately to the most powerful states or economic actors. For example, critics of liberalism would argue that liberal economic theory obscures the unequal power relations between capital and labor: since capital is mobile across interstate boundaries and controls strategic decisions about investment and production, it is being rewarded disproportionately to labor, a trend that was on the rise in the 1980s when labor was becoming increasingly marginalized in matters of economic policy. 9

Development doesn’t improve women’s lives – a critical approach is necessary

Jill Steans March 1999, “The Private is Global: Feminist Politics and Global Political Economy,” New Political Economy, Vol. 4, Issue 1.
'Bringing in' women to the formal, local, national or global economy does not necessarily work to empower, 'modernise' or 'advance the status of' women, as liberals often assume. The impact of economic globalisation on women is frequently negative. Similarly, the continual failure of development strategies to improve the material conditions of women's lives is well documented.(n19) Studies have indicated that the social power attached to wage labour is not necessarily equal for men and women, precisely because 'women's work' continues to be constructed as secondary and peripheral regardless of whether this is or is not the case.(n20) The problem of the double or triple burden to a greater or lesser extent seems to characterise the lives of the majority of women who perform paid and unpaid labour. Similarly well documented are the ways in which women's labour is required to 'stretch' in order to compensate for structural adjustments in economies.(n21) It is for these reasons that a critical political economy framework is attractive. It draws attention to power relations and to inequalities in the distribution of resources both locally and globally.
AT: Trade = Cooperation

Even so, their logic relies on the presumption that rational, enlightened self-interest brings peace to an anarchic world – means they still link
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 82-3
Whereas the Greeks had relegated the economy largely to the world of women and slaves, in seventeenth-century Europe the economy was elevated to the public domain of rational scientific knowledge, a domain composed mostly of men. The economic nationalist approach has taken the liberal concept of rational economic man, which grew out of this Enlightenment knowledge, and used it to explain the behavior of states in the international system. Using game theoretic models, such explanations of states' behavior draw on the instrumentally rational market behavior of individuals. Since international economic interactions rarely result in winner-take-all situations, economic nationalists have focused on Prisoner's Dilemma games, similar to those used by neorealists to explain the strategic security dilemma, to explain states' economic behavior in the international system. Where international economic cooperation is seen to exist, it is explained not in terms of international community but rather in terms of enlightened self-interest in an environment that is essentially anarchic. 27

Links – Environment

Their focus on environmental catastrophe trivializes the daily environmental damage imposed on the global south, especially women

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 114-6

While these universalizing images of "one world" and its fragility have served to alert people to the dangers of environmental degradation and resource constraints, they have seriously depoliticized issues that remain embedded in the historical practices of the European state system. The image of "Mother Earth" tames and domesticates our perception of a world in which this historically expansive system has been responsible for the erection of contemporary boundaries between North and South, rich and poor, and men and women. These boundaries of inequality affect the way in which environmental dangers influence people's lives. While the affluent are concerned with the potential hazards of a thinning ozone layer, the poor are confronted by more immediate environmental degradation, such as contaminated water and soil erosion, which threaten their daily existence. The cleavage between North and South became apparent at the United Nations Conference on the Environment in 1972, when representatives from states in the South criticized the North for prioritizing the issue of environmental pollution. Although the South has softened its position on this issue somewhat, it continues to resent the attention given to pollution in international forums at the expense of its preferred definition of environmental problems in terms of poverty and maldistribution of resources. The South was highly critical of the Malthusian implications of the Limits to Growth literature that seemed to preclude any chance for a better life for the world's poor. Admonitions that economic growth must be stopped in all parts of the world, when an average person in an industrial market economy uses more than eighty times as much energy as someone in sub-Saharan Africa, were deemed unacceptable.42 The South has also resented the North's concentration on population control in a world where resource use is highly unequal. Although documents such as Our Common Future, the 1987 report of the World Commission on Environment and Development, have tried to overcome the hostility engendered by the no-growth implications of the global modelers with calls for "sustainable development," a type of growth that respects environmental constraints,43 the global effort to deal with the environment has continued to center on pollution, an issue of greater concern to states in the North. Looking at environmental issues in terms of poverty, as the South demands, draws attention to boundaries that segregate the world's poor into areas of extreme environmental degradation and that render them immediate victims of environmental stress. In the South, disease from polluted drinking water is the single largest cause of premature death, young children being particularly at risk. The United Nations Environmental Program has estimated that 35 percent of the land surface of the earth is threatened with desertification.44 Problems of desertification and soil erosion have caused widespread famine, particularly in the poorest countries where growing populations press upon inadequate land and fuel resources. In parts of the Sahel, refugees from environmental degradation face further hardships when they become involved in political and social problems such as tribal and ethnic disputes. These extreme problems are not limited to Africa. It has been estimated that one-sixth of the population of Haiti has left that country because of environmental degradation. Haiti suffers from some of the world's most severe soil erosion problems.45 Environmental boundaries that segregate the poor are generally the result of social or economic inequalities. For example, in Latin America in 1975, 7 percent of landowners possessed 93 percent of the most desirable land, while 83 percent of the population lived on plots too small to support a household, most of them either in damage-prone or forested land.46 These immediate environmental insecurities are not limited to the rural poor or to people living in the South. Poor people living in urban slum conditions, in rich and poor countries alike, are also particularly vulnerable to environmental threats. In his discussion of "Black Ecology" Nathan Hare claims that blacks in the United States are concerned with the immediate problems of survival, overcrowding, work hazards, and infant mortality, rather than clean beaches and redwood trees.47 Just as many African Americans are ghettoized in urban slums in the United States, other marginalized peoples are subject to arbitrary boundaries that wall off areas of environmental stress. Native Americans have been placed on some of the worst rural land in the United States, just as South African blacks have been relegated to overcrowded, resource-scarce townships. 

Continues…no text removed
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Continues…no text removed

For the most part, environmentalists who have described these particular insecurities of marginalized people have failed to address the particular plight of women, who are often the worst victims of environmental degradation. Even the Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development, an important internationally sponsored report on the environment, does not touch on the immeasurable consequences for women of the deterioration of the environment.48 As gatherers of firewood and water, rural women in the Third World bear a large measure of responsibility for providing clean drinking water and energy for the household. Since they are responsible for household energy needs, women bear the burden of a severe fuelwood crisis that is widespread in many rural areas of the Third World. In rural areas throughout the world, women carry loads of wood weighing up to thirty-five kilograms as much as ten kilometers from home.49 It is rarely pointed out that wood is being depleted more rapidly than any fossil fuel; since its consumers have little political power, it is not an issue that commands much attention from those concerned with environmental security. Environmental damage has a severe impact on women's reproductive systems; besides claiming the lives of thousands of victims, the accident at a pesticides plant in Bhopal, India, in 1984 had enormous repercussions for women who sought abortions for fear that the leakage of poison gas might cause birth defects. It was women who first organized the protest at Love Canal in New York State in the 1970s because of damage that began to show up in their own reproductive systems and in the bodies of their children. Mothers in toxically contaminated communities have become key environmental activists, often motivated by mothering an environmentally wounded child.50

Links - Environment

The domination of nature that has led us to global catastrophe began with the Scientific Revolution and its view of nature of separate from humans – the idea that nature can be known and tamed through rational laws grew out of gendered views that make destruction inevitable

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 101-3

These views of the natural environment as spaces to be tamed, mastered, and used for profit and advantage are also reflected in the shift toward a mechanistic view of nature that appeared in seventeenth-century Europe at the time the modern state system was born. In her book The Death of Nature, Carolyn Merchant documents this changing attitude toward nature generated by the scientific revolution. Although humans' "dominion over nature" has been traced back to Greek and Christian roots,6 Merchant claims that in medieval Europe nature was viewed as an organism or living system in which human beings and their natural environments were highly interdependent. Nature was generally depicted as female, the earth as a nurturing mother who provided for the needs of humankind. Nature could be dangerous, however; its wild and uncontrollable behavior could produce chaos.7 In the seventeenth century nature was gradually conceptually transformed from a living organism into a lifeless inert machine, thereby permitting its exploitation and use for purposes of human progress. This evolving view of nature as machine was vital for the goals of the emerging new science, which sought to tame nature through the discovery of predictable regularities within a rationally determined system of laws. According to Merchant, a central concern of the scientific revolution was to use these mathematical laws in order to intervene in an increasingly secularized world.8 Changing attitudes toward animals provide further evidence of the taming and depersonalization of nature in early modern Europe. In her book The Animal Estate, Harriet Ritvo describes the legal system of medieval England, which had implicitly invested animals with human rights and responsibilities. Animals were held accountable for their crimes: dogs, cats, and cocks were permitted, as members of households, to testify in court-- or at least their presence there was considered to strengthen the aggrieved householder's complaint.9 By the nineteenth century, however, animals could no longer be sentenced to die for their crimes. Ritvo claims that this seemingly humanitarian policy had a reverse side; animals were no longer perceived as having any independent status. This changing relationship between animals and people ensured the appropriation of power by people as animals became objects of human manipulation. As animals' position in the human world changed so did the way in which they were studied. According to Ritvo, modern scientific methods of classification of animals and plants, which employ anthropocentric binary distinctions such as wild/tame, useful/useless, edible/inedible, also attempt to impose order on a chaotic natural environment. Just as many feminists see gender dichotomizations as instruments of domination, Ritvo views the classification of natural objects as the human attempt to gain intellectual mastery and domination of the natural world.10 Although Ritvo's study is not specifically a feminist text, she makes reference to language employed by naturalists and animal breeders that sets both women and animals below human males in the natural hierarchy.11 The use of sexual metaphor, which feminists believe had the effect of establishing a male-dominated hierarchy, was also employed in the language of the scientific revolution. The taming of nature was usually described in gendered terms that reflected the social order. Feminist scholars have drawn attention to the sexual metaphors employed by Francis Bacon and other Enlightenment scientists. Central to Bacon's scientific investigations was a natural world, frequently described as a woman, that required taming, shaping, and subduing by the scientific mind: "I am come in very truth leading you to nature with all her children to bind her to your service and make her your slave."12 Social ecologist William Leiss agrees that Bacon's scientific project was centrally concerned with mastery over nature. But while Leiss notes the sexually aggressive overtones in Bacon's language, he is less concerned with the implications of Bacon's sexual metaphors than with a scientific tradition that has resulted in the domination of certain men over other human beings. This system of domination has spread outward from Europe to the rest of the world through the appropriation of nature's resources.13 Feminist scholars such as Carolyn Merchant, Sandra Harding, and Evelyn Fox Keller, who have written about the origins of modern science, would agree with Leiss's argument that domination of nature was a central goal of modern science. Using a gendered perspective, however, they take his argument further: suggesting that the sexual imagery in seventeenth-century science was intrinsic to its discourse, they claim that the domination of certain men over other human beings, other cultures, and nature cannot be fully understood unless this gendered language is taken seriously. 
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Their focus on environmental catastrophe trivializes the daily environmental damage imposed on the global south, especially women

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 114-6

While these universalizing images of "one world" and its fragility have served to alert people to the dangers of environmental degradation and resource constraints, they have seriously depoliticized issues that remain embedded in the historical practices of the European state system. The image of "Mother Earth" tames and domesticates our perception of a world in which this historically expansive system has been responsible for the erection of contemporary boundaries between North and South, rich and poor, and men and women. These boundaries of inequality affect the way in which environmental dangers influence people's lives. While the affluent are concerned with the potential hazards of a thinning ozone layer, the poor are confronted by more immediate environmental degradation, such as contaminated water and soil erosion, which threaten their daily existence. The cleavage between North and South became apparent at the United Nations Conference on the Environment in 1972, when representatives from states in the South criticized the North for prioritizing the issue of environmental pollution. Although the South has softened its position on this issue somewhat, it continues to resent the attention given to pollution in international forums at the expense of its preferred definition of environmental problems in terms of poverty and maldistribution of resources. The South was highly critical of the Malthusian implications of the Limits to Growth literature that seemed to preclude any chance for a better life for the world's poor. Admonitions that economic growth must be stopped in all parts of the world, when an average person in an industrial market economy uses more than eighty times as much energy as someone in sub-Saharan Africa, were deemed unacceptable.42 The South has also resented the North's concentration on population control in a world where resource use is highly unequal. Although documents such as Our Common Future, the 1987 report of the World Commission on Environment and Development, have tried to overcome the hostility engendered by the no-growth implications of the global modelers with calls for "sustainable development," a type of growth that respects environmental constraints,43 the global effort to deal with the environment has continued to center on pollution, an issue of greater concern to states in the North. Looking at environmental issues in terms of poverty, as the South demands, draws attention to boundaries that segregate the world's poor into areas of extreme environmental degradation and that render them immediate victims of environmental stress. In the South, disease from polluted drinking water is the single largest cause of premature death, young children being particularly at risk. The United Nations Environmental Program has estimated that 35 percent of the land surface of the earth is threatened with desertification.44 Problems of desertification and soil erosion have caused widespread famine, particularly in the poorest countries where growing populations press upon inadequate land and fuel resources. In parts of the Sahel, refugees from environmental degradation face further hardships when they become involved in political and social problems such as tribal and ethnic disputes. These extreme problems are not limited to Africa. It has been estimated that one-sixth of the population of Haiti has left that country because of environmental degradation. Haiti suffers from some of the world's most severe soil erosion problems.45 Environmental boundaries that segregate the poor are generally the result of social or economic inequalities. For example, in Latin America in 1975, 7 percent of landowners possessed 93 percent of the most desirable land, while 83 percent of the population lived on plots too small to support a household, most of them either in damage-prone or forested land.46 These immediate environmental insecurities are not limited to the rural poor or to people living in the South. Poor people living in urban slum conditions, in rich and poor countries alike, are also particularly vulnerable to environmental threats. In his discussion of "Black Ecology" Nathan Hare claims that blacks in the United States are concerned with the immediate problems of survival, overcrowding, work hazards, and infant mortality, rather than clean beaches and redwood trees.47 Just as many African Americans are ghettoized in urban slums in the United States, other marginalized peoples are subject to arbitrary boundaries that wall off areas of environmental stress. Native Americans have been placed on some of the worst rural land in the United States, just as South African blacks have been relegated to overcrowded, resource-scarce townships. 
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For the most part, environmentalists who have described these particular insecurities of marginalized people have failed to address the particular plight of women, who are often the worst victims of environmental degradation. Even the Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development, an important internationally sponsored report on the environment, does not touch on the immeasurable consequences for women of the deterioration of the environment.48 As gatherers of firewood and water, rural women in the Third World bear a large measure of responsibility for providing clean drinking water and energy for the household. Since they are responsible for household energy needs, women bear the burden of a severe fuelwood crisis that is widespread in many rural areas of the Third World. In rural areas throughout the world, women carry loads of wood weighing up to thirty-five kilograms as much as ten kilometers from home.49 It is rarely pointed out that wood is being depleted more rapidly than any fossil fuel; since its consumers have little political power, it is not an issue that commands much attention from those concerned with environmental security. Environmental damage has a severe impact on women's reproductive systems; besides claiming the lives of thousands of victims, the accident at a pesticides plant in Bhopal, India, in 1984 had enormous repercussions for women who sought abortions for fear that the leakage of poison gas might cause birth defects. It was women who first organized the protest at Love Canal in New York State in the 1970s because of damage that began to show up in their own reproductive systems and in the bodies of their children. Mothers in toxically contaminated communities have become key environmental activists, often motivated by mothering an environmentally wounded child.50

Links – Science

Their faith in science is a result of gendered childhoods that teach boys to be alone, separate, and objective towards the world

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 81-2

Sovereignty and rationality were part of an Enlightenment epistemology committed to the discovery of universal objective or "scientific" laws, an epistemology that also discredited superstitions often portrayed as "old wives tales." 25 As discussed earlier, notions such as objectivity and rationality, central to the definition of the modern natural and social sciences in the West, have typically been associated with masculine thinking. According to Evelyn Fox Keller, Western cultural values have simultaneously elevated what is defined as scientific and what is defined as masculine. 26 In her study of the origins of modern science in the seventeenth century, Keller claims that modern scientific thought is associated with masculinity. Keller bases her claim on psychological theories of gender development, which argue that the separation of subject from object is an important stage of childhood "masculine" gender development. As infants begin to relate to the world around them, they learn to recognize the world outside as independent of themselves. Since an important aspect of this development of autonomy is separation from the mother, it is a separation that is likely to be made more completely by boys than by girls.

Links – Withdrawal from Okinawa

Their anti-base demands sideline feminist agendas

Linda Angst, assistant professor of anthropology @ Lewis and Clark 2005 (Local Violence, Global Media: Feminist Analyses of Gendered Representations, edited by Lisa Cuklanz and Sujata Moorti, pg 140-141)

Third, I problematize the idea of a unified voice of Okinawan identity politics as presented in the media explosion surrounding the rape and promoted especially in the rhetoric of the prefecture’s elected leaders at the time, who quickly assumed the position of main spokespersons after the rape. While a unified voice helps build momentum for social change, I question to what degree this unified voice acts hegemonically in Okinawa to subsume and defer other voices and agendas? By examining the anti-base protest movement trope to show some of the internal Okinawan tensions-ideological, regional, classist, and gender-based-that are welded together into local anti-base demands. Here, too, I work from a feminist critique. As Judith Butler and Joan Scott have argued, women's voices are often lost in a generalized voice of identity politics," and as Cynthia Enloe has pointed out, feminist agendas are often subsumed under the rubric of the larger political good and deferred ostensibly for the short term.” The presumably more pressing needs of the good of the political whole"-repatriation of land and political sovereignty, in the Okinawa case-replace the “private” importance of the rape and the suffering of the young female victim. The focus on sovereignty appears to have sidelined, on the grounds that it is part of a less-central “feminist” agenda, the wider universal issue of women's (and general human) rights, as well as the initial efforts of local women's groups to improve safety and work/living conditions for all Okinawan women.” l also suggest, however, that feminist agendas must meet the same standards of critical inquiry, and feminists must recognize their own classist and regional political biases and engagements in hegemonic practices. The rape victim and the rape have been absorbed into existing political ideologies and discourses, local and international, in various ways, and redeployed in a variety of representative capacities. The rhetoric used by activist groups explains the rape as something else: as a catalyst in local political leaders' longstanding negotiations with the Japanese government over rights to land and Okinawan sovereignty; as the unwitting and unwanted object of post cold war military alignments in the transnational policies of Japan and the United States, the world’s wealthiest and therefore most powerful “first world” countries; and as the subject of feminist campaigns to further women's human rights. ln each instance, groups draw upon and interpret particular aspects of a colonial, pre~colonial, and postwar/ occupation-era past to buttress their representations of the rape. Such conscious remembering of Okinawan pasts generates sometimes competing images of contemporary Okinawan identity, attesting to the heterogeneous and mutable character of a politics of identity and ethnic identity formation. Situated as they are within various, contending spheres of power, these competing discourses are, by turns, dominant and dominated.
The anti-base movement sacrifices issues of gender violence to Okinawan identity politics

Linda Angst, assistant professor of anthropology @ Lewis and Clark 2005 (Local Violence, Global Media: Feminist Analyses of Gendered Representations, edited by Lisa Cuklanz and Sujata Moorti, pg 147-148)

The rape itself has also been situated within a roster of other crimes or unethical acts committed by U.S. soldiers over the past 55 years. These include robberies, beatings, and violence ending in manslaughter. That context has the effect of minimizing the impact of, and thereby desensitizing us to, the horror of this particular crime and to the crime as a rape, a violent sexual attack. In effect, we are encouraged to read that history according to certain specifications; that is, we are to read it as a history in which US. servicemen have committed repeated offenses against Okinawans-not just Okinawan women- in the years since 1945. In this sense the gender dimension of the crime at hand is minimized or forfeited to the larger ethical issues of human rights violations, violations of international law by soldiers of a foreign occupation force, and felonious crimes against the local civic order. Ironically, the metaphorization of rape as the violation of the Okinawan body politic similarly takes the focus off the specific experience of Okinawan women. This focus does not highlight crimes committed against women alone, or crimes commit-ted by Okinawans or Japanese against women or Okinawans in general. The focus is placed explicitly on the imperialist relationship of U.S. military dominance over Okinawa, not on the unequal relationship between Japan and Okinawa or on women, per se. These absences reveal how the rape-and its unwilling subject, woman-have been appropriated (and in effect erased) by all sides. 

Links – Withdrawal from Okinawa

Okinawan identity politics fail to acknowledge the feminist aspect, sacrificing women’s rights to the “greater good” of anti-base movements

Linda Angst, assistant professor of anthropology @ Lewis and Clark 2005 (Local Violence, Global Media: Feminist Analyses of Gendered Representations, edited by Lisa Cuklanz and Sujata Moorti, pg 149-151)

This raises a critical problem with Okinawan identity discourse, which is precisely the problem suggested by Liu about Bhabha's analysis: it fails to acknowledge the individuality of the groups comprising that identity politics. That is, Bhabha, in l.iu`s estimation, makes the mistake of conflating distinct modes of oppression and lumping marginal groups into one category, thereby “leveling it down to homogeneous totality.” Okinawan political leaders, who insist on a unified Okinawan voice, effectively silence the voices of other groups including Okinawan women activists on measures promoting women's rights. The gender problem begs the identity of the hegemon: for feminist activists, it is not just the ]apanese state or the U.S. military, or even both. While Okinawan feminists participate in the broader politics of Okinawan rights, which situates itself against the hegemon of japanese politics and culture, they are engaged simultaneously in a universal protest movement for women's rights, in which the hegemon is male dominance and patriarchal institutions, including within Okinawa. Yet some feminists are frustrated by the expectation that they defer their own agendas “for now,""7 in the interest of showing Okinawan solidarity. In linking local social ills and the presence of U.S. bases, the prefectural government’s position invariably results in advocating the development of valuable base-leased lands into profitable (generally tourist) businesses for Okinawans. ln effect, the rape becomes an opportunity for business and political leaders to emphasize (and conflate) the volatile issue of US. occupation in ongoing discussions about the economy.   Economically, Okinawans today no longer rely as heavily on the business from U.S. bases as they did before 1972, when the bulk of the labor force was employed directly or indirectly in a military service economy.” (There is no reliable figure for the thousands of women who worked for U.S. service personnel in eateries, shops, nightclubs, and brothels in and around bases. ) During his tenure Ota focused on improving Okinawan living conditions by linking the removal of bases with the development of a more autonomous economy. Ota's economic goals were reasonable. To feminists, however, their involvement in the peace movement is a means of securing better lives for women, and the prefecture's economic development agenda-more closely tied to Tokyo's agendas for the island since Ota’s departure-does not directly address safety and economic concerns of women, especially women dependent upon base economies. Feminists argue .that because these women work in the sex/entertainment sector, the prefecture’s tourist-based development agenda means that their livelihoods will continue to be precarious. One feminist activist expressed concern that the Ota government took advantage of the groundswell of anti»base sentiment and Ota’s immense popularity after the rape to promote an economic development agenda that ignored women’s concerns. Ota is not necessarily antiferninist, but after 1995 he seemed less attentive to women's demands. Feminist activists worked hard to get a prefectural government contribution of 500,000 yen per year, or slightly less than $5,000 in (1995-1996), toward the funding of a long-awaited rape crisis center (RAICO-Rape Intervention Crisis Center in Okinawa), which became a reality in October 1995 at the initiative and with the support of women’s groups. However, the Ora government refused to house the center in the prefectural government building (the Kento), as Takazato and other feminists had hoped. Since then, prefectural funds have been cut for this and for other social services. V/omen active in the prefectural government were also upset that, although they were part of a delegation from Okinawa to Washington in 1998 to argue for base closures, they were merely visual props and were not' given the opportunity to raise their concerns about women's safety. The Ora government did support and house the prefectural Women’s Affairs section in the new Kento building, located in the heart of Naha. The new governor, lnamine, however, supports plans to replace the women running this section with a male bureaucrat and perhaps to remove the Women’s Affairs section from its offices in the government building, suggesting that his administration does not see the Women’s Affairs operations as a central concern of the prefectural government. Moreover, the fact that the new government is responsi» ble for encouraging the development of a new base in Nago without attention to women's safety indicates not only that the rape has receded from view, but that the broader issue of women's safety has also been set aside. Feminists, however, keep the rape in mind, as well as the safety of Nago women, as they continue to protest the construction of the heliport.

Links – Withdrawal from Okinawa

Anti-base movements based on the economic wellbeing of Okinawa marginalize struggles for women’s rights

Linda Angst, assistant professor of anthropology @ Lewis and Clark 2005 (Local Violence, Global Media: Feminist Analyses of Gendered Representations, edited by Lisa Cuklanz and Sujata Moorti, pg 154-155)

Okinawans generally agree that the 1995 rape shows the need to re-examine policies allowing US bases on Okinawa, lt has been used justifiably as leverage against Tokyo for the removal of U.S. bases and the return of Okinawan lands. Feminist groups object to the focus on an agenda of economic development of Okinawan lands (most probably by japanese corporate capital, as has been the case with resort development in Okinawa since the late 1960s), which they believe leads to the marginalization and perhaps eventual exclusion of what they consider to be the heart of the matter: protecting and improving women's lives. For example, to what degree would small businesses owned and run by women be protected? Much of the development that has already occurred in Okinawais by large, welll known Japanese corporations that may not be interested in the needs of small business owners, women such as Keiko and Kaa-chan who run a snack shop and bar in Kin, or the woman who operates the Churasa Soap Factory in Onna. Indeed, the issue of how women will figure in the service economy of tourism is not addressed. While women have been expected to support men in their political protests for Okinawan rights, the result has not necessarily been the fulfillment of women’s agendas. Rather, women are expected to defer their goals to the aims of Okinawan identity politics (read “economic development," in this case). From the perspective of a local government attempting to improve overall economic conditions, there is a practical logic to moving from servicing the U.S. military to servicing lapanese and Asian tourists. The infrastructure is in place: shops catering to outsiders, recreational/ entertainment outlets, and a history of leasing land to foreigners. Because women in these industries will simply cater to a different clientele, the problem of women seems to disappear. Okinawan feminists and other women with whom I have spoken fear that, in this way, women will continue to be the base of a new tourist economy pyramid, mostly earning minimum wages and enjoying few if any employee benefits. As Enloe suggests, an economically and socially marginalized existence will continue for these women within the sexual economy of tourism. The problem will remain invisible as long as officials insist on deferring issues of women's human rights to the cause of Okinawan nationalism, Many local businesses have been transformed by tourism, but the lot of most unskilled female laborers, especially those in the sex trade, has not changed. Assembly-woman Takazaro is concerned that women’s lives may not improve in the development scenario painted by prefectural authorities this plan simply replicates a service economy that is patriarchal in its ideological origins, particularly in the ways that work roles have been designated as either male or female. By raising these issues, one of my goals has been to remind those of us who so readily appropriate the rape for our various purposes of the person at its core: the 12-year-old Okinawan girl whose body was brutally beaten and whose life was forever altered by that violation one night _in 1995. Indeed, l began to write about this rape in order to understand and work through how to write about this tragedy as a feminist scholar-that is, without losing sight of the girl herself. This is why it is necessary to revisit the rape. For it was initially from compassion for the victim that most of us became “involved” in our various ways with this rape. While the compassion may not have disappeared, most of us have shifted our focus to the so»called larger political issues. Feminist politics calls on us to maintain and reaffirm, as much as possible the connection to the subjects of our study. ln the end, we must remember that the victim is a schoolgirl, a child in an Okinawan family in Kin deprived of her youth and innocence. Whatever else we have had to say about the connection between her and Okinawa belongs to the political world of adults, a world into which she was violently and prematurely thrust.

Links – Representations of Japanese Women

The affirmative’s view of women as candidates needing “emancipation” only functions to justify US military presence in Japan. 

Mire Koikari, Director of Women’s Studies at University of Hawaii, 2008, Pedgagoy of Democracy, p. 3

It was in this context of the American project to civilize and democratize a racially inferior other that Japanese women as gendered subjects emerged as centrally important figures. Seen as victimized for centuries by “Oriental male chauvinism,” Japanese women embodied for the Americans feudal tradition, backwardness, and lack of civilization. As oppressed and helpless women of color, they became ideal candidates for Western salvation and emancipation. The occupiers’ zeal for liberating Japanese women from indigenous male domination was all-consuming and multifaceted. MacArthur granted suffrage to Japanese women and praised their “progress” under U.S. tutelage as setting an example for the world.’ while other male occupiers “emancipated” Japanese women by initiating various constitutional and legal changes and policies.

The aff is locked into the view that Japanese women must be liberated, which only promotes a pursuit of US “imperial hegemony” in Japan.

Mire Koikari, Director of Women’s Studies at University of Hawaii, 2008, Pedgagoy of Democracy, p. 4

Over the past five decades, belief in the successful transformation of Japanese women’s lives provided many occupiers and subsequent generations of Americans with “unquestionable” evidence that U.S. interventions in Japan were benign, and indeed beneficent. The picture of Japanese women being liberated from male domination and gaining new rights under U.S. tutelage is also etched in the minds of many Japanese, and is understood as a turning point in the history of Japan. This view of the occupation as a remarkably generous effort by the victor to “democratize” Japan and especially its women has constituted an extraordinarily powerful historical account shaping American and Japanese self-understandings. For Americans, the narrative of Japanese women's emancipation has solidified the image of the United States as the leader of freedom and democracy, justifying and promoting its pursuit of imperial hegemony in the post-World War II world. For Japanese, the celebration of the occupation as Japan’s new beginning, its rebirth as a democratic and peace-loving nation, has resulted in historical amnesia about its colonial violence prior to the occupation and subsequent involvement in the Cold War. In crucial though often unacknowledged ways, the gendered narrative of occupation has effected a cleansing of the images of two imperial nations with violent pasts.

Gender reform in Japan reinscribes notions of American racial superiority

Mire Koikari, Director of Women’s Studies at University of Hawaii, 2008, Pedgagoy of Democracy, p. 12

As the subsequent chapters of this volume show, the analytical approach suggested by McClintock not only casts new light on American and Japanese womens discourses and practices during the occupation, it also leads to the observation that the occupation was an extraordinarily dynamic political process simultaneously animated by gender, race, class, and sexual dynamics. Throughout this book, I point out how a multivector analysis of the occupation and its gender reform provides a unique analytical framework that leads to different interpretations of a given event that often oppose those exclusively focused on race, gender, or class. The significance of this approach is pointed out by Dorinne Kondo, who succinctly argues that analysis that pays attention to a single category of power “forecloses the possibility of ruptures and interventions when other forces are considered.” I argue that the heterogeneous-and often disruptive, contradictory, and uneven-nature of the occupation and its gender reform can only be illuminated by attending to the intersection of multiple strands of power that sometimes work with, but other times against, each other. A multivector analysis of power allows us to examine. for example, how the occupiers' gender reform as an apparatus of domination was made all the more powerful as it was energized by the convergence of race, gender, and class dynamics. Gender reform relied on and reinscribed the racialized imperial notions of American superiority and Japanese inferiority on the one hand, and on the other recruited Japanese women as a tool of class containment; that is, as conservative, anticommunist allies in the midst of increasingly volatile labor mobilization. Yet, gender, race, and class dynamics did not always so neatly line up. Gender reform also caused much instability and incoherence in the occupation, as Japanese middle- and working-class women forged a cross-class alliance in critiquing the “undemocratic” treatment of Japanese women in the occupiers’ venereal disease control and reasserted their racial, sexual, and national respectability. A feminist analysis informed by McClintock‘s and Kondo's insights thus sheds light on the ubiquitous nature of hegemony, but equally or more importantly, allows us to recognize hegemony’s inability to hold itself together, or its constant “leakage,“ in U.S.-occupied Japan.

Links – Representations of Okinawa Rape

The affs representation of the rape as part of a larger question of sovereignty obscures the deeper issue of gender violence

Linda Angst, assistant professor of anthropology @ Lewis and Clark 2005 (Local Violence, Global Media: Feminist Analyses of Gendered Representations, edited by Lisa Cuklanz and Sujata Moorti, pg 138-140)

Soon after the rape, media coverage began to concentrate on the “larger” political issues of land leased for U.S. bases, base returns, and troop reduction, pointing out the long-standing victimization of Okinawa by both the United States and Japan. Initial coverage of the rape carried by CNN, The New York Times, and the Asahi Shimlmn showed images of women demonstrating in downtown Naha, notably Naha City councilwoman Takazato Suzuyo," and of 80,000 people protesting the rape at Okinawa's Ginowan City Convention Centerfs These reports were soon replaced by editorials debating the base issue,'9 photos of Chibana Shoichilo sitting in protest on his ancestral property in Yomitan Village,2_l and of vast, virtually empty tracts of land comprising the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) at Futenma, cheek by jowl with the crowded urban sprawl of Ginowan City.” The rape itself gradually disappeared from the media. Later media coverage of Okinawa spoke metaphorically of the rape in terms of rapacious behavior of imperialist powers acting on a historically marginalized population. Commentators in the media and in the anti-base movement shifted public intellectual and ethical focus. While feminist groups protested the rape as the figuration and potential rape of all women in and around U.S. military installations in Asia, the Okinawan political establishment and international media moved from a particular sexual crime of violence against an individual, a young girl, to a crisis of sovereignty. Prefectural officials and political activist leaders interpreted the rape more broadly, focusing on the perpetrators' identity and agency. Doing so emphasized the political/ nationalist dimension of Okinawan autonomy over the more immediate personal dimension of the act. Like the land, which is the main object of political leaders’ concerns, women and the violated body of the schoolgirl became significant mainly because they pointed out the crisis of sovereignty. Most stories situated the rape not only among the many heinous crimes perpetrated by US. soldiers against local Okinawans in the fifty years since the war but also within a broader historical context that included colonial and neocolonial oppression by Japan and the United States. In a representative example, ratified by The New York Times, the Okinawa Times editorialized that it took the “sacrifice of a schoolgirl” to make progress in the movement to scale back the American military bases that occupy twenty percent of the land on this Japanese island. The female victim, a Kin schoolgirl, the original focus of concern, and the rape (her rape) were hidden from view as they were appropriated by all sides, including the prefectural government, various women’s groups, landlords, and other activist groups throughout Japan. Her pain was transformed into a symbol of national subjugation with its own narrative: the concerns of Okinawans are routinely ignored, and Okinawa, as the feminized body politic, remains a site of contestation between contending political powers, local and international. lnterpretations of the rape by political leaders and feminists, while very different, both make explicit unequal power relations. Although both groups have appropriated the image of the rape for their own agendas, for feminists and women's rights activists the rape itself continues to inform a larger feminist politics as a violent physical act against a female victim. But within the protest for Okinawan rights as part of ]apan, the rape is nearly invisible, operating almost purely as a political metaphor. The abstracted idea of the ravaged female body, victim of a misplaced and grotesquely twisted sexual desire, has been juxtaposed with Okinawan soil as the object of nationalist desire; the point has become the rape of the body politic. In this reading, desiring an under-aged girl and inflicting violence on her both show the perversion of desire for the base in Okinawa. Both women (or her representation) and soil are critical symbolic elements within (emergent) national discourse
2NC AT: Okinawa Withdrawal Helps Women

1. We don’t necessarily disagree with your empowerment of women- the problem is that when you include aspects of Okinawan identity projects such as economic success, struggles against imperialism, and the like, the existing institutions simply sideline the feminist agenda as “irrelevant” and “not central enough”. Women in Okinawa have a long history of being forced into distasteful jobs and excluded from the public sphere, and the truth is that the American occupation has only been the latest incarnation of this. The only way forward is to stop conflating women’s struggles into other demands and focus solely on their movement, otherwise their suffering is doomed to commoditization by being written off as a sacrifice for the greater good and just used as justification for Okinawan identity politics that, even if they succeed, will just leave at the end of the day women at the same place that they are right now- that’s all Angst

2. More ev: the affs metaphorization of the abused women as the Okinawan body obscures the gender violence itself and distorts focus on issues of gender

Linda Angst, assistant professor of anthropology @ Lewis and Clark 2005 (Local Violence, Global Media: Feminist Analyses of Gendered Representations, edited by Lisa Cuklanz and Sujata Moorti, pg 147-148)

The rape itself has also been situated within a roster of other crimes or unethical acts committed by U.S. soldiers over the past 55 years. These include robberies, beatings, and violence ending in manslaughter. That context has the effect of minimizing the impact of, and thereby desensitizing us to, the horror of this particular crime and to the crime as a rape, a violent sexual attack. In effect, we are encouraged to read that history according to certain specifications; that is, we are to read it as a history in which US. servicemen have committed repeated offenses against Okinawans-not just Okinawan women- in the years since 1945. In this sense the gender dimension of the crime at hand is minimized or forfeited to the larger ethical issues of human rights violations, violations of international law by soldiers of a foreign occupation force, and felonious crimes against the local civic order. Ironically, the metaphorization of rape as the violation of the Okinawan body politic similarly takes the focus off the specific experience of Okinawan women. This focus does not highlight crimes committed against women alone, or crimes commit-ted by Okinawans or Japanese against women or Okinawans in general. The focus is placed explicitly on the imperialist relationship of U.S. military dominance over Okinawa, not on the unequal relationship between Japan and Okinawa or on women, per se. These absences reveal how the rape-and its unwilling subject, woman-have been appropriated (and in effect erased) by all sides. 

3. The affirmative appropriates women to justify the us/them dichotomy and masculine solutions

Jan Jindy Pettman, Director of Centre for Women’s Studies at Australian National University, Spring 2004, pg. 92
Such moves, meant to complicate, internationalize, and gender the account, relate to long-held feminist anxieties about the "unitary masculine actor" problem in IR that "turns a complex state and set of forces into a singular male opponent." This personification of enemy states makes their demonization easier. It also facilitates America's translation into victim/redeemer, reproducing bounded state identities that suppressed connections across and divisions within the different player states. Such constructions unleashed competitive masculinities into action: hence the 'hard masculinity' privileged in the dominant national/alliance mode.41 Feminists resisted the ways that 9/11 and its aftermath privileged the military solution and deployed 'women' in the war story as a method of legitimization. Feminists pointed to the use of women in the culture wars that lurked within the war talk, and shored up the binary Them vs. Us yet again.42 They also resisted the effect of masculinized responses in removing women as agents of knowledge. This in turn prompted the constant reassertion 'not in our name,' lest women's plight/danger became grounds for masculinized action yet again. 

Links – Women in Afghanistan

Focus on the burqa justifies use of military force

Fluri 8, Jennifer L. Fluri, Assistant professor at Dartmouth College on Gender Studies, PhD in Women Studies, 2008. [Zed Books, Feminism and War: Confronting US Imperialism, Robin L. Riley, Chandra Talpade Mohanty, and Minnie Bruce Pratt, editors at Zed Books, p. 148]

These US senators defined the burqa as the primary identifier of women's oppression in Afghanistan; and as Senator Boxer highlights in her statement, the burqa provides a comprehensible symbol of oppres- sion because it is staunchly counter to the US cultural representation of women's independence and liberation. The unveiling and various manifestations of revealing the female body are normative and sub- sumed into the conceptions of freedom and liberty for women in the United States. The burqa provides an important symbol of oppression for public and political purposes, because of this stark contrast between burqa-clad and uncovered bodies (see Abu Lughod 2002; El Cuindi 1999; Barbs 2002). 
Boxer - with the support of her male counterparts in the Senate - brought the burqa from the margins of US geographic imagination to the center as the backdrop for Afghanistan and an effective method for mainstreaming citizen support of the USA as the primary 'outsider' needed to 'save and protect' Afghan women from their 'culture.' The primary form of 'saving and protecting' Afghan women quickly turned to the use of military force after the events of 9/11. 

Links – Drones

The affirmative cannot solve for drones – there must be a true separation between the body as a body and a body as a target. Feminists can make the distinction.

Lauren Wilcox, Political Theory Colloquium, 12-11-2009, http://www.polisci.umn.edu/centers/theory/schedule.html

While making important contributions on the relationship between war, technology, and the legitimacy of killing, this work does not challenge the status of bodies as only important in regards to how they may be killed. Like the mainstream literature, much of the critical literature on precision bombing is complicit erasure of bodies in international relations. Critical projects such as those intent on demonstrating the ‘myth’ of precision bombing are similar in some respect to the feminist project of making visible the injurious nature of war as a counter to the narrative of glorious and humane war. Like feminist projects on making bodies visible, such critical projects suffer from similar issues, that is, the treatment of bodies as biological entities to be counted, identified and shown as an example of the brutal, violent nature of war. One of the most important feminist contributions in theorizing the body is work that highlights the ways in which strategic thought in International Relations ignores and in fact, necessarily obscures the gruesome realities of war and its impact on the human body.  Beyond bemoaning the existence of euphemisms such as ‘collateral damage,’ ‘daisy cutters’ and ‘acceptable losses,’ some feminists have shown how certain abstract calculations about war are made possible by the erasure of human bodily suffering.  Feminists have tried to correct theories of violence and war that work to obscure the reality of bodily violence while focusing on political, strategic, and tactic maneuverings. Such theories have been criticized by feminists for their abstraction which allows theorists to distance themselves from the horrors of war. Carol Cohn, in her landmark essay, “Sex and Death in the Rational World of Defense Intellectuals,” (Cohn 1987) insists that this neglect of bodily harm is not an oversight, but rather is a precondition for the existence of the theory and the strategic apparatus underpinning it. The violence and destructive capabilities of nuclear weapons are literally made ‘unthinkable’: they cannot be discussed within the terms of strategic discourse.  

AT: We Help Women

Feminist issues cannot be resolved within masculinised structures

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 119-120.
The tensions and contradictions to which Stienstra has pointed are evident in the successes and failures of women's organizing. While the internationalization of feminism has been very successful in raising issues of discrimination and has made considerable strides in getting gender issues recognized by international organizations, in concrete terms women are doing less well than men in all societies. There was a recognition at the Beijing Conference that, in spite of the attention to these issues over the twenty years since the beginning of the UN Decade for Women women’s global status was not improving significantly. A significant reason for these inequalities, which continue, is that women must operate within "masculinized" organizations and structures.76 Since global organizing is far removed from the realities of many women's lives, there is a sense that although social movements are used to promote solutions that criticize' the state, a return to the state is probably necessary to meet the dislocations and poverty generated by the economic globalization of the late twentieth century."  

The affirmative appropriates women to justify the us/them dichotomy and masculine solutions

Jan Jindy Pettman, Director of Centre for Women’s Studies at Australian National University, Spring 2004, pg. 92
Such moves, meant to complicate, internationalize, and gender the account, relate to long-held feminist anxieties about the "unitary masculine actor" problem in IR that "turns a complex state and set of forces into a singular male opponent." This personification of enemy states makes their demonization easier. It also facilitates America's translation into victim/redeemer, reproducing bounded state identities that suppressed connections across and divisions within the different player states. Such constructions unleashed competitive masculinities into action: hence the 'hard masculinity' privileged in the dominant national/alliance mode.41 Feminists resisted the ways that 9/11 and its aftermath privileged the military solution and deployed 'women' in the war story as a method of legitimization. Feminists pointed to the use of women in the culture wars that lurked within the war talk, and shored up the binary Them vs. Us yet again.42 They also resisted the effect of masculinized responses in removing women as agents of knowledge. This in turn prompted the constant reassertion 'not in our name,' lest women's plight/danger became grounds for masculinized action yet again. 

Masculine views of international relations justify the “protection” of women which leads to an enforcement of oppression and hierarchies.

J. Ann Tickner, School of International Relations @ University of Southern California, 1997, http://www.jstor.org/pss/2600855
For example, feminists have argued that unequal gender relations are important for sustaining the military activities of the state. Thus, what goes on in wars is not irrelevant to their causes and outcomes. The notion that (young) males fight wars to protect vulnerable groups such as women and children who cannot be expected to protect themselves has been an important motivator for the recruitment of military forces and support for wars. Feminists have challenged this protector/protected relationship with evidence of the high increase in civilian casualties documented above.35 As feminists have pointed out, if women are thought to be in need of protection, it is often their protectors who provide the greatest threat. Judith Stiehm (1982) claims that this dependent, asymmetric relationship leads to feelings of low self-esteem and little sense of responsibility on the part of women. For men, the presence of able-bodied, competent adults who are seen as dependent and incapable can contribute to misogyny. Anne Orford (1996) tells us that accounts of sexual assault by peacekeepers have emerged in many UN peacekeeping operations. However, such violence against women is usually dismissed as a "natural" outcome of the right of young soldiers to enjoy themselves. This type of behavior may also be aggravated by the misogynist training of soldiers who are taught to fight and kill through appeals to their masculinity; such behavior further erodes the notion of protection. 

Links – Public/Private Dichotomy

Public/private dichotomy guarantees gender exclusion

Adam Jones, political scientist at University of British Columbia, 1996 (“Does Gender Make the World go round?”  Review of international studies vol 22, number 4, JSTOR)

Perhaps the most significant aspect of the feminist critique of the state-one that extends far beyond the boundaries of radical feminism-is the project to reclaim the private. The history of political theory from ancient Greece onwards centres, in the minds of many feminists, on the progressive isolation and devaluation of the 'private' sphere (the household/oicos/domestic unit) where women have traditionally held sway, and the corresponding inflation of the public, male-dominated realm. Political thought has tended to define only the latter sphere as 'political', in the sense of being shaped by active agents and competitive or conflictive power relations. Feminists-as noted, this is a consensus position-reject the notion that the realm where women's experiences are most commonly lived should be marginalized as an analytical concern. Instead, as Susan Moller Okin and others have persuasively argued, 'the personal is political, and the public/domestic dichotomy is a misleading construct, which obscures the cyclical pattern of inequalities between men and women'. Or, as Peterson and Runyan put it, with explicit reference to international relations: Politics itself has to be redefined in view of the wide range of political activities in which women are highly involved . . . Politics is about differential access to resources-both material and symbolic-and how such power relations and structures are created, sustained, and reconfigured. According to the broader definition, politics operates at all levels, ranging from the family and community to the state and the international sphere.19 

Links – Rational Actors

Rational actor model justifies patriarchy and exclusion

Adam Jones, political scientist at University of British Columbia, 1996 (“Does Gender Make the World go round?”  Review of international studies vol 22, number 4, JSTOR)

The concept of the rational, self-maximizing actor is usually associated with liberal economic theory; but in key respects, it has been adopted by Realism to depict unitary state action in the international system. In particular, Realism posits a separate sphere of state activity, analytically distinguishable from domestic society and, thanks to an anarchic international environment, not subject to the rule-guided behaviour that directs and inhibits individuals in society. Feminist critiques of the rational-actor model tend to centre on the extent to which the model is constituted by capitalist and patriarchal strategies: amoral profit maximization, in the case of the first; a focus on the male-dominated public sphere, in the second. Tickner argues that individuals and states are socially constituted and . . . what counts as rational action is embodied within a particular society. Since rationality is associated with profit maximization in capitalist societies, the accepted definition of rationality has been constructed out of activities related to the public sphere of the market and thus distinguished from the private sphere of the household. Feminists argue that, since it is men who have primarily occupied this public sphere, rationality as we understand it is tied to a masculine type of reasoning that is abstract and conceptual. Many women, whose lived experiences have been more closely bound to the private sphere of care giving and child rearing, would define rationality as contextual and personal rather than as abstract.21 The critique here is similar to one that feminists and others often deploy against epistemological 'objectivity', accusing it of abstracting the observer to a point of callous detachment from the observed. The Realist world, in Jean Bethke Elshtain's words, is one where 'no children are ever born, and nobody ever dies . . . There are states, and they are what is.'22 Again, the distinctive feminist contribution here is the labelling of Western-style rationality as a peculiarly male/masculinist phenomenon, reflecting and perpetuating patriarchal power. An important supplementary element of the critique centres on the classical tradition's vision of nature. This issue has assumed paramount significance with the explosion of concern (again in tandem with the rise of feminism) over global environmental degradation. The 'politics of defining "natural resources" as "there for the taking"' with 'no permission required, no obligations incurred',23 is held to be implicit in Realism's approach to power and resource distribution. Once again, more ecologically-minded feminists differ from other 'green' discourses in identifying the exploiter's mentality as distinctly 'masculine'. A responsible, conservationist attitude toward 'Mother Earth' is also regularly posited as feminine, by virtue of women's innate and/or constructed leaning towards nurturing and care-giving roles. 

Their appeals to rationality ignore the role of social position in determining what is rational

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 91

The liberal and economic nationalist perspectives both rely on an instrumental, depersonalized definition of rationality that equates the rationality of individuals and states with a type of behavior that maximizes self-interest. These approaches assume that rational action can be defined objectively, regardless of time and place. Since most nonliberal feminists assume that the self is in part constructed out of one's place in a particular society, they would take issue with this definition of rationality: agreeing with Marxists, they would argue that individuals and states are socially constituted and that what counts as rational action is embodied within a particular society. Since rationality is associated with profit maximization in capitalist societies, the accepted definition of rationality has been constructed out of activities related to the public sphere of the market and thus distinguished from the private sphere of the household. Feminists argue that, since it is men who have primarily occupied this public sphere, rationality as we understand it is tied to a masculine type of reasoning that is abstract and conceptual. Many women, whose lived experiences have been more closely bound to the private sphere of care giving and child rearing, would define rationality as contextual and personal rather than as abstract. In their care-giving roles women are engaged in activities associated with serving others, activities that are rational from the perspective of reproduction rather than production.

Links – Rational Actors

Their assumption that individuals act out of self-interest to maximize economic gain is an incomplete, masculine view of humanity

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 72-3

Feminist critiques of liberalism should begin with an examination of "rational economic man," a construct that, while it extrapolates from roles and behaviors associated with certain Western men and assumes characteristics that correspond to the definition of hegemonic masculinity discussed in chapter 1, has been used by liberal economists to represent the behavior of humanity as a whole. Nancy Hartsock suggests that rational economic man, appearing coincidentally with the birth of modern capitalism, is a social construct based on the reduction of a variety of human passions to a desire for economic gain. 4 Its claim to universality across time and culture must therefore be questioned. For example, Sandra Harding's African worldview, discussed in chapter 2, in which the economic behavior of individuals is embedded within a social order, is a communal orientation seen as "deviant" by neoclassical economic theory; yet it is one that represents a different type of economic behavior specific to other cultures. As Harding claims, it also contains some striking parallels with the worldview of many Western women. 5 Hartsock and Harding are thus claiming that the highly individualistic, competitive market behavior of rational economic man could not necessarily be assumed as a norm if women's experiences, or the experiences of individuals in noncapitalist societies, were taken as the prototype for human behavior. Women in their reproductive and maternal roles do not conform to the behavior of instrumental rationality. Much of women's work in the provision of basic needs takes place outside the market, in households or in the subsistence sector of Third World economies. Moreover, when women enter the market economy, they are disproportionately represented in the caring professions as teachers, nurses, or social workers, vocations that are more likely to be chosen on the basis of the values and expectations that are often emphasized in female socialization rather than on the basis of profit maximization. If this is the case, we must conclude that many women's, as well as some men's, motivations and behavior cannot be explained using a model of instrumental rationality; rather, these behaviors call for models based on different understandings of the meaning of rationality. 
Their appeals to rationality ignore the role of social position in determining what is rational

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 91

The liberal and economic nationalist perspectives both rely on an instrumental, depersonalized definition of rationality that equates the rationality of individuals and states with a type of behavior that maximizes self-interest. These approaches assume that rational action can be defined objectively, regardless of time and place. Since most nonliberal feminists assume that the self is in part constructed out of one's place in a particular society, they would take issue with this definition of rationality: agreeing with Marxists, they would argue that individuals and states are socially constituted and that what counts as rational action is embodied within a particular society. Since rationality is associated with profit maximization in capitalist societies, the accepted definition of rationality has been constructed out of activities related to the public sphere of the market and thus distinguished from the private sphere of the household. Feminists argue that, since it is men who have primarily occupied this public sphere, rationality as we understand it is tied to a masculine type of reasoning that is abstract and conceptual. Many women, whose lived experiences have been more closely bound to the private sphere of care giving and child rearing, would define rationality as contextual and personal rather than as abstract. In their care-giving roles women are engaged in activities associated with serving others, activities that are rational from the perspective of reproduction rather than production.

AT: Aff is Liberalism Not Realism

The realism/idealism dichotomy is gendered, obscures feminism

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 27.

Feminist IR scholars, many of whom are skeptical of IR’s scientific turn for the same reasons that postliberal feminists are skeptical of empiricism (discussed earlier), have tended to identify with the reflectivist side of the third debate. Even though scholars in the third debate have been slow to introduce gender into their analysis, this debate has opened up space for feminist perspectives in a way that previous debates did not. Most IR feminists firmly reject identification with either side of the first debate; even though IR scholars have frequently associated feminists with the idealist position feminists see this association, like that between women and peace, as disempowering and likely to further reduce their being taken seriously.  Just as Schmidt noted that defining the realist/idealist divide as a debate that delegitimized the idealist position, current attempts to associate feminists with idealism has a similar effect on delegitimizing feminist perspectives.  Moreover, as feminists have pointed out, the construction of the realist/idealist dichotomy is in itself implicitly gendered.

The debate between realism and liberalism is too narrow

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 25.
According to Charles Kegley, theoretical debate in IR since its advent as a discipline has ranged primarily within the boundaries of the competing worldviews of realism and liberalism. He goes on to argue that the most important topic (although, as he admits, not the only one) in international- relations theory in the 1990s was the challenge to the dominant realist paradigm that was mounted from diverse perspectives grounded in liberal or idealist" theoretical orientations. Kegley's "key cleavage" is reminiscent of the conventional reading of the first debate. While to many scholars, particularly U.S. scholars, this assessment of the field may seem accurate, for others, including feminists, this description appears excessively narrow. 65  

***IMPACTS***

Impacts – War

Patriarchy is the root cause of all war and will lead to extinction

Reardon, 93 [Betty, Director of the Peace Education Program at Teacher's College Columbia University, 1993, Women and Peace: Feminist Visions of Global Security, p. 30-2]

A clearly visible element in the escalating tensions among militarized nations is the macho posturing and the patriarchal ideal of dominance, not parity, which motivates defense ministers and government leaders to "strut their stuff" as we watch with increasing horror. Most men in our patriarchal culture are still acting out old patterns that are radically inappropriate for the nuclear age. To prove dominance and control, to distance one's character from that of women, to survive the toughest violent initiation, to shed the sacred blood of the hero, to collaborate with death in order to hold it at bay-all of these patriarchal pressures on men have traditionally reached resolution in ritual fashion on the battlefield. But there is no longer any battlefield. Does anyone seriously believe that if a nuclear power were losing a crucial, large-scale conventional war it would refrain from using its multiple-warhead nuclear missiles because of some diplomatic agreement? The military theater of a nuclear exchange today would extend, instantly or eventually, to all living things, all the air, all the soil, all the water. If we believe that war is a "necessary evil," that patriarchal assumptions are simply "human nature," then we are locked into a lie, paralyzed. The ultimate result of unchecked terminal patriarchy will be nuclear holocaust. The causes of recurrent warfare are not biological. Neither are they solely economic. They are also a result of patriarchal ways of thinking, which historically have generated considerable pressure for standing armies to be used. (Spretnak 1983) These cultural tendencies have produced our current crisis of a highly militarized, violent world that in spite of the decline of the cold war and the slowing of the military race between the superpowers is still staring into the abyss of nuclear disaster, as described by a leading feminist in an address to the Community Aid Abroad State Convention, Melbourne, Australia: These then are the outward signs of militarism across the world today: weapons-building and trading in them; spheres of influence derived from their supply; intervention-both overt and covert; torture; training of military personnel, and supply of hardware to, and training of police; the positioning of military bases on foreign soil; the despoilation of the planet; 'intelligence' networks; the rise in the number of national security states; more and more countries coming under direct military rule; the militarization of diplomacy, and the interlocking and the international nature of the military order which even defines the major rifts in world politics. (Shelly 1983).

The justification of exploitation during war rises from male domination of women.

Karen J. Warren, Duane L. Cady, Professors at Macalester and Hamline, Spring 1994, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3810167?cookieSet=1
Operationalized, the evidence of patriarchy as a dysfunctional system is found in the behaviors to which it gives rise, (c), and the unmanageability, (d), which results. For example, in the United States, current estimates are that one out of every three or four women will be raped by someone she knows; globally, rape, sexual harassment, spouse-beating, and sado-masochistic pornography are examples of behaviors practiced, sanctioned, or tolerated within patriarchy. In the realm of environmentally destructive behaviors, strip-mining, factory farming, and pollution of the air, water, and soil are instances of behaviors maintained and sanctioned within patriarchy. They, too, rest on the faulty beliefs that it is okay to "rape the earth," that it is "man's God-given right" to have dominion (that is, domination) over the earth, that nature has only instrumental value, that environmental destruction is the acceptable price we pay for "progress." And the presumption of warism, that war is a natural, righteous, and ordinary way to impose dominion on a people or nation, goes hand in hand with patriarchy and leads to dysfunctional behaviors of nations and ultimately to international unmanageability. 

Impacts – War

War will continue until we question gender hierarchies

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 30

Having examined the connection between realism and masculinity, I shall examine some feminist perspectives on national security. Using feminist theories, which draw on the experiences of women, I shall ask how it would affect the way in which we think about national security if we were to develop an alternative set of assumptions about the individual, the state, and the international system not based exclusively on the behavior of men. Realist assumptions about states as unitary actors render unproblematic the boundaries between anarchy and order and legitimate and illegitimate violence. If we were to include the experiences of women, how would it affect the way in which we understand the meaning of violence? While women have been less directly involved in international violence as soldiers, their lives have been affected by domestic violence in households, another unprotected space, and by the consequences of war and the policy priorities of militarized societies. Certain feminists have suggested that, because of what they see as a connection between sexism and militarism, violence at all levels of society is interrelated, a claim that calls into question the realist assumption of the anarchy/order distinction. Most important, these feminists claim that all types of violence are embedded in the gender hierarchies of dominance and subordination that I described in chapter 1. Hence they would argue that until these and other hierarchies associated with class and race are dismantled and until women have control over their own security a truly comprehensive system of security cannot be devised.

An ethic of care and compassion is necessary to reverse our march to extinction

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 138

The multidimensional nature of contemporary insecurities also highlights the importance of placing greater public value on reproduction and maintenance. In a world where nuclear war could destroy the earth and most of its inhabitants, we can no longer afford to celebrate the potential death of hundreds of thousands of our enemies; the preservation of life, not its destruction, must be valued. The elimination of structural violence demands a restructuring of the global economy so that individuals' basic material needs take priority over the desire for profit. An endangered natural environment points to the need to think in terms of the reproduction rather than the exploitation of nature. This ethic of caring for the planet and its inhabitants has been devalued by linking it to the private realm associated with the activities of women; yet caring and responsibility are necessary aspects of all dimensions of life, public and private. They will be valued in the public realm only when men participate equally in the private realm in tasks associated with maintenance and responsibility for child rearing. If we are to move toward a more secure future, what we value in the public realm, including the realm of international politics, should not be so rigidly separated from the values we espouse in the home.

Impacts – War

Empirically proven - “feminine” states don’t go to war and have more peaceful domestic conditions

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 140-1

While states' behavior in the international system can often be described in terms similar to characteristics associated with hegemonic masculinity, states do vary across time and space, with respect both to their attitude toward security enhancement and to their attitude toward women, yet rarely have these attitudes been examined together. In an unusual cross-cultural study, which examines the role of values in the choices that states make in selecting development paths, Geert Hofstede uses gender as one of his categories of analysis. In all the societies examined in the study, women were perceived as caring for people and the quality of life. In societies that Hofstede labeled masculine, men tended to see their roles as maximally different from those of women. In societies labeled as feminine, considerable overlap in gender roles was evident; men were less assertive and more oriented toward caring. Hofstede's findings suggest that Scandinavian countries scored high on characteristics he labeled as feminine. In policy terms this has translated into sympathy for the weak at home and support for foreign aid programs abroad. According to Hofstede, both national and international disputes tend to get solved peacefully in such societies.8 Although the Scandinavian countries are not widely perceived as significant actors in the international system, their policymakers have often taken leading roles in working for peace and the natural environment, and their foreign aid programs rank among the highest in terms of per capita contributions. These countries also rank high in terms of public policies that serve the interests of women. In an interview with the New York Times (May 22, 1991), Gro Brundtland, the prime minister of Norway and the leading author f the Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development, claimed that in Norway, where women hold half the cabinet positions, a much stronger emphasis has been placed on child care, education, and family life than in other states. According to Hofstede, the Scandinavian example suggests that states with less militaristic foreign policies and a greater commitment to economic and ecological security may also rely on less gendered models of national identity.
No talk about peace can be legitimate or adequate if it does not reveal the patriarchal framework that props up domination. 

Karen J. Warren, Duane L. Cady, Professors at Macalester and Hamline, Spring 1994, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3810167?cookieSet=1
Conceptually, a feminist perspective suggests that patriarchal conceptual frameworks and the behavior they give rise to, are what sanction, maintain, and perpetuate "isms of domination"-sexism, racism, classism, warism, naturism, and the coercive power-over institutions and practices necessary to maintain these "isms." If this is correct, then no account of peace is adequate which does not reveal patriarchal conceptual frameworks; they underlie and sustain war and conflict resolution strategies. (Examples of why we think this is correct are laced throughout the remainder of the paper.) One glaring example of how the dominant cultural outlook manifests this oppressive conceptual framework is seen in macho, polarized, dichotomized attitudes toward war and peace. Pacifists are dismissed as naive, soft wimps; warriors are realistic, hard heroes. War and peace are seen as opposites. In fact few individual warists or pacifists live up to these exaggerated extremes. This suggests a reconceptualization of values along a continuum, which allows degrees of pacifism and degrees of justification for war (Cady 1989). 
Male hegemonic mindsets preclude cooperation
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 52-53.
Does the fact that states' national-security policies are often legitimated by appealing to masculine characteristics, such as power and self-help, mean that certain types of foreign-policy behaviors-standing tall, rather than wimping out-are seen as more legitimate than others? Could it be that men who, in the role of defense experts, must employ tough "masculine" language and suppress any "feminized" thoughts when constructing strategic options, come to regard more cooperative choices as unthinkable and cooperative behavior as unlikely? Carol Cohn claims that the language we use shapes the way we view the world and thus how we act on it. Her analysis of the language of U.S. security experts, whose ideas have been important for mainstream security studies, suggests that this masculine-gendered discourse is the only permissible way of speaking about national security if one is to be taken seriously by the strategic community. This rational, disembodied language precludes discussion of the death and destruction of war, issues that can be spoken of only in emotional terms stereotypically associated with women. In other words, the limits on what can be said with the language of strategic discourse constrains our ability to think fully and well about national security. 

AT: Cap = Root Cause

Even under socialism, women will be oppressed economically and socially

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 86

Contemporary Marxist approaches to international political economy take class as their basic unit of analysis. In classical Marxist theory, women were subsumed under this class analysis rather than discussed as a group with particular interests and needs. In The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State, Frederick Engels tied women's oppression to male ownership of private property under capitalism and to women's dependence on men for their subsistence. Engels and other Marxists believed that when women entered the labor market, they would be made economically independent and could join with working-class men in the overthrow of capitalism, thus leading to liberation for both men and women under socialism. 33 Socialist feminists argue that this type of class-based analysis ignores two important factors: first, that women are oppressed in specific ways that are attributable to patriarchy rather than to capitalism; and, second, that class analysis ignores women's role in the family. These feminists maintain that women do not have the same opportunities as men when they enter the work force in any society, socialist or capitalist. As discussed earlier, women worldwide earn less than men on an average, even when performing similar tasks. The problem of child care hinders women's entry into the job market and when they do enter the labor market women tend to be ghettoized in low-paying jobs or to face wage discrimination. In all societies, jobs that are predominantly occupied by women are considered less prestigious and therefore less well paid than those occupied by men. Women frequently experience harassment and intimidation in the workplace, and taking time off to bear and raise children may threaten job security and impede opportunities for promotion. 
Marxisms exclusive focus on economic analysis ignores the extra-economic functions performed by women and the economic dependence on men patriarchy fosters
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 86-88

However, it is Marxism's tendency to ignore women in their reproductive roles that feminists criticize the most. For classical Marxists, procreation was seen as a natural female process, fixed by human biology. Therefore a division of labor, whereby women are primarily responsible for the rearing of children, was also seen as relatively fixed. 34 Since it assumed that women's role as caretakers of children was "natural," an assumption now questioned by many feminists, classical Marxism omitted women's roles in the family from its analysis. Feminists argue that ignoring women in their reproductive and child-rearing roles, an omission common to all approaches to political economy, leaves all the unpaid labor that women perform in the family outside of economic analysis. 35 By ignoring women in their domestic roles, Marxists and non-Marxists alike neglect certain issues that are peculiar to women, regardless of their class position. When married women move into the labor force they usually continue to be responsible for most of the housework and child rearing. 36 Besides the lack of respect for unpaid housework and the dependence of full-time housewives on the incomes of their husbands, women, including those in the work force, usually suffer a severe decline in income should their marriage end in divorce. Economic dependence may force women to stay in violent and abusive marriages. Gender ideologies, which dictate that women should be mothers and housewives, justify discriminatory practices in the labor market and place a double work burden on women. Maria Mies suggests that the historical process of the development of the gendered role of housewife in early modern Europe was an important part of the evolution of the capitalist world economy. She argues that the "nonproductive" labor of women was the foundation upon which the process of capital accumulation got started on a global scale. Mies claims that the processes of imperialism and "housewifization" were causally interrelated in nineteenth-century Europe: housewifization encouraged the demand for luxury items produced in the colonies to be consumed by European women, thus moving the display of luxury from the public to the private domain. Housewifization also produced the Victorian image of the good woman withdrawn from war, politics, and money-making, with the consequence that women's labor became a natural resource that was freely available outside the wage economy. Mies ties all these historical practices to the workings of the contemporary global economy in which former colonies are still producing consumer goods for the First World, production often undertaken by poorly paid women whose low wages are justified as supplementary income for future mothers and housewives. 37 

AT: Cap = Root Cause

Reproduction is the basis of women’s oppression, not production – women do not fare better under socialism
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 16-17.

Reacting against the essentialism of radical feminism and its notion of an undifferentiated patriarchy, socialist feminism, coming out of Marxist roots, has looked to differences in men's and women's material existence as a reason for women's oppression. Socialist feminists have claimed that patriarchy has a material base that is expressed in men's control over women’s labor power. In the modern West, women's role as reproducers and household workers have reduced them to a state of economic dependence; even when women work in the labor force, they receive on average less pay than men and are still responsible for a disproportionate share of household duties. Whereas Marx claimed that capitalist modes of production were responsible for workers' oppression, these feminists have looked at modes of reproduction as primary sources of women's oppression. Claiming that classical Marxism dismissed women's oppression as less important than that of workers in capitalist systems, socialist feminists have pointed out that often women do not fare better under socialism. Women’s oppression, therefore, is linked to these various modes of production and reproduction, as well as to class and economic position.  

Communism doesn’t help women

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 89-90

If, as many feminists claim, women's oppression is due to patriarchy as well as capitalism, could the position of women be expected to improve under socialism, as Marxists believe? Socialist feminists agree that the condition of women in socialist states usually improves in the areas of social policies, welfare, and legal rights. 41 The availability of maternity rights, day care, and other institutional reforms may further improve the position of working women in socialist states. However, studies of women in the Soviet Union in the 1980s found that while women constituted 51 percent of the work force, they were disproportionately concentrated in unskilled jobs and continued to carry most of the domestic workload. 42 Although traditional Marxism saw women's entry into the labor force as a liberation, women in the former Soviet Union have seen it as an additional burden on top of demanding household duties in a state that chose to sacrifice consumer interests to state-centric heavy industrialization. 43 Since interference in the family as an institution is as much resisted in socialist states as it is in capitalist states, problems of powerlessness and violence, which women encounter in families, remain. Moreover, writers on women in socialist states generally conclude that, even if women's conditions in the work force are improved, women are as poorly represented in positions of state power and decision making as they are in capitalist states. These feminists argue that, although women may suffer from particular forms of repression under capitalism, the liberation of women through class struggle cannot be assumed. It will only come about when women are equal to men in both the public and the private spheres, a condition that would not necessarily obtain in a postcapitalist world.

Feminism solves economic inequality

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 95-6

At a time when existing political and economic institutions seem increasingly incapable of solving many global problems, feminist perspectives, by going beyond an investigation of market relations, state behavior, and capitalism, could help us to understand how the global economy affects those on the fringes of the market, the state, or in households as we attempt to build a more secure world where inequalities based on gender and other forms of discrimination are eliminated. Looking at the world economy from the perspective of those on its fringes can help us think about constructing a model concerned with the production of life rather than the production of things and wealth. Maria Mies argues that the different conception of labor upon which such a model depends could help us adapt our life-style at a time when we are becoming increasingly conscious of the finiteness of the earth and its resources. 50

Impacts – Environment

Without a gendered perspective on the environment, their impacts are inevitable
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 124-6

Since women have been associated with a devalued nature through these hierarchical dualisms, women have a particular are often the worst victims of environmental degradation. But just as I have argued against perceiving women as victims in the protector/protected discourse of national security, so women must not be seen solely as victims of environmental degradation but also as agents who must participate equally in the solution of these problems. Since women have not been well represented in national and international institutions dealing with the environment, their contribution to working for ecological security has been largely at the grassroots level. For example, the Chipko movement, which began with women hugging trees as a protest against cutting them down in the Chamoli district of Uttar Pradesh in 1973, met with some success when Indian prime minister Indira Gandhi issued a fifteen-year ban on the commercial felling of the forests of Uttar Pradesh. Women are also taking part in projects of reforestation; Kenya's Green Belt Movement, started in 1977 by the National Council of Women, involves women in the establishment of "Green Belt communities" and small tree nurseries.69 The kind of knowledge that women bring to these various environmental movements is gained from experience as producers and providers for daily household needs. However, the belief that this type of knowledge cannot be "scientific" has kept it from being recognized by development and environmental "experts" as well as foreign policymakers. As long as metaphors such as "global housekeeping" associate ecological security with the devalued realm of women, it will not become an issue of priority on the foreign policy agendas of states or in the mainstream discipline of international relations. While it has paid little direct attention to environmental issues, the conventional discipline of international relations has relied to a great extent on modernity's mechanistic view of nature in framing its assumptions about the behavior of states in the international system. Feminist perspectives on ecology reveal not only the hierarchical relationship between humans and nature that has grown out of this worldview but also the extent to which this unequal relationship interacts with other forms of domination and subordination, including gender relations. The hierarchical dualisms discussed in this chapter, such as culture/nature, civilized/wild, North/South, rich/poor, public/private, and international/local, have been characteristic of the way in which we describe world politics and the interaction of states with their natural environment. A feminist perspective would argue that not until the boundaries of inequality and domination these dualisms represent are transcended can true ecological security be achieved. Only through the emergence of a system of values that simultaneously respects nature, women, and adversity of cultures-- norms that have been missing from the historical practices of international statecraft-- can models that promise an ecologically secure future be devised. 
The exploitation of the environment was born of the same logic that subjugates women

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 135-6

Concern for the natural environment is an issue that has made a relatively new appearance on the agenda of international politics; yet the rate at which new threats to ecological security are appearing suggests that it is an issue that will demand increasing attention from scholars of international relations in the future. As efforts to manage problems of environmental degradation fail to keep pace with newly discovered threats, ecologists point to more fundamental problems of humans' exploitative attitude toward nature. Ecofeminists have taken an important additional step by making explicit the interrelationship between the historical foundations of modern science's exploitative attitude toward nature, the birth of the modern state and the capitalist world economy, and the separation of gender roles that resulted in the delegitimation of the feminine in public life. Beginning in seventeenth-century Europe, the dichotomization of gender roles has served as an important part of the foundation upon which modern theories of international politics and economics, as well as modern attitudes toward nature, have been constructed. Linking these changing worldviews to the international behavior of modern states and the expansion of the global economy offers us important new ways to think about the interrelationship of political, economic, and ecological insecurities. It also allows us to explain the international behavior of states, not as realists have portrayed it in terms of timeless practices that can be expected to repeat themselves indefinitely into the future, but as behavior constructed out of the value system of the modern West. This historical construction allows us to envisage possibilities for transcending the present system in ways that could offer more secure futures.

Impacts – Environment

Scientific views of the environment make its destruction inevitable

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 120-2

The science of ecology is interdisciplinary and multidimensional. It assumes that all living species are part of an ecosystem in which everything is interconnected: human beings are but one of many species making demands on the earth's resources. Ecologists claim that populations and their environments are related in ways that cause each to act on the other in dialectical fashion, just as the Native Americans in New England were themselves changed by the ecological revolution caused by European settlers. Ecology studies long-term trends in humans beings' relationship to their environment over the span of geological time. As was the case in premodern Europe, nature is still regarded as a mystery whose behavior must be observed and accepted rather than tamed and controlled.54 Ecologists claim that only by understanding the complex functioning of living systems as wholes, and their interactions with their environment, can we hope to solve our contemporary ecological crises. This demands a methodology quite different from the atomized, reductionist methods of modern science, which, because it is not holistic, fails to see the harmful side effects of its activities. Ecologists' critiques of modern science parallel those made by feminists such as Merchant, Keller, and Harding.55 Like certain feminists, many ecologists are critical of modern society, given its dependence on an excessive appropriation of nature's resources. They suggest that the values of modern society are based on an incomplete model of humanity that emphasizes instrumental rationality, production, and consumption at the expense of humaneness, creativity, and compassion. "Economic man" is a compulsive producer and consumer, with little thought for ecological constraints. Modernization, which has legitimized these destructive behaviors, has led to a loss of control over science and technology that is causing severe environmental stress today.56 Modernization, a product of the European Enlightenment, is now being reproduced in the Third World, where development projects often further strain limited environmental resources and reproduce inequality. Irene Dankelman and Joan Davidson claim that science's manipulations of nature, manifested in projects such as the Green Revolution, threaten the natural environment and marginalize poor people. As modern techniques are used to increase crop yields, water supplies begin to suffer from contamination from fertilizers and pesticides, making them less available for drinking. Modernization of agriculture in the Third World has encouraged monoculture and cash cropping, which makes women's tasks of feeding families more difficult. The authors point out that the ecological damage caused by modernization often falls most heavily on women in their role as family providers.57 Ecologists are critical of environmental management in general. They claim that management techniques grow out of the reductionist methodology of modern science that cannot cope with complex issues whose interdependencies are barely understood. Such methodologies, evident in the use of computer models, perpetuate the dominating, instrumental view of nature that attempts to render it more serviceable for human needs and that leaves hierarchies-- feminists would include gender hierarchies-- intact. A mechanistic view of nature leads to the assumption that it can be tinkered with and improved for human purposes, an assumption that is increasingly being questioned as negative consequences of projects such as high-yield agriculture are becoming more evident. Ecologists believe that only when knowledge is demystified and democratized, and not regarded as solely the possession of "experts," can an ecologically sound mode of existence be implemented. As Patricia Mische points out, we have reached a point where just as the number of international agreements on the environment is increasing, so too is the level of environmental degradation. Mische claims that this is because agreements are usually reactive rather than anticipatory, selective rather than comprehensive.58 If environmental management is barely able to keep pace with environmental degradation, ecologists believe that only with a fundamental change in human relationships with nature can we achieve real ecological security. As an alternative to "rational man," David Orr posits "ecological man," who would be less materialistic, his behavior more finely tuned to cycles of nature and to his own biological rhythms.59 
Impacts – Turns the Case

Failure to incorporate broader perspectives on international relations dooms the affirmative to recreate the status quo

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 17-8

Since, as I have suggested, the world of international politics is a masculine domain, how could feminist perspectives contribute anything new to its academic discourses? Many male scholars have already noted that, given our current technologies of destruction and the high degree of economic inequality and environmental degradation that now exists, we are desperately in need of changes in the way world politics is conducted; many of them are attempting to prescribe such changes. For the most part, however, these critics have ignored the extent to which the values and assumptions that drive our contemporary international system are intrinsically related to concepts of masculinity; privileging these values constrains the options available to states and their policymakers. All knowledge is partial and is a function of the knower's lived experience in the world. Since knowledge about the behavior of states in the international system depends on assumptions that come out of men's experiences, it ignores a large body of human experience that has the potential for increasing the range of options and opening up new ways of thinking about interstate practices. Theoretical perspectives that depend on a broader range of human experience are important for women and men alike, as we seek new ways of thinking about our contemporary dilemmas. Conventional international relations theory has concentrated on the activities of the great powers at the center of the system. Feminist theories, which speak out of the various experiences of women-- who are usually on the margins of society and interstate politics-- can offer us some new insights on the behavior of states and the needs of individuals, particularly those on the peripheries of the international system. Feminist perspectives, constructed out of the experiences of women, can add a new dimension to our understanding of the world economy; since women are frequently the first casualties in times of economic hardship, we might also gain some new insight into the relationship between militarism and structural violence. 

Impacts – Turns the Case

Can’t solve anything until we incorporate gendered views of IR

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 128-30

This analysis has also suggested that attempts to alleviate these military, economic, and ecological insecurities cannot be completely successful until the hierarchical social relations, including gender relations, intrinsic to each of these domains are recognized and substantially altered. In other words, the achievement of peace, economic justice, and ecological sustainability is inseparable from overcoming social relations of domination and subordination; genuine security requires not only the absence of war but also the elimination of unjust social relations, including unequal gender relations.1 If, as I have argued, the world is insecure because of these multiple insecurities, then international relations, the discipline that analyzes international insecurity and prescribes measures for its alleviation, must be reformulated. The reconceptualization of security in multidimensional and multilevel terms is beginning to occur on the fringes of the discipline; a more comprehensive notion of security is being used by peace researchers, critics of conventional international relations theory, environmentalists, and even some policymakers. But while all these contemporary revisionists have helped to move the definition of security beyond its exclusively national security focus toward additional concerns for the security of the individual and the natural environment, they have rarely included gender as a category of analysis; nor have they acknowledged similar, earlier reformulations of security constructed by women. Including previously hidden gender inequalities in the analysis of global insecurity allows us to see how so many of the insecurities affecting us all, women and men alike, are gendered in their historical origins, their conventional definitions, and their contemporary manifestations. Using gender as a category of analysis reveals the masculinist assumptions of both traditional and revisionist theories of international politics and economics. It also allows us to see the extent to which unequal gender relationships are a form of domination that contributes to many of the dimensions of the contemporary insecurities analyzed by various new thinkers. Feminists deny the separability of gendered insecurities from those describable in military, economic, and ecological terms; such problems cannot be fully resolved without also overcoming the domination and exploitation of women that takes place in each of these domains. Such a conception of security is based on the assumption that social justice, including gender justice, is necessary for an enduring peace. While acknowledging that unequal social relations are not the only sources of insecurity, feminists believe that contemporary insecurities are doubly engendered. Beyond the view that all social institutions, including those of world politics, are made by human beings and are therefore changeable, they recognize that comprehensive security requires the removal of gender-linked insecurities. Revealing these gender inequalities allows us to see how their elimination would open up new possibilities for the alleviation of the various domains of global insecurity that I have described. Overcoming gender inequalities is necessary, not only for the security of women but also for the realization of a type of security that does not rely on characteristics associated with the hegemonic masculinity that has produced a kind of security that can be a threat to men's security also. Men are themselves insecure partly because of the exclusionary, gendered way their own security has been defined.
AT: Case Outweighs

Refuse the affirmative’s impact calculus – their body counts uphold disembodied political subjects while ignoring the politics of the everyday

Jennifer Hyndman, Geography Professor, Simon Fraser University, 2/07, The Professional Geographer 59:1

Jenkins, Jones, and Dixon (2003, 58) ponder a related question, asking whether there is ‘‘a distinct critical edge to feminist research’’ in geography. That is to say, is feminist geography the same as or different from critical approaches in geography generally and in political geography specifically? Feminists, queer theorists, and scholars of racism have demonstrated that the political cannot be contained by a class-based analysis: the personal, the sexual, the cultural and the corporeal are all political too (Sparke 2004). Nor is the political solely the domain of states, their relations of power to one another, their institutions, and relations to their citizens. Feminists have long argued that the personal is the political, while eschewing the privatization of such politics in the domestic sphere. The political is constitutive (Martin 2004); that is, it ‘‘implies an approach to the political as an ongoing process in which societies are made— constituted—in and through struggle’’ (Staeheli and Kofman 2004, 3). Feminists both inside and outside of geography have also been advocates of reconceptualizing what constitutes the big ‘P’ political, the proper subjects of political geography. Much ‘‘contemporary political geography describes a ‘world without people’ or at least a world of abstract, disembodied political subjects…The ways in which knowledge is produced within political geography constitute a masculinist practice. It yields a kind of knowledge that is claimed to be universal (or at least all-encompassing) and impartial’’ (Staeheli and Kofman 2004, 5). Critical geopolitics, a camp within political geography, has undertaken the challenge of questioning, deconstructing, and exposing dominant political scripts that make such universal claims (Dalby 1994;O ´ Tuathail 2000). It questions assumptions in a taken-for-granted world and examines the institutional modes of producing such a world vis-a`-vis writing about its geography and politics (Dalby 1991). If critical geopolitics undermines the universality of knowledge claims from the realist/international relations traditions within geopolitics, then the question remains whether feminist geography, or feminist geopolitics specifically, contributes something distinctive. It does. Like scholars of critical geopolitics, feminist geographers have illustrated that the ‘‘global visions and grand theorizing’’ of political geography in the main have meant that the politics of the everyday is elided (Sharp 2004, 94). Critical geopolitics, however, has been charged with being disembodied and free-floating in its own problematic ways (Sharp 2000). While arguing against positions that are unmarked, unmediated, and transcendent, critical geopolitical writing can unwittingly become part of this category (Sparke 2000). Embodied vision, that is to say ontologically committed partial perspectives, may have the potential to subvert dominant geopolitical narratives, actions that might have concrete effects on the lives of people who are players in such events (Hyndman 2004). As Dalby (2003, 4) cautions, ‘‘recent debates under the rubric of critical geopolitics are always in danger of becoming discussions of social science method rather than engagements with politics, discussions of the relative merits of various theorists rather than critiques of the geopolitical reasoning in vogue in world politics.’’While reclaiming method as a key part of claims to knowledge, feminist thinking in political geography aims to rectify disembodied knowledge production and promote epistemologically embodied ways of knowing. 

AT: Case Outweighs

The rhetoric of the affirmative only fuels the fire, trying to convey the loss associated with war in mere numbers. Only through using feminist geopolitics can we speak out for the silenced other, the “necessary casualties”.
Jennifer Hyndman Associate Professor Simon Fraser University February 2007 Feminist Geopolitics Revisited: Body Counts in Iraq* “http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=2&hid=119&sid=d02929fe-0ccf-423f-bcaa-c336eca5f5a3%40sessionmgr114”

The Two Wars: From Afghanistan to Iraq A number is important not only to quantify the cost of war, but as a reminder of those whose dreams will never be realized in a free and democratic Iraq. —(Ruzicka 2005) The dead of Iraq—as they have from the beginning of our illegal invasion—were simply written out of the script. Officially they do not exist. —(Fisk 2005) The ‘‘fatality metrics’’ of  war, the body counts of soldiers and civilians killed in violent conflict, represent a geopolitics of war in themselves. The quotations above capture, in the first case, the efforts of an American activist who tried to insert the body count into the geopolitical script of a ‘‘free and democratic Iraq,’’ and in the second, the observations of a British journalist critical of the invasion of Iraq, lamenting the invisible, mounting deaths of Iraqis that peaked in July 2005. The deaths of militarized soldiers are officially counted, described, and remembered by the armies that send them in to fight and the families they leave behind; the deaths of civilians are not. Casualties might be thought of as masculinized (soldier) and feminized (civilian) sides of the body count ledger amassed by both official and unofficial sources. Although counting is an important device for remembering, it also flawed in the way it transforms unnamed dead people into abstract figures that obfuscate the political meanings of the violence and its social and political consequences. Counting bodies does not sufficiently account for the remarkable destruction of lives and livelihoods occurring in Iraq. No metric or measure of trauma and violence should dominate the meanings of suffering and loss. Global media do provide us with overwhelming information about the scope and number of atrocities occurring across the world, making their meaning and scope difficult to grasp. ‘‘There is too much to see, and there appears to be too much to do anything about. Thus, our epoch’s dominating sense that complex problems can be neither understood nor fixed works with the massive globalization of images of suffering to produce moral fatigue, exhaustion or empathy, and political despair’’ (Kleinman and Kleinman 1997, 9). Nonetheless, what we see or read is partial in two senses: it is a selective and always incomplete representation of the crisis at hand, and it has been fashioned in particular ways that are at once institutionalized and convey dominant kinds of meaning (Shapiro 1997). ‘‘Vision is always a question of the power to see—and perhaps of the violence implicit in our visualizing practices,’’ so ‘‘an optics is a politics of position’’ (Haraway 1991, 192, 193). These partial representations shape our responses, or not, to the geopolitics of war and the suffering at hand. ‘‘Much of routinized misery is invisible; much that is made visible is not ordinary or routine’’ (Kleinman, Das, and Lock 1997, xiii). How violent conflict and death is represented in the context of war is at least as important as how much destruction and death wreaks havoc on a society. The more difficult question is how to produce responsible relational representations of war that convey meanings of loss, pain, and destruction without further fuelling conflict. How does one represent the futility and tragedy of civilian death without promoting vengeance? More important, which impressions and understandings 38 Volume 59, Number 1, February 2007 of war actually shape public opinion and government actions, so that struggles to end such violence may be successful? In revisiting feminist geopolitics in relation to body counts, I argue for analyses that contextualize the effects of violence by connecting the lives and deaths of victims counted during war to those of the audience that consumes that information. Accountability, I contend now as then, is predicated on embodied epistemologies and visibility, but fatality metrics fail to embody the casualties of war. Feminist geopolitics is about putting together the quiet, even silenced, narratives of violence and loss that do the work of taking apart dominant geopolitical scripts of ‘‘us’’ and ‘‘them.’’ Although the deconstruction of such scripts is vital, feminist geopolitics aims to recover stories and voices that potentially recast the terms of war on new ground.  

AT: Case Outweighs

The affirmative’s magnitude-oriented impact calculus relies on the privileged standpoint of gender – true security comes with the elimination of structural, gendered violence

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 54-5
At the Women's International Peace Conference in Halifax, Canada, in 1985, a meeting of women from all over the world, participants defined security in various ways depending on the most immediate threats to their survival; security meant safe working conditions and freedom from the threat of war or unemployment or the economic squeeze of foreign debt. Discussions of the meaning of security revealed divisions between Western middle-class women's concerns with nuclear war, concerns that were similar to those of Jane Addams and her colleagues, and Third World women who defined insecurity more broadly in terms of the structural violence associated with imperialism, militarism, racism, and sexism. Yet all agreed that security meant nothing if it was built on others' insecurity.67 The final document of the World Conference to Review and Appraise the Achievements of the United Nations Decade for Women, held in Nairobi in 1985, offered a similarly multidimensional definition of security. The introductory chapter of the document defined peace as "not only the absence of war, violence and hostilities at the national and international levels but also the enjoyment of economic and social justice."68 All these definitions of security take issue with realists' assumptions that security is zero-sum and must therefore be built on the insecurity of others. Jane Addams's vision of national security, which deemphasizes its military dimension and was dismissed at the time as impractical, is quite compatible with the new thinking on common security I have just described. Like women at the Halifax and Nairobi conferences, contemporary new thinkers also include the elimination of structural violence in their definition of security. Feminist peace researcher Elise Boulding tells us that women peace researchers were among the pioneers in this contemporary redefinition of security, although, like Jane Addams at the beginning of the century, their work did not receive the attention it deserved. It is often the case that new ideas in any discipline do not receive widespread attention unless they are adopted by significant numbers of men, in which case women's work tends to become invisible through co-optation. Boulding claims that the one area in which women are not in danger of co-optation is their analysis of patriarchy and the linkage of war to violence against women.69 Like most other feminists, Boulding believes that these issues must also be included in any comprehensive definition of security. 
AT: Utilitarianism

Utilitarian justifications for advocating a plan only further immunize us from reluctance to go to war, the idea that we net save lives only encourages conflict and war

Jennifer Hyndman Associate Professor Simon Fraser University February 2007 Feminist Geopolitics Revisited: Body Counts in Iraq
One obvious critique of this position is that all lives are not equally valued, as the liberal covenant would suggest. By forging this chain of equivalence I was arguing for an accountability to the very logic and principles that authorized military force in Afghanistan, namely that of the United Nations Charter and its Security Council resolution. Another critique of liberal logic is that it often authorizes violence in the name of national interests that are part and parcel of liberal modernity. AsTalal Asad (1997, 285) points out, ‘‘the modern dedication to eliminating pain and suffering often conflicts with the other commitments and values: the right of individuals to choose and the duty of the state to maintain its interests.’’ Nonetheless, body counts of the invisible, feminized other, namely Afghan civilians, bring some visibility to the loss and suffering in the context of American civilian deaths and an awareness of the damage that that war on terror has wreaked. I do not, however, subscribe to the idea that subjective, specific experiences of death can be objectively compared. A utilitarian calculus of death and loss is precisely what I aim to undermine as the dominant geopolitical discourse. In the context of Iraq and recent debates about the legitimacy of various civilian body counts, the numerical calibration of loss and suffering is making us (North Americans consuming the war through the media) more, rather than less, complicit in the war. Counting practices have even been used to support the invasion of Iraq: Saddam Hussein killed some 280,000 Iraqis during his rule, so the loss of a portion of that number is justified in the eyes of those comparing death tallies in a realist framework (Human RightsWatch cited in The Economist 2004b).3 The public is told that the death of some Iraqis, whether military personnel trained by the occupying forces, or civilians, is inevitable, a military necessity, collateral damage, or the price to be paid for freedom and democracy. Why do newspaper readers and television watchers know the officially documented names and exact number of U.S. and coalition soldiers that have been killed, but not the number of Iraqis—civilians, armed forces, and insurgents—who have died?  

Discount Aff. Evidence

Aff evidence is biased - women’s subordinate status means our kritik is based on a more accurate view of the world

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 17.
Although all of these postliberal/postempiricist approaches have introduced the idea of women's ways of knowing, feminist standpoint as an epistemology was most highly developed in socialist feminism. Based on its Marxist roots, socialist feminists define standpoint as a position in society from which certain features of reality come into prominence and from which others are obscured.26 Standpoint feminism presupposes that all knowledge reflects the interests and values of specific social groups; its construction is affected by social, political, ideological, and historical settings. Women’s subordinate status means that women, unlike men (or unlike some men), do not have an interest in mystifying reality in order to reinforce the status quo; therefore, they are likely to develop a clearer, less biased understanding of the world. Nancy Hartsock, one of the founders of standpoint feminism, has argued that material life structures set limits on an understanding of social relations so that reality will be perceived differently as material situations differ. Since women's lives differ systematically and structurally from men’s, women can develop a particular vantage point on male supremacy.  However, this understanding can be achieved only through struggle, since the oppressed are not always aware of their own oppression; when achieved, it carries a potential for liberation. Hartsock argued that women's liberation lies in a search for the common threads that connect diverse experiences of women as well as the structural determinants of these experiences.27 Similarly, Sandra Harding has argued that while women's experiences alone are not a reliable guide for deciding which knowledge claims are preferable because women tend to speak in socially acceptable ways, women’s lives are the place from which feminist research should begin.28 Harding explores the question as to whether objectivity and socially situated  knowledge is an impossible combination. She concludes that adopting a feminist standpoint actually strengthens standards of objectivity. While it requires acknowledging that all human beliefs are socially situated, it also requires critical evaluation to determine which social situations tend to generate the most objective claims.29 Susan Heckman avers that feminist standpoint is rooted in a concrete "reality" that is the opposite of the abstract, conceptual world inhabited by men, particularly elite men, and that in this reality lies the truth of the human condition30  

Purely empirical epistemologies are flawed – feminist perspective key

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 4-5. 

These different realities and normative agendas lead to different methodological approaches. While IR has relied heavily on rationalistic theories based on the natural sciences and economics, feminist IR is grounded in humanistic account of social relations, particularly gender relations. Noting that much of our knowledge about the world has been based on knowledge about men, feminists have been skeptical of methodologies that claim the neutrality of their facts and the universality of their conclusions. This skepticism about empiricist methodologies extends to the possibility of developing causal laws to explain the behavior of states. While feminists do see structural regularities, such as gender and patriarchy, they define them as socially constructed and variable across time, place, and culture; understanding is preferred over explanation. These differences over epistemologies may well be harder to reconcile than the differences in perceived realities discussed above. 
Discount Aff. Evidence

The concept of knowledge must be re-evaluated because currently only men define knowledge

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 154].

Enloe's project is thus to "cast doubt on . . . [these] comfortable assumptions," to expose the hidden workings of masculinity and ferninin- ity, the pervasive nature of gender identities, and to remake International Relations and international politics. Until now, "research and researchers have been tainted by entrenched misogyny and androcentrism (male cen- teredness)," resulting in a "distortion both of what is researched as well as the results of such research: knowledge."' For standpoint feminists, those who monopolize "the production and dissemination of knowledge will, in the end, determine what actually 'counts' as knowledge. Inevitably, that knowledge will reflect the interests and needs of the dominant or ruling group." And, since "men have historically produced most of the knowledge base currently employed," standpoint feminists claim that this knowledge is only partial, distorted, biased, misogynist, androcentric, and self-serving of the interests of men and the continuing oppression of women." The vast majority of knowledge because of its "maleness" represents not mainstream but "malestream" knowledge which, in the eyes of standpoint feminists, renders it illegitimate, biased, and ignorant of the real realities that confront ordinary women out there at the coal face of international politics." Hence the importance of,, and need for, women-centered and -focused research. Standpoint feminism meets this challenge by giving an ontological "pri- macy to women... at the theoretical and practical level." In so doing, "it draws on a diverse body of literature containing many insights for interna- 
Feminist Revisions of International Relations scholars." Above all, it begins the process of remaking International Relations by homesteading "the field with knowledges that people called women develop as a consequence of being socially subordi- nate and excluded from centres of power."" The objective of standpoint feminism in Sylvester's estimation, for example, is "to explore and valorize these and other insights from the 'other side' and bring them to bear on fields that base their knowledge on the experiences of people called men." Indeed, for Enloe the object(ive) is even more poignant, east in terms of an ontological superiority when she notes, "Women tend to be in a better position than men to conduct... a realistic investigation of international politics simply because so many women have learned to ask about gender when making sense of how public and private power operate."" Similarly, for Jaequi True, "Knowledge that emerges from women's experiences on the margins of world politics is actually more neutral and critical because it is not as complicit with, or blinded by, existing institutions and power rela- tions."'° Women, so the argument goes, "have a distinct moral language, one that emphasizes concern for others, responsibility, care, and obligation, hence a moral language profoundly at odds with formal, abstract models of morality defined in terms of absolute principles."" Contrary to Sylvester's claim, this is not so much about bringing otherwise unseen perspectives to bear upon the "knowledges of men," but a better, superior knowledge and morality that surpasses that of men by virtue of its basis in the lived experi- ences of women. Regardless, the intimation here is of a qualitatively supe- rior method of analysis, resident in gender subjectivities who, because of their oppression, marginalization, and exclusion from the power complexes of societies have keener insights into their workings. As Christina Hoff Sonmiers notes, standpoint feminists believe that they "have a epistemic advantage over men," because by "feeling more deeply, they see more clearly and understand reality better." Women, quite simply, "are better knowers."" 

Traditional IR theory excludes key drivers of international relations

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 9.
Since its inception, at the beginning of the century, the discipline of international relations has gone through a series of debates over both its subject matter and the methodologies appropriate for its investigations. None of these debates have been as fundamental as those of the last two decades. The end of the Cold War and the plurality of new issues on the global agenda, to which I referred in my introductory chapter, have been accompanied by increasing calls for rethinking the foundations of a discipline that appears to some to be out of touch with the revolutionary changes in world politics, as well as deficient in how to explain them. Justin Rosenberg has suggested that it is strange that momentous events, such as the collapse of Soviet Communism, the strains of European integration, and the economic growth of China (which presently contains one-fifth of the world’s population), events that are part of a gigantic world revolultion of modernization, industrialization, nationalism, and globalization in which the West has been caught up for the last two hundred years, tend to be excluded from most IR theory. Instead of what he claims are arid debates about hegemonic stability or order versus justice, which abstract from real-world issues, Rosenberg call or theory grounded in historical and social analyses. He suggests that global issues be better explained through narrative live forms of explanation rather than social-scientific methodologies of conventional IR.

Discount Aff. Evidence

Masculine perspectives distort reality – feminism key

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 14.

Rejecting liberal empiricism, radical feminism questioned the possibility of objective knowledge and the separation of the knower from the known claiming that dominant groups (certain men) will impose their own distorted view of reality, they argued for "women's ways of knowing" that are arrived at through consciousness raising, a technique begun in the 1960s, that allowed women to understand the hitherto invisible depths of their own oppression. Whereas patriarchal thought is characterized by divisions and oppositions, women's ways of knowing have tried to construct a worldview based on relationships and connections.  

Modern knowledge systems reinforce existing power structures
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 33.

Like critical theory, postmodernism claims that knowledge is produced in certain people's interests. Postmodernism believes that the positivist separation between knowledge and values, knowledge and reality, and knowledge and power must be questioned. In international relations, this requires an investigation of the way some issues are framed as "serious" or "real,” such as national security, while others are seen as unimportant or subjects for another discipline-an issue of great importance for IR feminists, as discussed above. Postmodernists, like critical theorists and feminists, aver that knowledge is shaped by and constructed in the service of existing power relations. Thus they are skeptical of positivist claims about the neutrality of facts and objectivity.  Many feminists would agree. In her critique of the natural sciences, Evelyn Fox Keller asserts that modern Enlightenment science has incorporated a belief system that equates objectivity with masculinity and a set of cultural values that simultaneously elevates what is defined as scientific and what is defined as masculine. Throughout most of the history of the modern West, men have been seen as the knowers; what has counted as legitimate knowledge in both the natural and social sciences, has generally been knowledge based on the lives of men in the public sphere. The separation of the public and private spheres, reinforced by the scientific revolution of the seventeenth century, has resulted in the legitimization of what are perceived as the “rational" activities in the former, while devaluing the "natural" activities of the latter.

***FRAMING***

Discourse Key

The personal is political – we can use the space of the debate round to contest the patriarchal base of the state

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 155].

For feminists the most immediate remedy to masculinist androcentrism in International Relations and global politics is, then, an empirical one: add more women and stir. Reconstituting International Relations in fundamentally new ways involves bringing more women into the academy and into positions of power in international politics. By adding more female researchers, for example, feminists argue that the proclivity to "malestream" theory can be checked by breaking down the boys' dub syndrome .71 Gender equity and affirmative action policies as a means to engineer socially an end to overt discrimination have thus been the first order of business. From here, feminist women, "less bounded by any narrow disciplinary 156
International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism lens," can then "examine insights from diverse locations, situate them in larger transdisciplinarv contexts, and weave new understandings out of these multiple threads" by virtue of the "episternic advantage" they enjoy over men knowers.74 This, of course, is not just about more female representation as so-called empirical feminists would argue, but, from the perspective of standpoint feminists, about the ontological primacy of "women as knowers" combined with an attempt "to eliminate the fascism in our heads... build upon the open qualities of human discourse, and thereby intervene in the way knowledge is produced and constituted at the particular sites where a localized power-discourse prevails."' Equality in representation is only the first of many revolutions, a necessary-but-hardly sufficient condition to meet the challenges of thinking differently about how we think and know, and a recognition of how "gender both creates and reproduces a world of multiple inequalities that today threatens all of us."' Thus, "the task of ungendering power," notes Peterson, "is twofold-adding women to the existing world politics power structures and transforming those very power structures, ideologically and materially."  This project has been common enough in International Relations, evidenced by increasing calls for more women researchers, more feminist analyses of international politics, and increased efforts to bring gendered perspectives and issues to bear upon the study of global events and processes. Yet, if these attempts appear diverse, all tend to be analogous, united by the common penchant to "reclaim the private." "The personal is political," writes Enloe, echoing the words of Susan Moller Okin.7' "Feminist tracings of early state formation," for example, have sought to highlight the "emergence and consolidation of public political power and the centralisation of authority" which concomitantly "constituted a sepa- rate domestic or private sphere that came to be associated with women and the feminine."" This false public/private dichotomy feminists see as an artificial dualism intended to sideline women into domestic servitude while depoliticizing the domestic sphere. That the "personal is political," suggests Enloe, means "that politics is not shaped merely by what happens in legislative debates, voting booths or war rooms." Rather, men, "who dominate public life, have told women to stay in the kitchen,. . . [and] have used their public power to construct private relationships in ways that 
[bolster] their masculinized political control."' Historically, men have thus appropriated public/political power, thereby denying women a legit- imate political voice and making them dependent. New feminist under- standings and research thus attempt to show how a reclamation of the private as political redefines the questions of International Relations and yr. Feminist Revisions of International Relations 157 the research agenda's scholars should otherwise be engaged with. "Accept- ing that the political is personal prompts one to investigate the politics of marriage, venereal disease and homosexuality," claims Enloc, "not as mar- ginal issues, but as matters central to the state. Doing this type of research becomes just as serious as studying military weaponry or taxation policy." The cult of masculinity, as V. Spike Peterson terms it, extends down into the depths of what otherwise appears as natural or given. The "cult of motherhood" and the notion of "women's work," for example, represent patriarchal norms culturally ingrained in the modem nation-state that jus- tifies "structural violence-inadequate health care, sexual harassment, and sex segregated wages, rights, and resources" for women .12 Indeed, for Peterson, the state is complicit in structural violence, albeit indirectly, "through its promotion of masculinist, heterosexist, and classist ideolo- gies-expressed, for example, in public education models, media images, the militarism of culture, welfare policies, and patriarchal law." Through "its selective sanctioning of nonstate violence, particularly in its policy of nonintervention in domestic violence," and through direct male brutality like "murder, rape, battering, [and] incest," Peterson claims that male domination is constantly reproduced, reaffirming the subjugation of wo- men as "the objects of masculinist social control." Reclaiming these "private spaces," events, and acts as public-political spaces demystifies the patriarchal base of the state and how it constructs and manipulates "the ideology describing public and private life." More importantly, this strategy opens up International Relations to a multiplicity of subjects, issues, and research agendas with all of them attempting to disrupt the boundaries imposed by the "radical bifurcation of asymmetrical public and private spheres"; so begins the project of "ungendering world politics."" 

Discourse Key

A legal focus is not sufficient to solve – discourse key
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 144.

Chin's critical political-economy approach, one used by other feminists, too, differs from rationalistic approaches in that it takes into account both the material and ideational dimensions of social relations. Chin claims that a focus on legislation is not sufficient to account for the repressive policies of the state; one must also examine the ideological hegemony necessary to formulate and legitimate such economic policies." As these empirical studies demonstrate, gender is a system of meaning that comes to be expressed in legitimating discourses that keep prevailing power structures in place. For this reason, feminists have also been attracted to discourse analysis as a methodology.  

Feminist discourse creates the space for social change

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 144-145.

Claiming that discourse analysis is an emerging research program in IR, Jennifer Milliken outlines its three theoretical commitments: First, discourses are systems of signification in which discourse is structured in terms of binary oppositions that establish relations of power. As examples, she supplies terms such as modem/traditional, and West/Third World that are not neutral but establish the first term as superior to the second. 50 Second, discourses define subjects authorized to speak and to act; they also define knowledgeable practices by these subjects, which makes certain practices legitimate and others not. Discourses also produce publics or audiences for these actors; in this way, social space comes to be organized and controlled.  This works to restrict experts to certain groups and to endorse a certain meaning of the way things should be done, excluding others. Third, discourse analysis directs us toward studying dominating or hegemonic discourses and the way they are connected to the implementation and legitimation of certain practices. But more fundamentally, discourse produces what we have come to understand in the world as "common sense." Discourse analysis can also help us understand how such language works and when the predominant forms of knowledge embodied in such discourses are unstable; this allows the study of subjugated knowledge or alternative discourses that have been silenced in the process. 52 Focusing on subjugated knowledges may involve an examination of how they work to create conditions for resistance to a dominating discourse.  Milliken claims that investigation of subjugated knowledge has the potential to show how the world could be interpreted differently; she claims that, since it requires fieldwork, often in non-Western-language environments, it is not a method that has been much used in IR. Nevertheless, some of the ethnographic work of IR feminists that brings marginal voices to light (see above) and the kinds of challenges that feminists are mounting to dominant discourses in development studies (discussed in chapter 3) demonstrate that this type of research is being done by feminists.  Not only have feminists investigated subjugated knowledges built out of the lives of ordinary people's everyday experiences, they have also examined dominant discourses, noting how frequently their legitimacy is created and sustained through types of hegemonic masculinity (see chapter I). Carol Cohn has described her analysis of strategic discourse (discussed in chapter 2) as being transdisciplinary, using a methodology that combines textual cultural analysis and grounded methods of qualitative sociology and ethnographic anthropology. Echoing Charlesworth's metaphor of an archaeological dig, Cohn talks of her methodology as the juxtaposition and layering of many different windows. Her fieldwork with national-security elites allowed her to "follow gender as metaphor and meaning system through the multisided terrain of national security. As a participant observer of national-security elites, Cohn was "studying up" rather than "studying down," or doing anthropological research about those who shape our attitudes and control institutional structures.54 Motivated by her claim that the power of language and professional discourse shapes how and what people think, Cohn also used textual analysis of U.S. Department of Defense official reports, military documents, and media accounts to investigate how national-security practices are "shaped,  limited and distorted" by gender. 55 In these analyses, she asks how gender affects national-security paradigms, policies, and practices. Assuming that reality is a social construction available to us through language, Cohn has described her research in terms that she compares to Barbara McClintock's-learning, listening, and finding out what is there without imposing preconditions about subjects and issues. For this reason, she also rejects the idea of proving a point or testing a hypothesis.  
Discourse Key

Speech is a prerequisite to action

Susan Bickford, Associate Professor of Political Science, received her A.B. from Bryn Mawr College and her Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota, 1997, “Anti-Anti-Identity Politics: Feminism, Democracy, and the Complexities of Citizenship”, PK
Central to this alternative is the treatment of identity as something created, constructed in this specific world, in the presence of complex others-and largely through words (speech and writing). "Making faces" is Anzaldua's "metaphor for constructing one's identity." These faces are different from the masks "others have imposed on us," for such masks keep us fragmented: "After years of wearing masks we may become just a series of roles, the constellated self limping along with its broken limbs." Breaking through these masks is not, for Anzaldua, a matter of revealing one's true inner nature, or essential self; rather we "remake anew both inner and outer faces" (Anzaldua 1990c, xv-xvi, my emphasis). Identity is then a matter of active re-creation, which happens through speech and action.

According to the ancient nahuas, one was put on earth to create one's "face" (body) and "heart" (soul). To them, the soul was a speaker of words and the body a doer of deeds. Soul and body, words and actions are embodied in Moyocoyani, one of the names of the Creator in the Aztec framework. (Anzaldua 1990c, xvi)

Speech and action here are entwined widi embodiedness and embedded-ness, not simply as constraints or necessary conditions, but as the materials with which we create, and out of which we are created. "We have 'recovered' our ancient identity, digging it out like dark clay, pressing it to our current identity, molding past and present, inner and outer" (Anzaldua 1990b, 147). Anzaldua stresses the conscious making of identity, but such consciousness is not separate from the physical and social materiality of our lives. Our group identities provide fuel for the creative motion and cause us to think about the materials, locations, and activities, the desires and demands, out of which identity is created. In this understanding, we have the capacity to create a public identity that is more than just a string of labels, without ignoring the relevance to our lives of the groups those labels name. As Lugones says, "one cannot disown one's culture. One can reconstruct it in struggle" (1990, 53).13
Focus on discourse avoids essentialism

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 19.

Feminist postmodernism has criticized feminist standpoint for being overly committed to an essentialized view of women. Rather than grounding feminism in women's experiences, postmodern feminism examines gender as a source of power and hierarchy in order to better understand how these hierarchies are socially constructed and maintained. Disputing liberals' claim that there is a world out there waiting to be discovered, postmodernists reject the foundationalism of Enlightenment knowledge. For them reality is multiple and historically contingent; what has counted as knowledge has done so through its association with prevailing power structures.  Under the influence of postmodernism, universalistic theoretical discourses have been subject to a profound critique." Postmodemism has produced the tendency to shift central theoretical concepts from structure to discourse, or from "things" to "words. "40 Feminist postmodernism deconstructs and critiques rather than prescribes; it attempts to problematize entities such as women, truth, and knowledge. 

Theory Key

Theory is an emancipatory tool – it guides cause and effect relationships and governs knowledge production

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 136-137.
Marysia Zalewski has identified three types of theory; theory as a tool for understanding the world; theory as critique, or understanding how the world got to be as it is so that it can be changed; and theory as practice, in which people engage as they go about their everyday life.18 Conventional IR usually employs theory as a tool. IR feminists, along with other critical theorists, have generally used theory in Zalewski's second and third sense, as critique for emancipatory purposes or to investigate the practices of everyday life in order to understand how individuals affect and are affected by global politics.  One of the main goals of knowledge in conventional IR has been to develop explanations for the political and economic behavior of states in the international system. Defining theory as a tool, Robert Keohane has claimed that theory is a guide for cause-and-effect relationships; it provides valuable propositions that can prove useful in specific situations. Theories are important to cope with the complexities of world politics, where reality needs to be ordered into categories and relations must be drawn between events. 19 For those who define theory in this sense, its separation from political practice and, as far as possible, from the values of the researcher are thought to be important goals.  For many feminist theorists, however, knowledge construction is explicitly linked to emancipatory political practice. Sandra Whitworth has claimed that contemporary feminism has its roots in social movements; feminism is a politics of protest directed at transforming the unequal power relationships between women and men." Therefore, a key goal for IR feminist theory used in this sense is to understand how the existing social order-one many feminists believe is marked by discrimination and oppression-came into being and how this knowledge can be used to work toward its transformation.  For many IR feminists, knowledge is explicitly normative; it involves postulating a better world without oppressive social hierarchies and investigating how to move toward such a world. Christine Chin has claimed that these emancipatory concerns suggest the need for restructuring the ways in which we conceive and execute research problems. She suggests that we need to move toward undoing received disciplinary and epistemological boundaries that segregate the pursuit of knowledge. Disciplinary boundaries, as well as the way in which we pursue knowledge, have had the effect of marginalizing voices within the academy that strive to present a more "human" and, therefore, more complex picture of social change.21  

Methodology Key

We must pay attention to the methodology behind the action of the plan- this is the only way we can solve the plan 

Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 129-130, PK

Although political theorists have not given much attention to research design for such inquiries, they have offered some insights as to what a researcher should worry about. Ayelet Shachar demonstrates the importance of focusing on institutional design and ways in which affected group members can influence institutional design.392 Seyla Benhabib emphasizes the importance of equal voice in the design process393 which suggests the importance of mitigating inequalities, creating opportunities for deliberation, and simulating deliberation in existing forums.394 Theorists interested in theorizing from experience should respect the importance of culture to individual identity,395 but avoid granting monopoly power for defining cultural norms to a subset of a population.396 Theorists should respect the views of those most affected by an issue,397 but recognize that determining group membership is itself a political act Further, if their inquiry is inclusive, theorists should expect disagreement among informants.399 Experience-based theory needs to be attentive to the social process of identity and preference formation while respecting the agency of individuals400 and the constraining liberal focus on individuals as those who exercise choice.401 Since determining the perspective of the affected or marginalized requires making political judgments that could benefit from this epistemological attention, rather than seeking out the least well-off, we should pay attention to the processes of marginalization and the range of practices and structures through which they operate. Such research should be attentive to social and economic power402 and to the ability of certain powerful actors to convert or extend one form of social, economic, or political power over to another.403 Theorists observing practices and institutions must be attentive to the fact that the institutionalization of inequality may become reified such that the institutions that sustain certain inequalities become invisible and individual actions and choices of those who would seem to be disadvantaged by them appear instead to embrace them. 
Defining methodology through a feminist perspective is a pre-req to plan action 

Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 140-41, PK

People cannot easily disaggregate their life experiences in order to distance themselves from the bonds that oppress them.435 Feminist social criticism helps us see this clearly. Gender hierarchy is embedded in all sorts of social relationships that women find valuable.436 For example, in a particular family, a woman and a man may be better off together than either would be alone, but the relationship between them may still be hierarchical. Thus “cooperative conflict” is an apt characterization of the way in which families resolve distributional questions and conflict-prone cooperation may describe every day life within families.437 Because people are integrated into the social life that oppresses them, theorists need methodological resources for thinking about, critiquing, and changing that life such that the changes proposed respond not only to the struggles and wishes of the vulnerable but also to their loves and commitments.438 To address women’s human rights violations we need a theory of human rights that is critical of cultural norms that define “human” such that to be “human” is to live a raced and gendered life and that claim epistemological authority such that a raced and gendered life is beyond criticism.439 In a particular context one’s raced, gendered, classed, caste and otherwise over-determined life may seem from the perspective of the dominant epistemological authority the result, not of inappropriate discrimination, but of appropriate culturally defined roles. In designing appropriate political action for securing human rights, the epistemological perspective of curb cut feminism encourages us to focus not only on holding individuals and states accountable for human rights violations, but also on transforming underlying social, cultural, political, and economic institutions and practices such that conditions for the realization of human rights are fostered by the ways in which we live. 
AT: Kritik Ignores Research

Quantitative evidence concerning women bad, leads to value being placed on men’s interactions with the marketplace

J. Ann Tickner, PhD, Brandeis University, USA, professor, school of international relations at the University of Southern California, past director of USC’s Center for International Studies, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 37 EmiW]

These two cases, as with most feminist IR research, have avoided quantitative methods. As my case studies have demonstrated, fitting women and other marginalized people into methodologically conventional quantitative frameworks has been problematic. Many of the experiences of women’s lives have not yet been documented or analyzed, either within social science disciplines or by states. The choices that states make about  ‘which data to collect is a political act. Traditional ways in which data are collected and analyzed do not lend themselves to answering many of the questions that feminists raise. The data that are available to scholars and, more importantly, the data that are not, determine which research questions get asked and how they are answered. Marilyn Waring describes how national accounting systems have been shaped and reshaped  to help states frame their national security policies — specifically to understand how to pay for wars.22 In national accounting systems no value is attached to the environment, to unpaid work, to the reproduction of human life, or to its maintenance or care, tasks generally undertaken by women (Waring 1988: 3—4). Political decisions are made on the basis of data that policy elites choose to collect (Waring 1988: 302). Waring goes on to assert that, under the guise of value-free science, the economics of accounting has constructed a reality which believes that “value” results only when (predominantly) men interact with the marketplace (Waring 1988: 17— 18). Maria Mies also argues that quantitative research methods are instruments structuring reality in certain ways; she claims that she is not against form of statistics but rather against its claim to have a monopoly on accurately describing the world. Statistical procedures serve to legitimize and universalize certain power relations because they give a "stamp of truth" to the definitions upon which they are based (Mies 1991: 67).23 For example, the term "male head of household” came out of a definition of a traditional, western, middle-class, patriarchal family, but does not correspond with present reality, given that a majority of women either work in the waged sector to supplement family income or are themselves heads of households. However, it is a term that has been used, either explicitly or implicitly, in national accounting procedures and by international aid agencies, and thus has had significant consequences for women's classification as workers, receivers of social benefits, and refugees. Women's work, often unpaid, as farmers, workers in family businesses, and caregivers is frequently overlooked in the compilation of labor statistics. Crime statistics under-report women's victimization in the private sphere, where most violent crimes go unreported. Feminist rejection of statistical analysis results both from a realization that the questions they ask can rarely be answered by using standard classifications of available data and from an understanding that such data may actually conceal the relationships they deem important.24' 
Our kritik doesn’t ignore research – it just moves beyond traditional methods

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 8.
In these substantive chapters, I have chosen to focus on security, economic globalization, and democratization because they are the topics that concern much of the recent feminist IR literature. They are also the focus of much of the critical scholarship in IR, scholarship with which feminist IR has more affinity. Most of the feminist scholarship to be discussed in this book has moved outside the traditional confines of the discipline; recent studies demonstrate that feminist IR has moved beyond critique into “second stage” empirical research. Nevertheless, claims that feminist IR lacks a research program will persist, due in part to the misunderstandings over epistemology and methodology discussed earlier.

***ALTERNATIVE***

Alternative Solves – General

Making women’s experiences visible is our only hope for peace and justice

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” xi-x

Rather than discussing strategies for bringing more women into the international relations discipline as it is conventionally defined, I shall seek answers to my questions by bringing to light what I believe to be the masculinist underpinnings of the field. I shall also examine what the discipline might look like if the central realities of women's day-to-day lives were included in its subject matter. Making women's experiences visible allows us to see how gender relations have contributed to the way in which the field of international relations is conventionally constructed and to reexamine the traditional boundaries of the field. Drawing attention to gender hierarchies that privilege men's knowledge and men's experiences permits us to see that it is these experiences that have formed the basis of most of our knowledge about international politics. It is doubtful whether we can achieve a more peaceful and just world, a goal of many scholars both women and men who write about international politics, while these gender hierarchies remain in place. Although this book is an attempt to make the discipline of international relations more relevant to women's lives, I am not writing it only for women; I hope that its audience will include both women and men who are seeking a more inclusive approach to the way we think about international politics. Women have spoken and written on the margins of international relations because it is to the margins that their experiences have been relegated. Not until international politics is an arena that values the lived experiences of us all can we truly envisage a more comprehensive and egalitarian approach that, it is to be hoped, could lead to a more peaceful world. Because gender hierarchies have contributed to the perpetuation of global insecurities, all those concerned with international affairs-- men and women alike-- should also be concerned with understanding and overcoming their effects.  

By rejecting current epistemologies we open the door for feminist theory

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 61.

This example is instructive; reducing unequal gender hierarchies could make a positive contribution to peace and social justice. Likewise, by moving beyond dichotomous ways of thinking about war and peace, problematizing the social construction of gender hierarchies, and exposing myths about male protection that these ways of thinking promote, we would be able to construct less-gendered and more-inclusive definitions of security. Offering a counterposition that rejects both the masculinity of war and a feminine peace, Mary Burguieres has argued for building a feminist security framework on common, ungendered foundations. She has suggested a role for feminism in dismantling the imagery that underlies patriarchy and militarism and a joint effort in which both women and men would be responsible for changing existing structures." Such efforts require a problematization of dichotomized constructions such as war and peace and realism and idealism in order to provide new ways of understanding these phenomena that can help us envisage a more robust notion of security. 
Feminist IR leads to a new understanding of world politics
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 34-35.
I have shown, through this chapter's discussion of debates in both the disciplines of IR and feminism, that there are many kinds of feminist IR that have affinities with a variety of critical IR approaches. I have suggested why they tend be situated on the critical side of the third debate. Importantly, however, they are rooted in a long tradition of feminist theory – for as Rebecca Grant has claimed, while the newest theories in IR are radical, they come with no guarantee of being feminist.106 I have also suggested that, just as postliberal feminists have developed standpoint and postmodern epistemologies, which they see as better able to understand women’s subordination than liberal empiricism, IR feminists have similarly identified with postpositivist epistemologies in IR, which they feel can provide better ways to understand the gendered structures and practices of world politics. Yet, as Spike Peterson suggests, a rejection of positivist empiricism does not mean repudiating empirical study. Rather than rejecting systematic inquiry or empirical research, a postpositivist critique involves examining boundaries, frameworks, and research questions; it involves asking how and why these forms came to be and how they reproduce the status quo. Moving beyond these critiques, IR feminists are beginning to develop their own research programs – extending the boundaries of the discipline, asking different questions in new ways, and listening to unfamiliar voices from the margins. While these new frameworks and questions appear strange to the conventional discipline of IR, they are ones that feminists are using as they begin to build their own research programs-programs that they hope will lead to new understandings of world politics. As subsequent chapters will demonstrate, these investigations are shedding new light on traditional topics as well as taking IR feminists on journeys that are far from the conventional discipline.  
Alternative Solves – General

Making feminism visible key to move beyond oppressive hierarchies

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 134-135.

As I have also noted, feminists claim that gender is as much about men and masculinity as it is about women; since, at the elite level, international politics is a masculine world, it is particularly important that attention be paid to the various forms of masculinity that have so often legitimated states’ foreign and military policies. Although all of us are accustomed to thinking of women and minorities as groups that we study and hold conferences about, we are not used to thinking about privileged men in these same group terms; yet, as I have shown, it is their identity that has served as the foundation of claims about the meaning of security, human rights, and democracy. Studies about men have been used to advance general theories of human behavior, whereas studies about women have been used only to support limited knowledge about women. 11 Inviting IR scholars to conferences about women will not change this until the lR discipline has a deeper understanding of the meaning of gender relations. In other words, we need to make gender visible in order to move beyond its oppressive hierarchies.  Sandra Harding has suggested that members of marginalized groups must struggle to explain their own experiences for themselves in order to claim the subjectivity that is given to members of dominant groups who have been granted legitimacy as speakers and historical agents for us all." Until this happens, women will always be characterized as problems or victims. It is for these reasons that subjectivity is an important issue for feminist theory:  when women have been included in knowledge construction, it has generally been as objects or victims, rather than subjects.  

Feminism incorporates fields usually excluded from IR that are key to solve

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 140.

Such questioning of the way we have come to understand the world, as well as the forms of power necessary to sustain dominant forms of interpretation, demands quite different methodologies from those generally used by conventional IR. Questioning the knowledge/power nexus and its normalized reproduction has been a focus of discourse analysis. Recovering the experiences of subjugated people demands methods more typical of anthropology and sociology than political science. Consequently, feminists are turning to methodologies such as ethnography and discourse analysis to answer their research questions, methodologies that have not traditionally been used in IR.  

Alternative Solves – General

Feminist perspectives challenge and deconstruct core assumptions that reorganize our views of international relations

J. Ann Tickner, PhD, Brandeis University, USA, professor, school of international relations at the University of Southern California, past director of USC’s Center for International Studies, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 24-5, EmiW]
Feminist questions are challenging the core assumptions of the discipline and deconstructing its central concepts. Feminists have sought to better understand a neglected but constitutive feature of war – why it has been primarily a male activity, and what the causal and constitutive implications of this are for women’s political roles, given that they have been constructed as a “protected” category. They have investigated the continuing legitimation of war itself through appeals to traditional notions of masculinity and femininity. Working from the discovery of the gendered biases in state-centric security thinking, they have redefined the meaning of (in)security to include the effects of structural inequalities of race, class, and gender. Similarly, on the bases of theoretical critiques of the gendered political uses of the public/private distinction, they have rearticulated the meaning of democracy to nuclide the participation of individuals in all the political and economic processes that affect their daily lives (Ackerly 2000: 178-203). While not rejecting in principle the use of quantitative data, feminists have recognized how past behavioral realities have been publicly constituted in state-generated indicators in biased, gendered ways, using data that do not adequately reflect the reality of women’s lives and the unequal structures of powers within which they are situated. For this reason they have relied more on hermeneutic, historical, narrative, and case study methodological orientations rather than on causal analysis of unproblematically defined empirical patterns. Importantly, feminists use gender as a socially constructed and variable category of analysis to investigate these power dynamics and gender hierarchies. They have suggested that gender inequality, as well as other social relations of domination and subordination, has been among the fundamental building blocks on which, to varying extents, the publicly recognized features of states, their security relationships, and the global economy have been constructed and on which they continue to operate to varying degrees. Rather than working from an ontology that depicts states as individualistic autonomous actors – an ontology typical of social science perspectives in IR and of liberal thinking more generally – feminists start from an ontology of social relations in which individuals are embedded in, and constituted by, historically unequal political, economic, and social structures. Unlike social scientific IR, which has drawn on models from economics and the natural sciences to explain the behavior of states in the international system, IR feminists have used sociological analyses that start with individuals and the hierarchical social relations in which their lives are situated. While social scientific IR has been quite system-determined or state-focused, feminist understandings of state behavior frequently start from below the state level – with the lives of connected individuals. Whereas much of IR is focused on describing and explaining the behavior of states, feminists are motivated by the goal of investigating the lives of women within states or international structures in order to change them
Alternative Solves – General

The alternative is drawn from an epistemological approach – Only via these examinations can we see through the marginalized eyes things that cannot be seen from positions of power 
S. Laurel Weldon, PhD, University of Pittsburgh, USA, Associate Professor of political science at Purdue University, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 64-5 EmiW]

Current feminist scholarship draws on an epistemological approach that; aims to take into account the consequences of cultural differences; gender differences, and power relationships for the development of knowledge. The idea of standpoint theory, or situated knowledge, is; at the heart of this approach. Many scholars argue that what we know is importantly shaped by the context in which we find ourselves. Stand point theory holds that members of dominant and subordinate groups 'have systematically different experiences deriving from their different social positions (Hartsock 2003). Standpoint theorists stress the epistemological benefits of examining questions from the perspective of marginalized groups. This theory emphasizes “how positions of political disadvantage can be turned into sites of analytical advantage” (Harding 1998: 91). The position of the subordinate or oppressed groups offers special analytic leverage because some social phenomena are not visible from the position of the powerful group. “In societies stratified by race, ethnicity, class, gender, sexuality, or some other such politics shaping the very structure and meanings of social relations, the activities or lives . . . of those at the top both organize and set limits on what persons who perform such activities can understand about themselves and the world around them” (Harding 1998: 150; see also Hartsock 2003). Viewing social relations from the position of the oppressed does not just add another set of experiences to existing accounts; it forces revision of the dominant accounts, since it reveals them as partial and limited (Hartsock 2003; Harding 1998). Recently, feminist theorists have worked to move beyond the dichotomy of “powerful and powerless” implicit in early accounts of standpoint theory to recognize the multiplicity of “oppressed,” marginalized, and/or feminist standpoints. But the core emphasis on the connection between experience and standpoint, and on the role of power in suppressing some standpoints, is retained in current accounts (Harding 1998; Locher and Prugl 2001; Tickner 1997; 2001).

Standpoint epistemologies are the only way to reveal hegemonic masculinity in institutions and they reveal gender norms through their struggles

Annica Kronsell, PhD, Lund University, Sweden, Assistant Professor, Department of Political Science, at Lund University, she teaches international relations, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 120-1 EmiW]

Does this mean that women in institutions of hegemonic masculinity have a privileged position in seeing the male as norm? This has been an argument in feminist standpoint theory (Hartsock 1998; 1983; D. E. Smith 1987; Flax 1990; Harding 2004; 1991; Haraway 1991; Hennessy 1993), but only in relation to women in marginal positions. The standpoint claim that knowledge is socially situated is, as I see it, indisputable. The production of knowledge is deeply embedded in the gendered power structures of society and has excluded large segments of society from participating in the articulation of experiences as knowledge. That is clear. The women I purport to speak about are mainly part of the white elite or middle class. Obviously, it is not their knowledge as classed, gendered, ethnicized, or sexed beings that interests me. Rather, it is the knowledge generated when they engage in the activities of an institution of hegemonic masculinity, which is in focus here. By women’s very interaction with the institutional practices, the gendered norms of such institutions become visible, and hegemonic masculinity becomes “real.” It may be useful to think in terms of knowledge as being generated through struggle (Hartsock 1983: 231-251), because what these women often do is struggle with the norms of hegemonic masculinity in the institutional setting of which they are a part (see Weldon, this volume). Knowledge about social relations is acquired through performing social acts (cf. Butler 1990: 25), and women seem to “discover” gendered practices through experience as they struggle with it in their daily lives (cf. M, F. Katzenstein 1998). I want to suggest that the notion of struggle within feminist standpoint theory may be a useful way to look at the knowledge achieved by women coping with norms of hegemonic masculinity. The type of knowledge gained from the experience of women in these circumstances is, I argue, valuable to feminist politics. To talk to these women about their experience thus seems highly relevant as a method.
Alternative Solves – General

Reclaiming the private opens up possibilities for change

Adam Jones, political scientist at University of British Columbia, 1996 (“Does Gender Make the World go round?”  Review of international studies vol 22, number 4, JSTOR)

Whatever the prescriptive dimension, however, the reclamation of the private has diverse implications for the methodology of the IR discipline. What if scholars of international political economy standardly factored in women's contributions in the domestic/reproductive sphere? This would lead to a restructured vision of human beings' most basic economic processes and interactions-the material foundation, in international political economy, of the modern state system. Through the same lens, a gendered international division of labour (including, for example, the role of domestic labourers) can be isolated and examined. The imperialist ambitions that created the modern system of nation-states can be connected to a structuring of gender relations that assigns men to public roles and invites them to test and demonstrate their manhood by exploring and conquering other lands.20 Feminist explorations of the private sphere may now have driven home the need to supplement the triumvirate of 'levels' guiding classical analyses of international affairs. Alongside the atomized masculine individual of liberalism, the unitary state of Realism, and the international system of Realism/neo-Marxism, a new avenue of inquiry has been sketched. Its explanatory potential may be rich, for international relations and political science more generally. 

Alternative Solves – General

Discussing the gender separation is key to solving the current insecurities in international relations—it creates space, respect, and trust among all, which current policy cannot do

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 150].

Much like the perspectives of male postmodern dissidents, then, Sylvester too wants to render theorists "homeless from fixed and immobile I! Feminist Revisions of International Relations 151 research gazes," but not so as to "wander the streets lost," estranged and insecure in all knowledge .41 Constant insecurity in what we know and how we know it, after all, would be unproductive and aimless. By turning to "sociality" we can keep some insecurity at bay, "listen to others telling their stories in an identity-refracting way that reveals repositories of exclusion in our subjectivitics and insecurities that which seems to hold fast." These practices make for empathic group relationships, a "sociality" among like- minded subjectivitics that, in the face of ontological homelessness and insecure knowledge provides "compensation" or what some might describe as a form of postmodem solidarity." Above all, this sociality (solidarity) tends toward the formation of a conversation, not about international relations traditionally understood, but about "relations intemational"-a field about the "myriad positions that groups assume toward one another across the many boundaries and identities that deft field-invented parameters."" This is a new conversation informed by gendered perspectives, diverse subjectivities and identities, inclusionary of contending positions, but not fixed in its outlook, medium of analysis, or conclusions. Contrary to contemporary debates in International Relations that, for Sylvester, have been "narrow and encrusting of a politics in which 'men' control knowledge and 'women' are either out of place altogether or are issued visitors' passes that enable us to leave assigned homelands for temporary support roles in IR," Sylvester's canvas aims to be more encompassing, to "share space, respect, and trust in a re-formed endeavor that will hear the can(n)on shots of the past without assuming that one cannon is inevitable."" Multiple perspectives, opinions, approaches, methods, foci, issues, agendas, meanings, and identities will, for Sylvester, make for a better, gender, nicer discipline. Her goals are plainly stated. While some militant feminists aspire to do "battle with 'men' for 1K and killing them or the field in order to emancipate it," Sylvester strives lbr "emphatic cooperation," not a violent take-over." "We want a different, difference-tolerant IR whose theories embed a range of mestiza consciousnesses and owlish sweeps of vision." This is a call to "shatter one's sense of men and women," to employ an "emphatic cooperative gaze" said to be able to "divest JR's nostalgic gender settlements of power by inflising them with knowledges that come from listening to and engag- ing canon-excluding and canon-including subjectivities."47 The standard here is to "beware of colonial possibilities lurking in any recreated metaphor of 'Westward Ho!' and homestead differently,"" The call is not to arms, but to "homestead" the first, second, and now the Third Debates, taking on the "gendered anarchies and reciprocities of a field, freeing prisoners from manipulated dilemmas and refusing divisive levels of analysis that 152
International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism have us not-seeing the lessons on cooperative relations that third world cooperatives and first world peace camps can teach."" "Relations international" looks, instead, toward the women of Greenham Common who "built empathy for difference through exercises that encouraged participants to listen to each other and cooperate, at minimum, by refusing to interrupt or to force conformity on others." At Greenham, notes Sylvester, there was "no directing, no breaking through, no need for a linear progression which gives the comforting illusion that one knows where one goes." Rather, there was a "disavowal of hierarchy and of 'tried and true' authority, task assignments, habits of deference, and modes of compliance in favor of cooperative anarchy."" Ma iñOdël for "relations international," Sylvester celebrates the words of Gwyn Kirk who writes, At the peace camp each woman does what she thinks is neces- sary, so there are no rosters or lists of who has to do what.. This is very unfamiliar to some people, who exclaim in frustra-tion "why don't they organize something?" To their credit, women at the camp have not given in to this demand but have created a space that allows many women to ask instead, "What do 1 want to do?" Some feel alienated and do not return, but others become much more autonomous and effective than they would if they merely followed other people's directives." 

AT: Alternative Solves - General

Rethinking international relations to include the perspectives of women is necessary to end a gendered theory of IR

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 142-4

To begin to construct this more secure world requires fundamental changes in the discipline that describes and analyzes world politics. The focus of this book has been on how the discipline of international relations would be changed by the introduction of gender as a category of analysis. To begin to think about how gender might be introduced into the discipline and to recapitulate and extend the arguments made in this book, I shall conclude by drawing on the work of feminist scholar Peggy McIntosh, who outlines five phases of curriculum change necessary for introducing gender into scholarly disciplines. While she uses history as an example, her analysis could equally well apply to the discipline of international relations.9 The first phase is what McIntosh describes as a womanless world; this type of analysis describes only the activities of those holding high positions of power, usually in dominant states. It is a mode of analysis that has the effect of reinforcing the existing system. My analysis of traditional approaches to the discipline suggests that this is where most of our conventional teaching about international relations has been situated. Phase two, which also has the effect of reinforcing the existing system, notes the absence of women and adds a famous few to the curriculum. While these additions provide role models for women, they do nothing to change the discipline in ways that acknowledge that anything can be learned from women's experiences; rather, they suggest that women can be recognized by the discipline only if they become like men in the public world.10 In phase three, the absence of women is seen as a problem as we begin to understand the politics implicit in a curriculum constructed without the inclusion of women's experiences; in this phase, women are typically seen as victims. Moving to phase four involves seeing women as valid human beings whose various life experiences have shaped the world in which we live, even though their contributions involve tasks that are often unacknowledged. The final phase of McIntosh's curriculum development brings us to the point where the subject matter of the discipline genuinely includes the experiences of all individuals regardless of race, culture, class, and gender. Were it to be realized, such a "re-vision" would have a profound impact on the discipline of international relations, which is noteworthy for its exclusionary perspective both with respect to women as well as to non-Western cultures. As this analysis has suggested, a discipline that includes us all would require a radical redrawing of the boundaries of its subject matter. The absence of women from the study of international relations has been so complete that the masculine orientation of the discipline goes unnoticed by most scholars and students. Yet constructing explanations for their absence is only a first step in realizing a nongendered perspective on international relations. For such a perspective to be achieved, it is necessary to go beyond an investigation of the reasons for women's absence from the subject matter of the discipline by demonstrating the many ways in which women's life experiences have an impact on and are affected by the world of international politics, even if they have been largely invisible. Only through analysis that recognizes gender differences but does not take them as fixed or inevitable can we move toward the creation of a nongendered discipline that includes us all.

AT: Alternative Solves – General

We need to be critical towards masculine conceptions of security – that’s the only way to incorporate the peripheries 

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 134-5

Since women are disproportionately located on the peripheries of the international system and at the bottom of the economic scale, feminist perspectives on security prioritize issues associated with the achievement of justice, issues that are frequently ignored in conventional theories of international politics, which have been preoccupied with questions relating to order. While one of the most important goals of feminism is to overcome women's marginalization from institutions of power, women's prominent role in social movements and in new forms of economic production provides examples of new ways of thinking about democratic decentralization, a restructuring of society that offers important alternative models for the achievement of a more comprehensive form of security. Because women have been peripheral to the institutions of the state and transnational capital, feminist perspectives on international relations must take a critical stance with respect to these institutions, questioning whether they are able to cope with global security problems such as militarism, poverty, and the natural environment. Building a model of political economy that starts at the bottom and takes into account individuals and the local satisfaction of their basic needs envisages a state that is more self-reliant with respect to the international system and more able to live within its own resource limits; such a state would be less militaristic and could therefore give priority to social issues rather than military considerations.2 Such a model would depend on an extended definition of security that goes beyond a nationalist, militarist focus and begins to speak to the economic and ecological security needs of individuals and states alike. 
Incorporating feminist perspectives to policy making can solve

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 141-2

Given the generally masculine nature of international politics, how could such a change in values be effected? Underscoring the masculinist orientation in the discipline of international relations does nothing to change the masculinist underpinnings of states' behavior in the international system. In the world of statecraft, no fundamental change in the hierarchy of the sexes is likely to take place until women occupy half, or nearly half, the positions at all levels of foreign and military policy-making. No change in the hierarchy of gender will occur until mediators and care givers are as valued as presidents as citizen-warriors currently are. This will not come about until we have a new vision of international relations and until we live in a world in which gender hierarchies no longer contribute to women's oppression. To the very limited extent they have been visible in the world of international politics, women have generally been perceived as victims or problems; only when women's problems or victimization are seen as being the result of unequal, unjust, or exploitative gender relations can women participate equally with men as agents in the provision of global security.  When women have been politically effective, it has generally been at the local level. Increasingly, women around the world are taking leadership roles in small-scale development projects such as cooperative production and projects designed to save the natural environment. Women are also playing important roles in social movements associated with peace and the environment. While these decentralized democratic projects are vital for women to achieve a sense of empowerment and are important building blocks for a more secure future, they will remain marginal as long as they are seen as women's projects and occur far from centers of power. Hence it is vitally important that women be equally represented, not just in social movements and in local politics but at all levels of policy-making. If foreign policy-making within states has been a difficult area for women to enter, leadership positions in international organizations have been equally inaccessible.  While women must have access to what have traditionally been seen as centers of power where men predominate, it is equally important for women and men to work together at the local level. Victories in local struggles are important for -the achievement of the kind of multidimensional, multilevel security I have proposed. The feminist perspectives presented in this book suggest that issues of global security are interconnected with, and partly constituted by, local issues; therefore the achievement of comprehensive security depends on action by women and men at all levels of society. Such action is only possible when rigid gender hierarchies are challenged. 

Alternative Solves Patriarchy

Feminists acknowledge the patriarchal structures implicit in discussions of IR in the status quo and they question them rather than take accept them as inevitable.

J. Ann Tickner, School of International Relations @ University of Southern California, 1997, http://www.jstor.org/pss/2600855
Feminist Theory. Since it entered the field of international relations in the late 1980s, feminist theory has often, but not exclusively, been located within the critical voices of the "third debate," a term articulated by YosefLapid (1989). Although they are not all postmodern, or even post-Enlightenment, in their normative orientation at least, an assumption sometimes implied by conventional scholars, many contemporary feminist international relations scholars would identifY themselves as postpositivists in terms of Lapid's articulation of the term and in terms of the definition of positivism outlined above. While there is no necessary connection between feminist approaches and post-positivism, there is a strong resonance for a variety of reasons including a commitment to epistemological pluralism as well as to certain ontological sensitivities. With a preference for hermeneutic, historically based, humanistic and philosophical traditions of knowledge cumulation, rather than those based on the natural sciences, feminist theorists are often skeptical of empiricist methodologies that claim neutrality of facts. While many feminists do see structural regularities, such as gender and patriarchy, they define them as socially constructed and variable across time, place, and cultures, rather than as universal and natural. 

Critical feminist theory effectively combats the hegemonic male discourse

Mary Ann Tétreault March 2008, “Women in International Relations: Sediment, Trends, and Agency,” Politics & Gender, Vol. 4, Iss. 1; pg. 144.
However we assess the impact of the language of defense intellectuals, a feminist language has since evolved that challenges it on every level. Feminist "(re)visions" of familiar IR theories (e.g., Peterson 1991) exposed both their gendered assumptions and what one theorist called the "quagmire" created by foreign policies that failed to confront their many internal contradictions (Grant 1992). By the end of the 1990s, variations on Caldicott's hypothesis were guiding investigations of world politics as an arena in which ego-driven nations and policymakers depicted as masculine sought to dominate opponents cast as feminine or effeminate. 2 It also offered insights into IR as a site of struggles for dominance among subsets of masculinist scholars and practitioners. My favorite book from this period is the collection edited by Marysia Zalewski and Jane Parpart (1998). Even its title, The "Man" Question in International Relations , is a feminist critique of masculinist international relations qua politics and masculinist IR qua theory. The masculinities it challenges are assailed most tellingly from within: by Charlotte Hooper's analysis of international relations practice as a system of generating and policing acceptable masculinities; Carol Cohn's deconstruction of male hysteria (the properly masculine term is orkheia ) triggered by gays in the military; and perhaps the most threatening of all, Craig Murphy's typology of gendered roles in strategic policy, which showed that some of the most iconic masculine roles, like "the good soldier," are actually feminine (also Showalter 1985, 167-94). Even the cover photo challenges an image of masculinity highly cherished by ideologues: It shows British gunners called from a rehearsal of a Christmas program to man a coastal antiaircraft battery during an attack dressed in, well, dresses. (The photo was suppressed by wartime censors.)

Alternative Solves Middle East War

Solving the gender problem is the first step towards peace in the Middle East

Tessler and Warriner 97 Mark Tessler and Ina Warriner, Mark Tessler is a Political Science Professor at University of Michigan, Vice Provost for International Affairs, and a PhD from Northwestern, January 1997. [Cambridge University Press, Gender, Feminism, and Attitudes Towards International Conflict, JSTOR p. 281]

Three summary observations may be offered to this connection, put forward without elaboration as a stimulus to reflection and further research.  First, the absence of sex-linked differences in attitudes toward the Arab-Israeli conflict suggests that neither advocates nor opponents of territorial compromise are likely to find one sex more receptive to their message than the other.  Particularly in Israel and Palestine, where the issue is of central concern, the partisan ideological struggles surrounding the questions of war and peace are thus unlikely to find women more frequently than men in any particular political camp.  Second, the strong association between attitudes toward war and peace and attitudes toward gender equality suggests that the former are part of a more comprehensive worldview.  If this is correct, the promotion of progressive values in other areas is likely to increase support in the Middle East for peace through diplomacy and compromise.  Third, the emergence of a progressive and globalist worldview is tied to secularism, or more accurately to the privatization of religion, and also to education under conditions of greater political development and social diversity.  This in turn suggests that gains in the Middle East with respect to development, political tolerance, and citizen equality, to the extend they are realized, will also increase support for Arab-Israeli peace.

Alternative Solves Violence

Women have produced the broader conceptualization of violence against women – this ignited the successful movement against gender violence. Greater inclusion is the only way create real change – only the feminist methodology solves

S. Laurel Weldon, PhD, University of Pittsburgh, USA, Associate Professor of political science at Purdue University, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 85-6 EmiW]

Frustrated with their inability to cooperate, activists sought ways to forge a common agenda. Beginning in the early to mid-1980s, activists to work to be more inclusive in their organizational efforts and deliberations. Northern women ceded leadership of key meetings to southern women, and southern women’s presence at movement events considerably. Southern women formed independent organizations that enabled them to magnify their voice within the transnational   movement. Southern women were able to discuss issues on   own terms and independently identified violence against women as a priority. But southern women conceptualized such violence quite “differently from northern women. As a result of these discussions, south-   women began to advance a conceptualization of violence against women that included the “traditional practices” and state violence hitherto conceptualized as different or special problems for Third World women. Female genital mutilation, dowry deaths, state-sponsored violence against women, and the like were framed as part of a continuum of   violence against women (Abeyesekera 1995; Tinker 1999; Ferree and Subramaniam 2001; A. S. Fraser 1987).  This broader conceptualization of the issue of “gender violence” emerged from more inclusive deliberations among women. The conceptualization was an analytic advance because it highlighted the connections among forms of violence that were not previously seen as related. This understanding of violence against women has informed, not only analyses of these particular forms of violence, but also the relationship between gender and violence more generally. Focusing on the cultural bases for violence highlighted the role of social norms in perpetuating all violence against women regardless of whether it was immediately the result of actions by men, women, or institutions. It rendered more visible the way that all violence against women enhances social control of women’s behavior and maintains hierarchical relations. Colonial discourse obscured similarities between violence against Women in the North and such violence in the South. Violence against Women in the South was portrayed as qualitatively different from violence against women in the North. This difference served as evidence of a backward culture or civilization in arguments regarding the civilizing mission of northern powers. In contrast, southern feminists emphasized connections between so-called “harmful traditional practices” (sati, dowry deaths, female genital mutilation) and the types of violence more salient in the North (wife—battering, rape). This analytic move revealed how gender was implicated in colonial relations more generally (Ngara 1985; Kishwar and Vanita 1984; Narayan 1997). These connections were not as visible or salient before southern women articulated their  perspectives and northern women were motivated to listen and work towards agreement. This broader conceptualization of violence against women facilitated cooperation among women and permitted the framing of this issue as an issue of women’s human rights. These factors contributed to the success of the global movement against gender violence. Thus, greater inclusiveness in women’s-movement deliberations advanced understanding of social phenomena and improved the political strength of the movement. This suggests that inclusiveness can be an important methodological as well as a political concern. Moreover, inclusion is an important aspect of feminist methodology. 

Alternative Solves Human Rights

The experiences of women are a key starting point for examining human rights – focusing on gender enables new avenues for promoting the rights of everyone

Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 135-36

Generally, curb cut feminists begin with gender analysis of political, social, and economic conditions and processes. These analyses reveal the ways in which political, social, and economic contexts impede, exclude, ignore, or marginalize some women, not all women, and not only women. Curb cut feminist epistemology assumes that 1) the oppression of those “differently” oppressed than the inquirer may not be visible to the inquirer, to the theorist, or to the relatively powerful 2) when the conditions of the “differently” oppressed are identified and analyzed, greater insights than those possible from positions of relative privilege are possible, and 3) identifying the “differently” affected is a political dimension of this methodology that is itself an important subject of critical attention.416 I put “differently” in scare quotes to indicate the problematic character of the term: 1) the perspective not yet imagined is more marginalized that the most marginalized one can imagine, 2) the claim to being “differently” oppressed or marginalized (like the claim to be “most” marginalized417) is a political claim, and 3) the point is not to identify an unprivileged perspective to privilege to but deploy a device that destabilizes the epistemology of the speaker or epistemic community. The point is not to privilege marginalization or oppression but rather to deploy epistemological processes that do not marginalize or at a minimum are self-conscious about the epistemological power exercised through marginalization. Feminist analyses generate empirical and theoretical insights for understanding the struggles and wishes of those disadvantaged by hierarchies that affect political, social, and economic processes, thus enabling all of society to understand these better. In the search for universal human rights, curb cut feminist inquiry assumes that to answer the question “Are there universal human rights?”, we need to know (among other things) women’s experience of human rights and their violation. Women’s experiences and theoretical insights are the starting point of our inquiry, because women’s human rights violations often differ in kind and location from men’s human rights violations. However, when women’s previously invisible human rights violations are revealed, new theoretical and practical avenues for promoting the human rights of all of humanity open up.418 Women and others disadvantaged by exploitable hierarchies experience exclusion and human rights violations even under institutions which include many of the democratic features theorists tell us are important.419 By drawing on women’s experiences, particularly on those of women who are multiply-situated, feminist theorists and activists have drawn our attention to the range of short-comings of human rights theory and human rights regimes in practices. 

A feminist perspective on human rights can reconstruct perspectives and prevent the problem 

Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 38-9
This view of immanent universal human rights requires rethinking rights, obligation, and society. Feminist and comparative political thought on obligation can help us rethink the view of agency that has constrained so many human rights theorists from considering the full range of human rights because correlative obligations and duty-bearers cannot be found.127 Of course, the state has significant power to influence the human rights context within its borders. Further, many states can design institutions and support practices that are conducive to human rights conditions in other states. But because of the social and economic dimensions of the human rights context, neither states nor individuals nor groups of individuals can bear responsibility for the human rights context alone. In exploring these implications of human rights for responsibility, we will raise many questions that are familiar themes for theorists of democracy, justice, and freedom.128 For activists, the interdependence of human rights, democracy, freedom and justice mean that in order for our strategies for promoting human rights to be long-term effective, we need to be attentive to the ways in which our short-term human rights strategies affect longterm human rights conditions. 

Alternative Solves Economy/Development

Feminism key to sustainable economic development

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 92-93.
One such model is a feminist version of sustainable development. Recent debates in the South on women, the environment, and sustainable development (WED) have generated critiques of Western models as contributing to increases in economic and gender inequality as well as degradation of the environment that reduce people's control over their lives and use of resources. Feminist models of sustainable development advocate a bottom-up form of development that emphasizes community control over resources different lifestyles, and a rethinking of the relationship between humans and nature. They also make the link between the oppression of women and the degradation of nature. While Western models of sustainable development have prioritized the need to curb population growth, feminists in the South-while they advocate human-centered, user-controlled reproductive health care-emphasize that environmental degradation is as much the result of high levels of consumption in the North as it is of population growth in the South." Alternate models of development, such as those proposed by WED, depend on the transformation of science and knowledge. Rather than relying on scientific knowledge of Western "experts," the knowledge of local people, often subjugated, is believed to be vital for sustainable development. Braidotti et al. argue that postmodernism, with its stress on difference and locality, can make an important contribution to generating these new types of knowledge. Since it respects difference and thinks beyond dualism and hierarchy, postmodernism can contribute to dismantling the power relations implicit in the production of knowledge; it offers important new ways to critique scientific rationality and technological development.94   

Alternative Solves Economy/Development

Incorporating feminist perspectives solves the normative function of market rationality

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 91-3

A feminist redefinition of rationality might therefore include an ethic of care and responsibility. Such a definition would be compatible with behavior more typical of many women's lived experiences and would allow us to assume rational behavior that is embedded in social activities not necessarily tied to profit maximization. It could be extended beyond the household to include responsibility for the earth and its resources, a concern that is quite rational from the perspective of the survival and security of future generations. Liberal, economic nationalist, and Marxist perspectives have all tended to focus their analysis at the systems level, whether it be the international system of states or the world capitalist economy. Feminist perspectives on political economy should be constructed from the bottom up, from the standpoint of those at the periphery of the world economy or the international system. Feminist perspectives should take the individual as the basic unit of analysis, but an individual defined differently from rational economic man. Since feminists claim that the liberal assumption of individual autonomy and self-sufficiency is unrealistic, feminist perspectives would assume a connected, interdependent individual whose behavior includes activities related to reproduction as well as production. In order to capture these productive and reproductive activities, the artificial boundaries between the world of instrumentally rational economic man in the public sphere of production and the socially rational activities that women perform outside the economy as mothers, care givers, and producers of basic needs must be broken down. Destroying these barriers would help to reduce the differential value attached to the "rational" or "efficient" world of production and the private world of reproduction. Were childbearing and child rearing seen as more valued activities, also rational from the perspective of reproduction, it could help to reduce the excessive focus on the efficiency of an ever-expanding production of commodities, a focus whose utility in a world of shrinking resources, vast inequalities, and increasing environmental damage is becoming questionable. A perspective that takes this redefined individual as its basic unit of analysis could help to create an alternative model of political economy that respects human relationships as well as their relation to nature. 44 This feminist redefinition of rationality allows us to take as a starting point the assumption that the economic behavior of individuals is embedded in relationships that extend beyond the market. Maria Mies argues that the production of life should be defined as work rather than as unconscious natural activity. Labor must include life-producing work and subsistence production rather than being restricted to surplus-producing labor. Instead of accepting the sexual division of labor as natural, feminist perspectives should place the production of life as the main goal of human activity and work toward breaking down the artificial division of labor created along gender lines that perpetuates the devaluation of women's work. 45 To make women's work valued by society, the barriers between public and private must be broken down. Subsistence labor, volunteer work, household work, and reproduction are among the economic activities performed primarily by women that are not counted as economically productive. Marilyn Waring claims that women have been rendered invisible in national accounting data. Since these kinds of women's work are not included in the annual reports of the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, or the development agencies, projects are not planned with women in mind. While economists have claimed that nonmonetary labor is too hard to count, Waring suggests some ways, such as time-use data, which would make this possible. 46
Alternative Solves Democracy

We must rethink democracy from a feminist perspective

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 110.

In order to understand the role of gender-the effects of democratic transitions on women and their activities in these transitions-we need a redefinition of democracy that starts at the bottom. Generally women are better represented in local politics; often they are working outside regular political channels. Georgina Waylen has claimed that any analysis of democratization that fails to incorporate a gendered perspective - ignoring the actions of certain groups-will be flawed. Therefore, the liberal democratic state must be reexamined for its gender biases, as well as its class and racial biases; definitions of representation and citizenship in the spaces in which political life occur need to be rethought. Arguing that patriarchal structures are deeply embedded in most types of political regimes, democratic and otherwise certain internationalist feminists have looked beyond the state to build institutions and networks that are more likely than the state to diminish gender and other social hierarchies. Given the barriers to formal political office that exist for women in most states, including democracies, women activists frequently bypass the state by working either at the grassroots level or by joining forces transnationally to work for women's rights at the global level.  
Alternative Solves Imperialism

Sexual difference is the principal motivator of US imperialism – no case that neglects to address gender and sexuality is ignoring the factors that will inevitably cause future nationalist expansion. 

Kelly Oliver, prof philosophy, UT-Austin, 2007, Women as Weapons of War: Iraq, Sex, and the Media, p. 48-50

In other contexts and historical periods (e.g., British colonialism in Egypt and India, French occupation of Algeria, and republican reformers in the Ottoman Empire) feminist scholars have persuasively argued and forcefully demonstrated that gender, sexual difference, and sexuality are essential elements of nationalism and imperialism. For centuries, liberating women and women's rights have been used as justifications for imperialist and colonial missions that shore up notions of nation and homeland or patriotism. These missions also have been associated with the normalization of sexuality against the sexual deviance associated with those colonized from the perspective of the colonizers or associated with the colonizers from the perspective of the colonized (especially in Western imperialistic enterprises in countries identified with the East-the West views the East as sexually repressive while the East views the West as sexually promiscuous). 


Notions of nation and homeland have been developed, propagated, and justified through gender, including gendered metaphors of mother1and and fatherland, or metaphors that feminized or masculinized countries or territories, and gendered notions of citizens or citizen-soldiers as masculine along with the feminization of those colonized. Within the U.S. media most recently Afghanistan and Burma have been figured as feminine, countries in need of liberation or as fledgling democracies in need of protection. For example, as we have seen in the last chapter, in his 2002 State of the Union address, President Bush refers to the mothers and daughters of Afghanistan, not only appealing to family but also to an association between the country itself and femininity Recent rhetoric in the United States through which notions of nation, patriotism, and homeland are formed continue to revolve around the "question of woman." Specifically, the force of the discourses of freedom, democracy, and security relies on the use of gender, sexual difference, and sexuality-defined in terms of women's dress-to construct a free, democratic and secure West against an enslaved, theocratic and infirm Islamic Middle East. The current discussion continues the oppositional logic of im​perialist discourses that pits "West" against "East," "civilized" against "bar​baric," "backward" against "progress," measuring these qualities in terms of women and sexuality. For example, in his 9/11 anniversary speech in 2006, President Bush said that we are fighting a war against "a radical Is​lamic empire where women are prisoners in their homes" and that this war is "a struggle for civilization" against "evil" Islamic extremists. 

 The United States' interest in liberating women elsewhere from oppres​sive religious traditions that are seen as backward works to reassure us about women's sexual freedom in the West, one the one hand, and to legiti​mate constraints on women's sexual agency on the other. This is to say that the focus on "freedom" elsewhere as it is articulated in relation to women and sexuality thinly veils an anxiety about women's sexual freedom in the United States. The recent controversy over giving the HPV (human papil​loma virus) vaccine to young women is a telling example of how conserva​tive forces here work to limit women's freedom.

Medical trials suggest that the vaccine is effective in preventing this widespread sexually transmitted disease and the cervical cancer that often results from it.4 Christian conser​vatives oppose giving the vaccine to girls because they argue it will encour​age premarital sex, as if young women have heard of HPV, let alone abstain from sex in order to prevent getting it. Are Christian conservatives less concerned with the lives of girls and women than they are with keeping women in restrictive domestic roles? 

By limiting access to birth control, abortion, and vaccinations against sexu​ally transmitted diseases, they essentially limit women's sexual freedom. Katha Pollitt argues that "right-wing Christians increasingly reveal their condescending view of women as moral children who need to be kept in line sexually by fear. That's why antichoicers will not answer the call of prochoicers to join them in reducing abortions by making birth control rnore widely available: They want it to be less available. Their real interest goes way beyond protecting fetuses - it's in keeping sex tied to reproduction to keep women in their places. It is noteworthy, then, that people on both sides of this controversial issue have come together in condemning restrictions on women in Muslim countries, promoting American values " of women's liberation without reflecting on the ways in which women's freedoms are in fact curtailed here at home. We should be reminded of the nineteenth-century Lord Cromer, who fought against women's suffrage at home in England and at the same time justified British occupation of Egypt by using the rhetoric of women's liberation. This selective use of feminism when it is convenient to justify military action creates the illusion of a society primarily concerned with women and women's rights. 

In addition, the association of the lack of democracy in theocratic Islamic states with religious restrictions on women 

Card continues, no text removed
Alternative Solves - Imperialism

Card continues, no text removed
normalizes Christianity and renders its conservative factions' circumscription of women and sexuality, invisible. In other words, our focus on conservative Islamic traditions as they influence politics, particularly the politics of gender, sexual difference, and sexuality, operates to project backward religious traditions outward, in the name of another religious tradition, Christianity,  that becomes invisible in the process. If Islamic fundamentalism is associated with violence and oppression, Christian fundamentalism becomes like the air we breath, the familiar backdrop to normal political and social relations, particularly the role of women and sexual relations; its violence is pure and good while the other violence is impure and evil. 

Alternative Solves - Environment

Incorporating gendered views to the issue of ecology allows a restructuring of our relation to the environment

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 119-20

While environmental managers, operating under short-term constraints, try to coax recalcitrant states into a more cooperative stance vis-;aga-vis environmental crises, ecologists, committed to a more radical reformulation of the way we view our natural environment, take a longer-term perspective. Ecologists believe that only with a fundamental revolution in the way in which we understand nature can problems of such magnitude be solved. The mechanistic view of nature, bequeathed to us by the scientific revolution of the seventeenth century, does not bode well for an ecologically secure future. But while calling for fundamental changes in both modern science and contemporary political, social, and economic structures as great as those set in motion in the seventeenth century, few ecologists have raised the issue of gender relations. Merchant and many other feminists, however, see this issue as fundamental to those social structures as well as to the projects of modern science. For this reason, ecofeminists would claim that the science of ecology cannot live up to its claim as a holistic science without including gender in its analysis. By making explicit the inherent connection between the domination of nature and the domination of women, ecofeminists claim that both must be overcome simultaneously if true ecological security is to be achieved.
Alternative Solves Afghan Development

Alternative solves Afghan development – women’s equality is critical

J. Anne Tickner Ir prof at the School of international relations, USC, 2002 (Feminist perspectives on 911, International Studies Perspectives)

Jennifer Whitaker (2001) has suggested that there is a striking correlation between women’s political and economic participation and more general advances in development. National standards of living improve—family income, education, nutrition, and life expectancy all rise and birthrates fall as women move toward equality. When women’s influence increases, it strengthens the moderate center and increases economic stability and democratic order. In societies where women have social, political and economic power, there is a strong constituency for democracy and human rights. These claims are supported by the United Nations Human Development Programme (UNHDP) which has developed indicators to measure gender inequality. The UNHDP asserts that countries with a low ranking in terms of its Gender Development Index ~GDI! are among the poorest, with Afghanistan ranking at the bottom of countries measured (UNHDP, 1996).  Nevertheless, the UNHDP claims that gender equality does not depend on income level alone; it requires a firm political commitment, not enormous financial wealth ~UNHDP, 1996:75–78!. And changes are always evident: the report suggests that, between 1970 and 1992, the GDI values of all countries improved but at different rates. In many Arab states women’s access to education and an increase in life expectancy brought up their values more than their increased access to income and employment (UNHDP, 1996:75–81); indeed, economic power has always been the most difficult for women to achieve. More recently, the UNHDP has published a report on development in the Arab region which highlights the poor treatment of women as one of the major reasons for the region’s lack of development. The report notes that women’s participation in their countries’ political and economic life is the lowest in the world.33 The lower women’s economic power, the more likely they are to be oppressed physically, politically, and ideologically ~Godenzi, 2000!. Although, technically, Islam gives women the right to keep their own income and property, cultural tradition maintains men as heads of households who control sources of wealth ~Karam, 2000:72!. Historically, this has been true in the West also. For this reason, feminists have claimed that extending the benefits of a liberal society to women has been problematic. Values, such as individualism and free markets, extolled by Kurth, have historically been based on a male norm of rational atomistic individuals maximizing welfare through market exchange. This model has depended on free, usually female, labor for reproductive and caring tasks. Seeking equality in this type of world—whether Western or Islamic—has been problematic for women because it involves fitting into structures that are already gendered.
Alternative Solves Military Prostitution

Feminist IR key to address military prostitution

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 143.

While IR feminists have employed ethnographic methods, often with these emancipatory goals in mind, they are not using ethnography only to narrate and understand people's lives at the local level. IR feminists provide multilevel, mutually constituted constructions. Importantly, their investigations link everyday experiences with wider regional and global political and economic structures and processes. As discussed in chapter 2, Moon's work demonstrates that military prostitution is not simply a women's issue, but a matter of national security and international politics. The challenge of her work is to analyze the interaction between foreign governments and among governments and local groups." This type of understanding may reveal possibilities for social change.  

AT: Alternative Doesn’t Spill Over

Solving for feminism in international relations spills over to solving for the overall lack of representation.

Laura Sjoberg, Professor of political science at University of Florida, No Date, http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayFulltext?type=1&fid=1811076&jid=PAG&volumeId=4&issueId=01&aid=1811068 

Perhaps by addressing what counts as quality work in international relations not through the gender-subordinating lenses of tradition but with a dynamic understanding of objectivity, not only would the numerical underrepresentation of women be addressed, but also the substantive underrepresentation of women and issues and ideas traditionally associated with femininity. As scholars of international relations, we can use a dynamic objectivity approach to improve the gender balance in our discipline, and in doing so, enrich both our understanding of global politics and the methods that we use to study it. Until we achieve that goal, and so long as international relations is a man’s world, perhaps the best reaction that we as female scholars of international relations can have individually is to pursue a transformative agenda, while paying close attention to our publications, status, and rank in hopes of avoiding “becoming a statistic” of women’s exclusion in international relations. 

AT: Alternative Can’t Solve War

Feminist resistance to militarism is essential for sustained peace – without the alternative, the patriarchal drive for war ensures a spiraling continuum of armed conflict

Cockburn 10, Cynthia Department of Sociology, The City University London, UK b Centre for the Study of Women and

Gender, University of Warwick, UK (2010) 'Gender Relations as Causal in Militarization and War', International Feminist Journal of Politics, 12: 2, 139 — 157

To summarize the argument made above – looking closely at war with a sociologist’s or anthropologist’s eye reveals cultures, the detail of what is done and said. You see job advertisements for the military, you see training, you see discipline and indiscipline, killing, rape and torture. If, as well, you have a feminist’s engaged standpoint, derived from women’s lives and deaths in this maelstrom, you see the gender in it. And you turn again to evaluate so-called peacetime. You see that the disposition in societies such as those we live in, characterized by a patriarchal gender regime, is towards an association of masculinity with authority, coercion and violence. It is a masculinity (and a complementary femininity) that not only serves militarism very well indeed, but seeks and needs militarization and war for its fulfilment. Of course, the violence of war is in turn productive. It produces re-burnished ethnic identities, sharpened by memories of wrong and a desire for revenge. It produces particular gender identities – armed masculinities, demoralized and angry men, victimized femininities, types of momentarily empowered women. But these war-honed gender relations, ‘after war’ (which may always equally be ‘before war’), again tend to feed back perennially into the spiralling continuum of armed conflict, for ever predisposing a society to violence, forever disturbing the peace. Why is it important to pay attention to the perceptions of a feminist stand- point on war, to address the possibility that gender-as-we-know-it plays a part in perpetuating armed conflict? Because there are practical implications in this for our worldwide, mixed-sex movements for demilitarization, disarmament and peace. After all, we are ready to recognize that a sustainably peaceful society must differ from today’s war-torn societies. At the very least, its economic relations must be more just and equal. Additionally, its national and ethnic relations must become more respectful and inclusive. Women committed to organizing as women against war add a dimension to this transformative change. They ask the antiwar movement to recognize that, to be sustainably peaceful, a society will also have to be one in which we live gender very differently from the way it is lived today. R. W. Connell has persistently analysed what cultural studies tell us about masculinity. In 2002 he wrote ‘men predominate across the spectrum of violence. A strategy for demilitarization and peace must concern itself with this fact, with the reasons for it, and with its implications for work to reduce violence’ (Connell 2002: 34). And he went on to say, Gender dynamics are by no means the whole story. Yet given the concentration of weapons and the practices of violence among men, gender patterns appear to be strategic. Masculinities are the forms in which many dynamics of violence take shape . . . Evidently, then, a strategy for demilitarization and peace must include a strategy of change in masculinities. (2002: 38, emphasis added) Connell has also been important for showing us the multiplicity and variation in masculinity, pointing to its subversive as well as hegemonic forms (Connell 1995). In countries such as Serbia and Turkey where military service for men is still obligatory, some homosexual men have been among the most politicized and challenging ‘conscientious objectors’, because of the way they have simultaneously refused militarism and conformity to patriarchal norms of manhood (Cinar and Usterci 2009). So the message coming from feminist antiwar, antimilitarist and peace organizations of the kind I studied is that our many internationally linked coalitions against militarism and war as a whole need to challenge patriarchy as well as capitalism and nationalism. ‘We can’t do this alone’, women say. Sandra Harding (2004b: 135) has pointed out that: everything that feminist thought must know must also inform the thought of every other liberatory movement, and vice versa. It is not just the women in those other movements who must know the world from the perspective of women’s lives. Everyone must do so if the movements are to succeed at their own goals. But the message emanating from a feminist standpoint on war has not so far been welcomed onto the mainstream agenda. The major antiwar coalitions, mainly led by left tendencies, contain many women activists. An unknown number, individually, may share in a feminist analysis of war, but their presence has not yet been allowed to shape the movements’ activism. If antimilitarist and antiwar organizing is to be strong, effective and to the point, women must oppose war not only as people but as women. And men too must oppose it in their own gender identity – as men – explicitly resisting the exploitation of masculinity for war. 

AT: Alternative Can’t Solve War

War is not inevitable, but the male dominated system makes it appear to be 

Eisenstein 8 Zillah Eistenstein, professor at Ithaca College, anti-racist feminist activist, 2008. [Zed Books, Feminism and War: Confronting US Imperialism, Robin L. Riley, Chandra Talpade Mohanty, and Minnie Bruce Pratt, editors at Zed Books, p. 34]

It is dangerous to think that war is inevitable, and intrinsic to human nature. I do not think genes are simply nature, nor do I think human nature is natural at all. The concept of nature is truly political at the start. It is a construct that reifies the needs of those who need us to fight their wars. In this tech no-masculinist world that we inhabit we are shown war as the drama of manhood. Sometimes it is named the 'Oedipal compul- sion,' and the 'psychic quest for the father.' Yet over 120,000 dutiful sons who fought the Vietnam War came home to commit suicide, twice the number killed in the war (Boose 1993: 504, 605).     Gender naturalizes war; and war is gendered. Masculinity and femi- ninity are set as normal oppositions. And the sexual body itself is left silenced. The very process of birthing is most often not in view, or is trivialized, or is fantasized (Ruddick 1993: 291). None of these options helps real live women. This process silences and obfuscates the female body and leaves it unreadable. War, in Hobhcsian fashion, starts from this mythic place. Women are absent giving birth; men kill. Or, as Klaus Theweleir says, 'War ranks high among the male ways of giving birth' (Theweleit 2003: 284). Women, then, are supposedly peaceful; and men make war. The essentialist argument assigns these categories in nature while masking the artificial gendering of wars.     Women are sexed in particular ways and birth in a world that demands that they nurture as well. If we give up the fixedness of both sex and gender then we are left to examine the changeability of sexing gender and gendering sex. This does not erase sex or gender but rather demands an accounting of their politicized contextual meanings. So some women may 34 look to preserve life rather than smash it, but many females will enter the military. This means that the practices of gender will change even though the authorized essentialized views of femininity and manliness can remain static.     -     War institutionalizes sexual differentiation while also undermining it. War demands opposition, differentiation, and the othering of peoples. The privileging of masculinity underscores all other processes of differ- entiation. War is a process by which masculinity is both produced and reproduced. The heroic warrior is the standard (Hooper 2001: 76, gb). Everyone else is a pussy, a wimp, a 'fag.' It is why the defeat of the USA in Vietnam was viewed as emasculating. The defeat required a rearticulation of gender as much as a refocusing of foreign policy. As recently as 2003 the US gay newspaper The Blade ran an exposŽ of the Tiger Forces - the elite unit that 'savaged civilians in Vietnam.' This highly trained unit of paratroopers, in 1967, cut off the ears and scalps of their prisoners and donned them as necklaces of triumph (Sallah and Weiss 2003: 45). It is now well documented that US troops maimed and raped innocents in a series of Vietnamese villages. Yet the Tiger Forces are still fighting US wars, leading some to say that the only difference between the Afghan and Vietnam wars is that Afghanistan is brown, and Vietnam was green (Alexievich 1990). One is left to ponder how the ghoulish war atrocities in Vietnam are a part of the Tiger Forces' strategy in Iraq.     Vietnam continues to be a reminder of the unsettling demasculiniza- tion of the USA in defeat. It is why Jane Fonda is still hated for her anti-war activity and remains nothing but 'pussy' to defenders of this war. She sadly continues to apologize for her anti-war activism, but to no avail. Gertrude Stein had it right when she said that patriarchal is supposed to be the same as patriotic and the patriotic woman is supposed to be silent and supportive, not subversive (Higonnet 2003: 205-26).     Post-Vietnam politics turned to remaseulinizing the US military for global capitalism.The US defeat in Vietnam was used to justify the down- sizing and privatizing of the 'feminized' inept government A leaner and meaner state is what global capitalists wished for along with Donald Rumsfeld's desire to restructure and privatize the military as well.

War is not natural or inevitable – gender is critical to reproducing identities that enable war

Jan Jindy Pettman, Director of Centre for Women’s Studies at Australian National University, Spring 2004, pg. 92
9/11 and its aftermath did not silence feminists or transnational women's analysis and action for a more peaceful world. Feminists do have important things to say about these post-Cold War times. Their critiques reveal that war is not natural or inevitably a part of interstate relations - it has to be made afresh each time. Nor are the international and national identities whose boundaries mark the killing lines natural or inevitable. And gender plays a constitutive part in the making and reproduction of identities and war. This analysis does not stop at deconstruction or at clearing space for new thinking and action. There are many feminist lessons, strategies, and understandings developed in war and conflict fields that offer alternative courses of action. These ideas have been tested in severe conditions of organized violence, identity difference, and hurt. Why then is feminism so fiercely resisted, both within IR and at times of national and international crisis and violence? 

AT: Alternative Can’t Solve War

Making women’s experiences visible is our only hope for peace and justice

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” xi-x

Rather than discussing strategies for bringing more women into the international relations discipline as it is conventionally defined, I shall seek answers to my questions by bringing to light what I believe to be the masculinist underpinnings of the field. I shall also examine what the discipline might look like if the central realities of women's day-to-day lives were included in its subject matter. Making women's experiences visible allows us to see how gender relations have contributed to the way in which the field of international relations is conventionally constructed and to reexamine the traditional boundaries of the field. Drawing attention to gender hierarchies that privilege men's knowledge and men's experiences permits us to see that it is these experiences that have formed the basis of most of our knowledge about international politics. It is doubtful whether we can achieve a more peaceful and just world, a goal of many scholars both women and men who write about international politics, while these gender hierarchies remain in place. Although this book is an attempt to make the discipline of international relations more relevant to women's lives, I am not writing it only for women; I hope that its audience will include both women and men who are seeking a more inclusive approach to the way we think about international politics. Women have spoken and written on the margins of international relations because it is to the margins that their experiences have been relegated. Not until international politics is an arena that values the lived experiences of us all can we truly envisage a more comprehensive and egalitarian approach that, it is to be hoped, could lead to a more peaceful world. Because gender hierarchies have contributed to the perpetuation of global insecurities, all those concerned with international affairs-- men and women alike-- should also be concerned with understanding and overcoming their effects.  

Any discussion of peace that excludes the feminist discourse is invalid; it must be expanded, updated, and reconceived to obtain legitimacy.

Karen J. Warren, Duane L. Cady, Professors at Macalester and Hamline, Spring 1994, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3810167?cookieSet=1
In this paper we have offered six sorts of women-peace connections provided by feminism and ecofeminism which suggest where and how women fit into discussions of peace. We suggested that if one takes feminism seriously, many current discussions of peace and war must be updated, expanded, and reconceived. They must be "updated" because feminist literature which points to women-nature-peace connections is currently available and, as such, needs to be addressed by any informed philosophical perspective. They must be "expanded" because the omission of such discussions will result in inadequate, because exclusionary, accounts of peace. And they must be "reconceived" because, once one looks at peace and war through a feminist lens, one sees things differently: Never again does one have the privilege or luxury of talking about nationalism, and regional conflict, militarism, war, and violence, as if women and nature didn't matter. They do. That's what is shown when one takes feminism and peace connections seriously. 

Traditional studies ignore gender hierarchies – hurts security

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 5.

The second goal is to demonstrate what feminist approaches to IR are contributing and can contribute to our understanding of global politics. While not suggesting that they can tell us everything we need to know about world politics, feminists are challenging us to see the inequality and domination aspects of "common sense" gender differences. For example uncovering previously hidden gender hierarchies in policy priorities or workplace participation can show how they contribute to conflict and injustice in ways that have detrimental effects on the security of both men and women. Much of feminist analysis draws upon and intersects with that of scholars who would not consider themselves part of the discipline of IR; this suggests that feminists are charting their own voyages of discovery rather than staying within the confines of the discipline. Debates as to how connected feminism should be to the discipline are central to feminist discussions. 

AT: Alternative Can’t Solve War

Feminist criticism of IR leads to a more peaceful world

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 146-147.

IR feminists will continue to challenge disciplinary boundaries and methods that, they believe, impose limitations on the kinds of questions that can be asked and the ways in which they can be answered. For this reason, their work often seems disconnected from a discipline, centered in political science, that can appear as inhospitable terrain for gender analysis. A world of states situated in an anarchical international system leaves little room for analyses of social relations, including gender relations. Consequently, as this chapter has shown, feminists have gone outside political science and drawn upon methods, such as ethnography and discourse analysis, more prevalent in sociology and anthropology. Coming out of a long tradition of cross-disciplinary feminist theory, IR feminists are, therefore, building transdisciplinary knowledge rather than knowledge based in political science; they are beginning to establish their own research agendas, albeit using different methodologies to do so. Listening to voices not previously recognized in the discipline has allowed IR feminists to see different worlds, ask new questions, and begin to build the kind of practical knowledge necessary to construct more democratic theories and practices.  However, these transdisciplinary excursions and methodological innovations have consequences. Power differences between conventional and critical approaches that often play out by drawing disciplinary boundaries around subject matter and methods will continue to render judgment of feminist approaches as less than adequate, and frustration with strategies of cooptation or attempted exclusion will persist. Nevertheless, as they set out on their own journeys through world politics, I believe that it is important that IR feminists stay connected to the IR discipline, particularly at a time when other critical voices are raising similar challenges. Critical questioning of the founding assumptions of IR and the investigation of issues such as human security, human rights, democratic participation, and economic justice are crucial if IR is to contribute to building a more peaceful and just world, a goal that has motivated the discipline since its founding.  
Research proves feminist approaches are less likely to produce violence

Mary Caprioli, prof @ UMass-Dartmouth, and Mark A. Boyer, prof @ UConnecticut, August 2001, Gender, Violence, and International Crisis, p. 504

At the outset of our discussion, it is important to note the great diversity in what political scientists often aggregate under the heading of feminist theory. Accordingly, we acknowledge that we examine only a small subset of feminist literature and use feminist theory as a general term while still recognizing the varying feminist perspectives and the dialogue between feminist theorists within and across disciplines. In the theoretical and conceptual discussion that follows, we build on scholarship from feminist anthropology, business, communications science, political science, and psychology to understand better how the diversity of feminist approaches can inform our understanding of international crisis behavior. In spite of this diversity within feminist literature, it is possible to identify a variety of themes that suggest differences in how women and men conceptualize peace and security. A significant amount of scholarship has shown, for instance, that women are more peaceful than men and less likely to support the use of international violence (de Boer 1985; Fite, Genest, and Wilcox 1990; Frankovic 1982; McGlen and Sarkees 1993; Mueller 1973, 1994; Shapiro and Mahajan 1986; Smith 1984; Togeby 1994; Tessler and Warriner 1997; Conover and Sapiro 1993).' Other studies suggest that women are more likely to use a collective or consensual approach to problem solving and conflict resolution than an approach that focuses on the unilateral imposition of solutions (Gidengil 1995; Welch and Hibbing 1992; Miller 1988; White 1988; Rosenthal 1998). Ample work also exists within the feminist literature to provide expectations that women will behave differently than men regarding the sanctioning of a state's use of violence as a means of conflict resolution (Fite, Genest, and Wilcox 1990; Gallagher 1993; Mueller 1973, 1989, 1994; Welch and Thomas 1988; Wilcox, Hewitt, and Allsop 1996). These gender-based value differences to international relations and foreign policy find their genesis in contrasting values and conceptions of politics and security, language, and power.

AT: Alternative Can’t Solve War

Science indicates that societies that emphasize gender equality take on more peaceful views of conflict resolution in diplomacy. 

Mary Caprioli, prof @ UMass-Dartmouth, and Mark A. Boyer, prof @ UConnecticut, August 2001, Gender, Violence, and International Crisis, p. 509 - 510

Although research exists that has identified a gender gap in support of the use of international violence as discussed above, Tickner (1992, 138-39) argued that the gender gap and the inherent masculinity of international relations is at least partly a function of defining citizenship along the lines of "warrior patriot." Therefore, if citizenship were reoriented toward a conception of "citizen defender," we could begin to view international relations through a more gender-neutral lens. Indeed, a more pacific view of conflict resolution has been linked to gender-neutral value systems during interstate disputes (Caprioli 2000; Tessler and Warriner 1997). Furthermore, Tessler and Warriner (1997) argued that no evidence exists that women are by nature less militaristic than men or more oriented toward diplomacy and compromise in their judgments about security. They did find, however, that those who are more supportive of equality between women and men are also more favorably disposed toward diplomacy and compromise. A norm of equality among individuals, therefore, translates into equality and more restrained treatment for other political communities and countries (Caprioli 2000). This suggests that the relationship between more pacific attitudes and international conflict rests on the degree of gender equality that characterizes a society. Those who express greater concern for the status and role of women, particularly for equality between women and men, are more likely than other individuals to believe that the international disputes in which their country is involved should be resolved through diplomacy and compromise.3 We would, therefore, expect states that exhibit higher levels of gender equality to be less likely to use violence to resolve crises than those with less egalitarian societies.
Some scholars argue that a conception of power as domination and control is used as the rationale for female subjugation, thus leading to greater societal violence. Iannello (1992, 43) argued that power should be conceptualized as a divisible, infinite resource and the ability to reach goals. Values that emphasize equality and interdependence, therefore, would translate into an understanding of power as an infinite resource and would lead to unique conceptions of politics and security that are not necessarily the same concepts widely accepted in the international political system today. These values of equality and interdependence are not necessarily unique to women. Indeed, we use the term feminist to represent those people, both men and women, who are not hampered by socially constructed gender values and subscribe to values of equality and interdependence. Theoretically, gender-neutral societies would free both men and women from social constraints of the "male" and the "female," and each gender would represent a continuum of values on which the more pacific of both genders were those who subscribe to feminist and gender-equality values. The feminist view of politics and security rejects the Hobbesian description of the state of nature, wherein distrust and fear are presumed to be the dominant emotions and forces for political action. Feminism concerns itself with a "common security to envisage a type of security that is global and multidimensional with political, economic, and ecological facets that are as important as its military dimensions" (Tickner 1992, 22). According to Tickner (1992), feminism, in opposition to realism, defines security as the elimination of routine violence and unjust social relations, highlights the importance of cooperation and interdependence, and stresses social concerns over military prowess. For example, delegates at the 1985 Women's International Peace Conference "agreed that security meant nothing if it was built on others' insecurity" (Tickner 1992, 54-55). Feminism also involves a commitment to freedom, equality, and self-government (Dietz 1985) and rejects hierarchical domination, the use of military force, and other forms of exploitation (Brock-Utne 1985). Competition, violence, intransigence, and territoriality are all associated with a male approach to international relations. According to this literature, feminists would be less likely to see crisis negotiation as a competition and also less likely to advocate the use of violence as a solution, which would be focused on conceptions of common security and lasting peace. As this review of feminist writings suggests, although some research exists concerning the impact of gender- neutral value systems on international behavior, there is little empirical work in the international relations field that has attempted to examine the impact of gender-neutral value systems on crisis behavior.

AT: Alternative Can’t Solve War

Gender equality directly decreases the severity of violence used in international crises.

Mary Caprioli, prof @ UMass-Dartmouth, and Mark A. Boyer, prof @ UConnecticut, August 2001, Gender, Violence, and International Crisis, p. 515-516

States that are characterized by higher levels of gender equality use lower levels of violence during crises than those with lower levels of gender equality. This finding supports and extends the existing literature that tests similar hypotheses concerning the international behavior of states during international disputes. Our data highlight the impact of domestic gender equality on the level of violence employed by a state in an international crisis. Although the most powerful causal factors are embedded in the action-reaction processes that characterize crises in international affairs and in the val- ues threatened during the high-stakes environment of international crises, the severity of violence in crises does decrease as domestic gender equality increases. Our research thus adds to the growing body of literature that identifies the myriad of domestic influences on international behavior. In particular, our results have direct implications for understanding the impact of domestic sociopolitical gender equality and how that might translate into international policy decision outputs. The robustness of the gender equality findings is also noteworthy when accounting for the fact that crisis by its very nature places leaders in one of the most heated decision-making environments possible. In other words, even in an environment that exhibits a high propensity toward violence, higher levels of gender equity decrease the tendency toward violence. These results may be even more robust after examining data over a time period long enough for societal values to become truly gender neutral, as the percentage of women in parliament for any state remains small in almost all instances. Given the continuing gains made by women worldwide, it is possible that greater percentages of women in the legislature could produce even more striking results in years to come. 

Our focus on gender equality represents a domestic norm of tolerance and equality that seems to be mirrored in states' international behavior at least with respect to the level of violence used during international crises. This strengthens the argument made by Caprioli (2000) regarding the association of gender equality and level of violence used during militarized interstate disputes. 

Domestic violence makes international violence inevitable

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 58
Maria Mies argues that this line, which demarcates public and private, separates state-regulated violence, the rule of right for which there are legally sanctioned punishments, and male violence, the rule of might for which, in many societies, no such legal sanctions exist. The rule of might and the rule of right are descriptions that have also been used in international relations discourse to distinguish the international and domestic spheres. By drawing our attention to the frequently forgotten realm of family violence that is often beyond the reach of the law, these feminists point to the interrelationship of violence and oppression across all levels of analysis. Feminist perspectives on security would assume that violence, whether it be in the international, national, or family realm, is interconnected.76 Family violence must be seen in the context of wider power relations; it occurs within a gendered society in which male power dominates at all levels.77 If men are traditionally seen as protectors, an important aspect of this role is protecting women against certain men.78 Any feminist definition of security must therefore include the elimination of all types of violence, including violence produced by gender relations of domination and subordination. The achievement of this comprehensive vision of security requires a rethinking of the way in which citizenship has traditionally been defined, as well as alternative models for describing the behavior of states in the international system.

AT: Alternative Causes Insecurity

Feminism enables a multidimensional approach to security

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 48.

Most feminist scholarship on security also employs a different ontology and epistemology from conventional security studies. Reluctant to be associated with either side of the realist/idealist debate, for reasons outlined in chapter 1, and generally skeptical of rationalist, scientific claims to universality and objectivity, most feminist scholarship on security is compatible with the critical side of the third debate. Questioning the role of states as adequate security providers, many feminists have adopted a multidimensional, multilevel approach, similar to some of the efforts to broaden the definition of security described above. Feminists' commitment to the emancipatory goal of ending women's subordination is consistent with a broad definition of security that takes the individual, situated in broader social structures, as its starting point. Feminists seek to understand how the security of individuals and groups is compromised by violence, both physical and structural, at all levels. 

AT: Alternative Causes Insecurity

The conception of “National Security” founded upon existing institutions guarantees it remains a fantasy- the kritik opens up the option of true security for all

Adam Jones, political scientist at University of British Columbia, 1996 (“Does Gender Make the World go round?”  Review of international studies vol 22, number 4, JSTOR)

The spirited discussion in feminist literature of 'national security' draws its inspiration from the debate in peace studies and dependency literature over peace, war, and violence. The dependista formulation of 'structural' violence24 has profoundly influenced the feminist claim that special, gender-specific states of insecurity exist even-or especially?- in states that are 'secure' by Realist standards. A forceful treatment of this theme is Peterson's.25 Recapping some statistics of female victimization the world over, Peterson presents the now familiar motif of a global, male-initiated 'war against women'. However 'secure' it might be in the international sphere, the state is complicit in the global phenomenon of violence against women, acting directly 'through its selective sanctioning of non-state violence' and indirectly 'through its promotion of masculinist, heterosexist, and classist ideologies'. In the face of women's 'systemic insecurity', Peterson contends that '"national security" is particularly and profoundly contradictory for women'. She adds: "Radically rethinking security" is one consequence of taking feminism seriously: this entails asking what security can mean in the context of interlocking systems of hierarchy and domination and how gendered identities and ideologies (re)produce these structural insecurities.26 And Tickner notes that 'thinking of security in multidimensional terms allows us to get away from [Realists'] prioritizing [of] military issues, issues that have been central to the agenda of traditional international relations but that are the furthest removed from women's experiences'.27 If the idea of national security is compromised by the unjust structures it acts to buttress, so too is the entire range of classical conceptions of power. When feminists analyze these conceptions, their argument generally takes one of two forms. They may seek to illuminate the power relationships that standard commentary has overlooked; or they may propose a radical redefinition of what actually constitutes 'power'. The former approach is straightforward. With its close link to the binary demarcation of public and private spheres that feminists have long assailed, it represents one of the more intuitively valid feminist assertions. The argument runs as follows: a focus on power exchanges among unitary states, or among elite men in the public sphere, misses a wide range of power relationships that discriminate against women. But while classical theories have devoted extensive attention to power, and down played the role of ideological or cultural factors, they have under-estimated the amount and varieties of power at work. It has taken power to deprive women of land titles and leave them little choice but to sexually service soldiers and banana workers. It has taken power to keep women out of their countries' diplomatic corps and out of the upper reaches of the World Bank. It has taken power to keep questions of inequity between local men and women off the agendas of many nationalist movements in industrialized as well as agrarian societies. It has taken power to construct popular culture? films, advertisements, books, fairs, fashion-which reinforces, not subverts, global hierarchies.28 Interestingly, this framework has also been used to examine power relations among women themselves. Some attention has been devoted to women who hold gender-structured positions of power-for example, as employers of domestic servants.29 Feminists have pointed out the 'very real power relations that exist among women, which determine how much money and time women can contribute to movement politics (and movement theorizing)'.30 Opposition has been voiced to Western feminists' eagerness to address a plight that is not directly theirs: that of their 'underprivileged' sisters in the Third World. These rifts and dissensions can only grow in the foreseeable future, as the surface ideological solidarities that tend to prevail early in the life of progressive movements are undercut by differences latent or emergent within them. The second type of feminist project-the attempt to radically redefine power-is more complex, and to my mind a good deal more problematic. For one thing, the effort is more prescriptive than descriptive. It seeks to delineate how power should be viewed, rather than how power considerations (as ordinarily understood) apply in spheres where their operation has often gone unnoticed. The attempt to redefine power is usually associated with feminism's essentialist wing, which isolates supposed differences in the way women versus men employ power. Women are said to act in a 'shared rather than assertive' manner.31 Feminist attempts to conceptualize power as mutual enablement rather than domination' seek to strip power of its coercive dimension, as a means of 'feminizing' both the domestic and inter national environment. This is the distinction drawn by Marilyn French {Beyond Power), who argued for a separation of 'power-over' from 'power-to'. In Rosemarie Tong's summary, 'Whereas power-to is constructive, power-over is destructive. Power-to seeks to create and to further pleasure for everyone; power-over seeks to destroy and spread pain.'32 

AT: Alternative Can’t Overcome Social Structures

The alternative can transform social structures through counterhegemonic forces

Jill Steans March 1999, “The Private is Global: Feminist Politics and Global Political Economy,” New Political Economy, Vol. 4, Issue 1.
Critical GPE raises political questions about economic and social inequalities and the inequitable distribution of resources and power, and attempts to identify the potential for change. As Cox contends, 'world orders' do change: alternative political, economic and social arrangements can and do emerge.(n34) Critical theorists remind us that people make their own history, though in conditions not entirely of their own choosing.(n35) One of the attractions of approaches to global political economy informed by critical theory is that they attempt to theorise the relationship between structure and agency, rather than privileging one over the other.(n36) Social action is seen to be constrained by, and constituted within, prevailing social structures. However, structures can be transformed by collective action involving leading or subordinate groups in society. Counterhegemonic forces emerge which challenge the prevailing institutional and political arrangements.(n37) As was noted above, there is space within this framework to examine the position of women as social, economic and political subjects in relation to the globalisation of these same forces and to assess the nature and impact of feminist politics.

Individuals have considerable potential to change social conditions.

Brigitte Bargetz, 2009. [Reconciling the Irreconcilable, The Politics of the Everyday: A Feminist Revision of the Public/Private Frame, http://www.iwm.at/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=130&Itemid=125-There] 
The everyday as critical concept is not an unchanging and distinct social sphere. Rather, critical conceptualizations of the everyday (e.g. by Michel de Certeau, Antonio Gramsci, Agnes Heller, Henri Lefebvre, Dorothy Smith) situate it in specific historical and political contexts. Perceiving the everyday as “polydimensional”, these theories focus explicitly on the everyday’s ambivalences, in particular on its relations to power structures and its hidden empowering potentials. The everyday then is not only an object of inquiry, but also something to be transformed. “Adherents of the critical approach to the study of everyday life therefore take an explicit ethico-political stance, and place considerable stress on the potential for individual and collective agency to transform existing social conditions, a strategy which is anathema to practitioners of mainstream social science.”

AT: Alternative Can’t Overcome Realism

Feminine perspectives on international relations offer a way out of the inevitable violence of realism

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 62-4

Realists have offered us an instrumental version of states' security-seeking behavior, which, I have argued, depends on a partial representation of human behavior associated with a stereotypical hegemonic masculinity. Feminist redefinitions of citizenship allow us to envisage a less militarized version of states' identities, and feminist theories can also propose alternative models for states' international security-seeking behavior, extrapolated from a more comprehensive view of human behavior. Realists use state-of-nature stories as metaphors to describe the insecurity of states in an anarchical international system. I shall suggest an alternative story, which could equally be applied to the behavior of individuals in the state of nature. Although frequently unreported in standard historical accounts, it is a true story, not a myth, about a state of nature in early nineteenth-century America. Among those present in the first winter encampment of the 1804-1806 Lewis and Clark expedition into the Northwest territories was Sacajawea, a member of the Shoshone tribe. Sacajawea had joined the expedition as the wife of a French interpreter; her presence was proving invaluable to the security of the expedition's members, whose task it was to explore uncharted territory and establish contact with the native inhabitants to inform them of claims to these territories by the United States. Although unanticipated by its leaders, the presence of a woman served to assure the native inhabitants that the expedition was peaceful since the Native Americans assumed that war parties would not include women: the expedition was therefore safer because it was not armed.91 This story demonstrates that the introduction of women can change the way humans are assumed to behave in the state of nature. Just as Sacajawea's presence changed the Native American's expectations about the behavior of intruders into their territory, the introduction of women into our state-of-nature myths could change the way we think about the behavior of states in the international system. The use of the Hobbesian analogy in international relations theory is based on a partial view of human nature that is stereotypically masculine; a more inclusive perspective would see human nature as both conflictual and cooperative, containing elements of social reproduction and interdependence as well as domination and separation. Generalizing from this more comprehensive view of human nature, a feminist perspective would assume that the potential for international community also exists and that an atomistic, conflictual view of the inter-national system is only a partial representation of reality. Liberal individualism, the instrumental rationality of the marketplace, and the defector's self-help approach in Rousseau's stag hunt are all, in analagous ways, based on a partial masculine model of human behavior.92 These characterizations of human behavior, with their atomistic view of human society, do not assume the need for interdependence and cooperation.93 Yet states frequently exhibit aspects of cooperative behavior when they engage in diplomatic negotiations. As Cynthia Enloe states, diplomacy runs smoothly when there is trust and confidence between officials representing governments with conflicting interests. She suggests that many agreements are negotiated informally in the residences of ambassadors where the presence of diplomatic wives creates an atmosphere in which trust can best be cultivated.94 As Enloe concludes, women, often in positions that are unremunerated or undervalued, remain vital to creating and maintaining trust between men in a hostile world

AT: Alternative Can’t Overcome Realism

Feminine perspectives on international relations offer a way out of the inevitable violence of realism

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 62-4

Realists have offered us an instrumental version of states' security-seeking behavior, which, I have argued, depends on a partial representation of human behavior associated with a stereotypical hegemonic masculinity. Feminist redefinitions of citizenship allow us to envisage a less militarized version of states' identities, and feminist theories can also propose alternative models for states' international security-seeking behavior, extrapolated from a more comprehensive view of human behavior. Realists use state-of-nature stories as metaphors to describe the insecurity of states in an anarchical international system. I shall suggest an alternative story, which could equally be applied to the behavior of individuals in the state of nature. Although frequently unreported in standard historical accounts, it is a true story, not a myth, about a state of nature in early nineteenth-century America. Among those present in the first winter encampment of the 1804-1806 Lewis and Clark expedition into the Northwest territories was Sacajawea, a member of the Shoshone tribe. Sacajawea had joined the expedition as the wife of a French interpreter; her presence was proving invaluable to the security of the expedition's members, whose task it was to explore uncharted territory and establish contact with the native inhabitants to inform them of claims to these territories by the United States. Although unanticipated by its leaders, the presence of a woman served to assure the native inhabitants that the expedition was peaceful since the Native Americans assumed that war parties would not include women: the expedition was therefore safer because it was not armed.91 This story demonstrates that the introduction of women can change the way humans are assumed to behave in the state of nature. Just as Sacajawea's presence changed the Native American's expectations about the behavior of intruders into their territory, the introduction of women into our state-of-nature myths could change the way we think about the behavior of states in the international system. The use of the Hobbesian analogy in international relations theory is based on a partial view of human nature that is stereotypically masculine; a more inclusive perspective would see human nature as both conflictual and cooperative, containing elements of social reproduction and interdependence as well as domination and separation. Generalizing from this more comprehensive view of human nature, a feminist perspective would assume that the potential for international community also exists and that an atomistic, conflictual view of the inter-national system is only a partial representation of reality. Liberal individualism, the instrumental rationality of the marketplace, and the defector's self-help approach in Rousseau's stag hunt are all, in analagous ways, based on a partial masculine model of human behavior.92 These characterizations of human behavior, with their atomistic view of human society, do not assume the need for interdependence and cooperation.93 Yet states frequently exhibit aspects of cooperative behavior when they engage in diplomatic negotiations. As Cynthia Enloe states, diplomacy runs smoothly when there is trust and confidence between officials representing governments with conflicting interests. She suggests that many agreements are negotiated informally in the residences of ambassadors where the presence of diplomatic wives creates an atmosphere in which trust can best be cultivated.94 As Enloe concludes, women, often in positions that are unremunerated or undervalued, remain vital to creating and maintaining trust between men in a hostile world.
AT: Alternative Can’t Overcome Competition

The founders of liberalism were explicit in their assumption that competition was a male quality
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 73-4

Rational economic man is extrapolated from assumptions about human nature that originate in British liberal political theory of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Rational economic man bears many similarities to Hobbesian man, whose aggressive passions have been tamed by the rational pursuit of profit. Liberal contract theories about individuals' origins, such as that of Hobbes's, depict a state of nature where individuals exist prior to and apart from the community; they come together, not out of any desire for community, but out of the need for a protected environment in which they can conduct their economic transactions more securely without the threat of physical violence. Hartsock argues that, given its dependence solely on economic exchange, any notion of community in liberal theory is fragile and instrumental. She claims, however, that this liberal assumption, that the behavior of individuals can be explained apart from society, is unrealistic since individuals have always been a part of society. 6 Although early liberal theorists were explicit in their assertion that their models of human behavior applied to men, not women, this distinction has since been lost, because contemporary liberals assume that humanity as a whole behaves in the same way. Feminist critics take issue with this theory of human behavior, asserting that it is biased toward a masculine representation. Harding claims that, for women, the self is defined through relationship with others rather than apart from others. 7 Alison Jaggar argues that liberalism's individualistic portrayal of human nature has placed excessive value on the mind at the expense of the body. In our sexual division of labor, men have dominated the intellectual fields while women have been assigned the "domestic" tasks necessary for physical survival; Jaggar concludes that, given this traditional sexual division of labor, women would be unlikely either to develop a theory of human nature that ignored human interdependence or to formulate a conception of rationality that stressed individual autonomy. If the need for interdependence were taken as the starting point, community and cooperation would not be seen as puzzling and problematic when we begin to think about alternative ways to define rationality. 8 

2NC AT: Alternative Universalizes

1. Emphasis on difference produces political tribalism –each group can only speak about its own community

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 165].

Celebrating and reifying difference as a political end in itself thus runs the risk of creating increasingly divisive and incommensurate discourses where each group claims a knowledge or experienced based legitimacy but, in doing so, precluding the possibility of common understanding or intergroup political discourse. Instead, difference produces antithetical discord and political-tribalism: only working class Hispanics living in South Central Los Angeles, for instance, can speak of, for, and about their community, its concerns, interests and needs; only female African Americans living in the projects of Chicago can speak "legitimately" of the housing and social problems endemic to inner city living. Discourse becomes confined not to conversations between identity groups since this is impossible, but story telling of personal/group experiences where the "other" listens intently until their turn comes to tell-their-own stories and experiences. Appropriating the voice or pain of others by speaking, writing, or theorizing on issues, perspectives, or events not indicative of one's group-identity becomes not only illegitimate but a medium of oppression and a means to silence others. The very activity of theory and political discourse as it has been understood traditionally in International Relations, and the social sciences more generally, is thus rendered inappropriate in the new milieu of identity politics. 

2. They mischaracterize our argument – women aren’t inherently peaceful or caring; these attributes are entirely constructed and forced upon women. However, ignoring the social reality of gender normativity defeats any project that seeks to overcome them. Our argument is only that the rigid binary international relations upholds is destructive and should be rejected.

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 136-7

If characteristics associated with hegemonic masculinity are not serving to increase security in our contemporary world, do more secure futures depend on the substitution of values or characteristics more typically associated with femininity? Certain contemporary feminists have celebrated gender difference and hypothesized a special female world superior to and separate from the world of men. In her book entitled Is The Future Female?, Lynne Segal claims that this type of thinking is dangerous and divisive and unlikely to achieve the major goal of feminism, which should be to work for the equality of women.3 Segal argues that women, whose many gendered identities are constructed in terms of race, class, culture, and historical circumstances, cannot be characterized in these essentialist categories. Contemporary characterizations of women in terms similar to the Victorian ideal of the "good woman" serve only to make men more powerful. The celebration of female virtues supports the view of males as protectors and reinforces the separation between public and private spheres, relegating women to the latter. It also diverts attention from the agenda of working toward women's political, economic, and social equality, an agenda necessary for the achievement of genuine security. Characteristics that have typically been associated with femininity must therefore be seen not in essentialist terms but as characteristics that women have developed in response to their socialization and their historical roles in society. The association of women with moral virtues such as caring comes not from women's innate moral superiority but from women's activities in the private sphere where these values are accepted in theory, if not always in practice. Since they are linked to women and the private sphere, however, these feminine characteristics have been devalued in the public realm, particularly in the world of international politics. The question then becomes how to revalue them in public life in ways that can contribute to the creation of a more just and secure world. Taking care not to elevate these feminine characteristics to a position of superiority, we can regard them as an inspiration that can contribute to our thinking about ways to build better futures. Even if the better future is not female, a human future that rejects the rigid separation of public and private sphere values and the social distinctions between women and men requires that the good qualities of both are equally honored and made available to all. 

2NC AT: Alternative Universalizes

3. Tickner understands your argument and incorporates different views of women in her theories –their radical critique makes it impossible to create a sustainable movement against gender hierarchies

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 16-7

This notion of standpoint has been seriously criticized by postmodern feminists who argue that a unified representation of women across class, racial, and cultural lines is an impossibility. Just as feminists more generally have criticized existing knowledge that is grounded in the experiences of white Western males, postmodernists claim that feminists themselves are in danger of essentializing the meaning of woman when they draw exclusively on the experiences of white Western women: such an approach runs the additional risk of reproducing the same dualizing distinctions that feminists object to in patriarchal discourse. 27 Postmodernists believe that a multiplicity of women's voices must be heard lest feminism itself become one more hierarchical system of knowledge construction. Any attempt to construct feminist perspectives on international relations must take this concern of postmodernists seriously; as described above, dominant approaches to international relations have been Western-centered and have focused their theoretical investigations on the activities of the great powers. An important goal for many feminists has been to attempt to speak for the marginalized and oppressed: much of contemporary feminism has also recognized the need to be sensitive to the multiple voices of women and the variety of circumstances out of which they speak. Developing perspectives that can shed light on gender hierarchies as they contribute to women's oppression worldwide must therefore be sensitive to the dangers of constructing a Western-centered approach. Many Western feminists are understandably apprehensive about replicating men's knowledge by generalizing from the experiences of white Western women. Yet to be unable to speak for women only further reinforces the voices of those who have constructed approaches to international relations out of the experiences of men.
4. Not all universalist strategies come from the Enlightenment – rejecting universalism allows power to go undetected

Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 63-4

Butler’s characterization of all “universalist strategies” offers a slight of hand that might suggest to a reader that all forms of universality come from the Enlightenment or stated less absolutely, every form of universality is contaminated by the Enlightenment.206 In either, she is mistaken. Butler is right to urge the social critic to be attentive to the possibility that a universalist discourse has an unreflective relationship to Enlightenment ideas and thus may reify some hierarchies even as its authors seek to break down others. However, the possible characterization of all universalizations as necessarily in relationship to the Enlightenment supports an alignment of dichotomies modern and other, universal and particular. Though some activists may appeal to universalist strategies that are Enlightenment inspired (or contaminated), as we shall see in considering many activists’ social criticisms, the hegemonic move may be the critical perspective that requires that all struggles be understood in relation to the Enlightenment. Such a move also conceals other ways in which the epistemological mask of power, which I take to be Butler’s on-going concern, can go undetected. 

AT: Alternative Universalizes

Feminist IR does not impose a universal model

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 135-136.
It is ironic that just as IR is beginning to discover women, feminist theorists are increasingly reluctant to talk about women as a single, generalized category, a reluctance that is quite justifiable for reasons outlined in chapter I, but one that can leave IR scholars mystified. Given their assertion that universal knowledge claims have too often been based on the lives of elite men, feminists are unwilling to substitute another universalist model based on the lives of elite women. As already discussed, postcolonial and postmodern feminists have drawn our attention to how often knowledge about women is based on lives of white, Western women, who are seen as having agency, while others do not. Forms of subordination may depend on race, class, and culture, but they do not fit neatly into geographical boundaries such as those between North and South (conventionally defined). As Christine Chin discusses in her work on domestic servants in Malaysia, it is sometimes women who oppress other women, thus complicating essentialized notions of patriarchy." Too often Third World women have been portrayed as poor, powerless, and vulnerable, and in need of enlightenment from "liberated" Western feminists. A key issue for feminists, therefore, has been how to construct knowledge that acknowledges difference but allows claims that can be generalized to be made. These issues are deeply troubling to those concerned with positivist, empiricist research that strives for universality and objectivity. These questions have also been important methodological issues in sociology and anthropology, whose ethnographic methods IR feminists are beginning to employ. Acknowledging the postcolonial aversion to Western women speaking for others, feminist anthropologist Margery Wolf avers that, as much as Western feminists must acknowledge accusations of colonialism and racism, these accusations should not stand in the way of Western women working to create a more equitable world; this can be done by constructing forms of knowledge that are sensitive to the researcher's perceived status.14 Allowing subjects to speak for themselves can partially be achieved by the ethnographic method of recording women's testimonies; Marianne Marchand explores the possibility that Latin American women can gain subject status  through their testimonies that produce knowledge about gender and development that delegitimizes dominant discourses. If feminism becomes paralyzed by women not being able to speak for others, then it will only reinforce the legitimacy of men's knowledge as universal knowledge, a position that, as we have seen, has been prevalent in IR.  Mridula Udayagiri has claimed that it is not possible to reject the category women in a world that continues to treat women on this basis.16 Hilary Charlesworth has suggested that feminists should focus on common problems that women face, whatever their cultural background-although the process of identifying and defining what are common problems is not an easy one.l7 These attempts to construct knowledge that is sensitive to difference but that recognizes that there are structures and processes that contribute to various  forms of subordination is particularly important, given that feminism is an emancipatory political project as well as a form of knowledge construction.  
AT: Alternative Excludes Other Groups

Feminism focuses on excluded groups

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 31.

Critical Theory Critical theory played a central role in motivating the third debate. Critical theory comes out of Marxism as well as Hegelian and Kantian Enlightenment traditions.90 Like historical sociologists, critical theorists examine the historical development of society with the intent of understanding various forms of domination in order to overcome them. Critical theory views the prevailing order of social and political relations as a historical production that must be explained. In order to explain injustice, it is necessary to understand the world as it is. In this sense, critical theory accepts the realist description of world politics, but it seeks to change it. Critical theorist Robert Cox uses a hermeneutic approach that conceives of social structures as having an intersubjective existence; however, making the claim that structures are socially constructed does not deny that they have real concrete effects: humans act as if the structures are real. This is quite a different concept of theory from positivism, and it is one that many IR feminists find compatible with their orientations. Feminists claim that gender structures are socially constructed, historically variable, and upheld through power relations that legitimize them. Like critical theorists, most feminists would claim an emancipatory interest in seeking to overcome these structures of domination. Most feminists would also agree with critical theorists that knowledge reflects certain interests of the society from which it is produced; in IR, knowledge has generally been produced by and for men, particularly elite men. Feminists are particularly concerned to examine and explain why certain kinds of knowledge have been left out of the discipline. Like many critical theorists, they, too, question the subject matter of conventional IR. Often focused on the lives of people at the margins of global politics, they raise issues not normally considered part of the discipline and ask questions about them in new ways. As Sandra Harding tells us, an important task of feminist theory is to make strange what has previously appeared familiar, or to challenge us to question what has hitherto appeared as "natural." A reexamination of the meaning of security in chapter 2 is an example of how feminists are expanding the subject matter of IR. 

AT: Essentialism Bad

They mischaracterize our argument – women aren’t inherently peaceful or caring; these attributes are entirely constructed and forced upon women. However, ignoring the social reality of gender normativity defeats any project that seeks to overcome them. Our argument is only that the rigid binary international relations upholds is destructive and should be rejected.

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 136-7

If characteristics associated with hegemonic masculinity are not serving to increase security in our contemporary world, do more secure futures depend on the substitution of values or characteristics more typically associated with femininity? Certain contemporary feminists have celebrated gender difference and hypothesized a special female world superior to and separate from the world of men. In her book entitled Is The Future Female?, Lynne Segal claims that this type of thinking is dangerous and divisive and unlikely to achieve the major goal of feminism, which should be to work for the equality of women.3 Segal argues that women, whose many gendered identities are constructed in terms of race, class, culture, and historical circumstances, cannot be characterized in these essentialist categories. Contemporary characterizations of women in terms similar to the Victorian ideal of the "good woman" serve only to make men more powerful. The celebration of female virtues supports the view of males as protectors and reinforces the separation between public and private spheres, relegating women to the latter. It also diverts attention from the agenda of working toward women's political, economic, and social equality, an agenda necessary for the achievement of genuine security. Characteristics that have typically been associated with femininity must therefore be seen not in essentialist terms but as characteristics that women have developed in response to their socialization and their historical roles in society. The association of women with moral virtues such as caring comes not from women's innate moral superiority but from women's activities in the private sphere where these values are accepted in theory, if not always in practice. Since they are linked to women and the private sphere, however, these feminine characteristics have been devalued in the public realm, particularly in the world of international politics. The question then becomes how to revalue them in public life in ways that can contribute to the creation of a more just and secure world. Taking care not to elevate these feminine characteristics to a position of superiority, we can regard them as an inspiration that can contribute to our thinking about ways to build better futures. Even if the better future is not female, a human future that rejects the rigid separation of public and private sphere values and the social distinctions between women and men requires that the good qualities of both are equally honored and made available to all. 
We think peaceful strategies are good – that society happens to construct this view as ‘feminine’ is the only reason we argue about gender hierarchies

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 60-1
Discarding the association between women and pacifism allows us to think of women as activists for the kind of change needed to achieve the multidimensional security I have already discussed. Even if not all women are pacifists, peace is an issue that women can support in their various roles as mothers, war victims, and preservers of states' and the world's good health.84 Women at Greenham Common demonstrating against the installation of cruise missiles in Britain in 1981 came to see themselves as strong, brave, and creative-- experiences frequently confined to men.85 The Madres de la Plaza de Mayo, demonstrating during the1980s in support of those who had disappeared in Argentina during the military dictatorship, experienced similar empowerment. Sara Ruddick suggests conscripting women in the interests of peace; Ruddick claims that while caring for children is not "natural" for women, it has been a womanly practice in most societies and one that she believes is an important resource for peace politics.86 Ruddick defines maternal thinking as focused on the preservation of life and the growth of children. Maternal practice requires the peaceful settlement of disputes; since she feels that it is a mode of thinking to be found in men as well as women, it is one that could be useful for a politics of peace were it to be validated in the public realm.

AT: Essentialism Bad

Tickner understands your argument and incorporates different views of women in her theories –their radical critique makes it impossible to create a sustainable movement against gender hierarchies
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 16-7

This notion of standpoint has been seriously criticized by postmodern feminists who argue that a unified representation of women across class, racial, and cultural lines is an impossibility. Just as feminists more generally have criticized existing knowledge that is grounded in the experiences of white Western males, postmodernists claim that feminists themselves are in danger of essentializing the meaning of woman when they draw exclusively on the experiences of white Western women: such an approach runs the additional risk of reproducing the same dualizing distinctions that feminists object to in patriarchal discourse. 27 Postmodernists believe that a multiplicity of women's voices must be heard lest feminism itself become one more hierarchical system of knowledge construction. Any attempt to construct feminist perspectives on international relations must take this concern of postmodernists seriously; as described above, dominant approaches to international relations have been Western-centered and have focused their theoretical investigations on the activities of the great powers. An important goal for many feminists has been to attempt to speak for the marginalized and oppressed: much of contemporary feminism has also recognized the need to be sensitive to the multiple voices of women and the variety of circumstances out of which they speak. Developing perspectives that can shed light on gender hierarchies as they contribute to women's oppression worldwide must therefore be sensitive to the dangers of constructing a Western-centered approach. Many Western feminists are understandably apprehensive about replicating men's knowledge by generalizing from the experiences of white Western women. Yet to be unable to speak for women only further reinforces the voices of those who have constructed approaches to international relations out of the experiences of men. 
The alternative is founded in a methodology of inclusion –the affirmative is the world of essentialism where there is a refusal to accept women into the realm of decision-making and power   
S. Laurel Weldon, PhD, University of Pittsburgh, USA, Associate Professor of political science at Purdue University, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. EmiW]
In this chapter I have suggested that feminist theorizing about methodology should include a more worked-out account of what scholarly collectives should look like. This approach provides the conceptual basis on which to argue that mainstream scholarship should, for methodological reasons, attend to and take account of feminist, postcolonial, and other situated standpoints. Taking account of feminist work in international relations will advance our collective understanding of international relations, and will make mainstream work more objective and less distorted. Theorizing what the structure of a scholarly feminist collective should look like highlights how the organization and procedural norms of the discipline pose obstacles to advancing our understanding of international Relations. Current feminist epistemology in International Relations emphasizes the situatedness of individual researchers, but the approach advanced here suggests that individual decisions are only part of the story; our disciplinary structure cannot be neutral in terms of epistemology. Some feminist epistemological approaches tend to emphasize the benefit of cultivating multiple perspectives, moving away from standpoint epistemology’s original emphasis on the superiority of the subjugated standpoint. But this approach provides no political leverage for those who wish to argue that mainstream scholars must attend to feminist work. The “live and let live” approach poses little obligation on mainstream scholars, and does nothing to break down scholarly segregation. In failing to emphasize that some approaches are better than others, it obscures the weaknesses of mainstream approaches and permits main- stream scholars to dismiss feminist work. (Of course, this is not the fault of these feminist epistemologies.) To the extent that arguments make any difference, it is important to have grounds for demanding that mainstream scholars attend to feminist work and take it seriously, as opposed to ignoring it. In this chapter I develop the basis for saying that they must do so, not only because ignoring this work is unfair or sexist, but also because doing so blocks them, and the broader discipline, from a better, fuller understanding of politics. Attending to feminist perspectives (and the perspectives of other marginalized groups) should force a transformation of dominant paradigms and give us all a better under- standing of international relations. This is an epistemological argument, then, grounded in feminism and pragmatism, for adopting a methodology of inclusion; for ensuring that feminist voices are articulated and heard in scholarly discussions of international relations.
AT: Essentialism Bad

Feminist perspectives are not essentializing – saying that groups that express a standpoint is not the equivalent of asserting that there is a fundamental group essence
S. Laurel Weldon, PhD, University of Pittsburgh, USA, Associate Professor of political science at Purdue University, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 65-6 EmiW]
Standpoints are not innate but rather arise from a particular political situation, namely a situation of group hierarchy or domination. Standpoints are the perspectives of groups, not of individuals. Standpoint epistemology does not focus on individual differences in viewpoints, but rather on issues, values, or styles of discourse, that inform a group perspective. “Communities, and not primarily individuals, produce knowledge” (Harding 1993: 65). Asserting that groups share “standpoints” has raised charges of essentialism (Tickner 2001; Sylvester 1996b). Essentialism refers to the analytical mistake of attributing a fundamental underlying essence to a group that does not, in fact, exist. But asserting that a group shares a standpoint does not suggest that each person in the group has the same opinions or values, or that anything shared derives from the fundamental group essence or nature (cf. Harding 1998). Rather, standpoints are constructed collectively by group members. This means, for example, that feminist standpoints can be adopted by men, but they are developed when women - in all their diversity - interact, discuss, and indeed contest representations of “women,” “women’s interests,” and women’s identities. A standpoint, then, is expressed most fully in collective products: feminist publications, newspapers, conferences, and the like (Harding 1998).

Deconstructive and standpoint strategies are critical to opening up space for the marginalized – a standpoint is not essentialist, it doesn’t require any shared positions of experiences

S. Laurel Weldon, PhD, University of Pittsburgh, USA, Associate Professor of political science at Purdue University, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 82 EmiW]
Rather than specify the epistemological advantages of taking a feminist standpoint, as opposed to a mainstream standpoint, some scholars have emphasized a strategy of deconstructing those dominant discourses to create space for oppositional or marginalized standpoints (Sylvester 1994a; Zalewski, this volume). This is a preferred strategy because of the difficulty of defining “women” in the first place, not to mention the difficulty of discovering “a women's standpoint.” But as I have already noted': above in relation to problems of essentialism, a perspective or standpoint is not the view of an individual, and it does not require a shared interest, experience or policy position. So these concerns seem overdrawn to me.

AT: Essentialism (Environment Impact)

We don’t say women and nature are connected – rather, the dominating logic that oppresses one is the same as the other. Feminist perspectives on the environment are an effective way to achieve ecological security
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 98

Yet ecology has also been viewed with some ambivalence by feminists. Many of them are suspicious of ecology and ecofeminism because they regard the age-old connection between women and nature, which both have espoused, as a basis of women's oppression. Socialist feminists, particularly, have criticized what they see as ecofeminists' tendency to essentialize women and naturalize their reproductive and domestic roles. This tendency perpetuates the dualistic hierarchies described in chapter 1 that most feminists believe must be eliminated if gender equality is to be achieved.3 Yet some recent ecofeminist scholarship is rejecting this essentialist connection between women and nature, as well as making important and interesting alliances with the ecological tradition. Believing that the oppression of women and the domination of nature are both the result of patriarchy, these ecofeminists claim that the connection must be made explicit if structures of domination in both our natural and human environments are to be overcome. For this reason, these feminist ecological perspectives can offer us important new insights into the way we think about our natural environment, insights that could be useful for thinking about the achievement of global ecological security.

AT: Identity Politics Bad (Butler)

Butler fails to account for biological differences and offers no opportunity for change

Martha Nussbaum, Ernst Freund Distinguished Service Professor of Law and Ethics at the University of Chicago, “The Professor of Parody,” pt. III, 2K, http://perso.uclouvain.be/mylene.botbol/Recherche/GenreBioethique/Nussbaum_NRO.htm

So what does Butler's work add to this copious body of writing? Gender Trouble and Bodies that Matter contain no detailed argument against biological claims of "natural" difference, no account of mechanisms of gender replication, and no account of the legal shaping of the family; nor do they contain any detailed focus on possibilities for legal change. What, then, does Butler offer that we might not find more fully done in earlier feminist writings? One relatively original claim is that when we recognize the artificiality of gender distinctions, and refrain from thinking of them as expressing an independent natural reality, we will also understand that there is no compelling reason why the gender types should have been two (correlated with the two biological sexes), rather than three or five or indefinitely many. "When the constructed status of gender is theorized as radically independent of sex, gender itself becomes a free-floating artifice," she writes. From this claim it does not follow, for Butler, that we can freely reinvent the genders as we like: she holds, indeed, that there are severe limits to our freedom. She insists that we should not naively imagine that there is a pristine self that stands behind society, ready to emerge all pure and liberated: "There is no self that is prior to the convergence or who maintains `integrity' prior to its entrance into this conflicted cultural field. There is only a taking up of the tools where they lie, where the very `taking up' is enabled by the tool lying there." Butler does claim, though, that we can create categories that are in some sense new ones, by means of the artful parody of the old ones. Thus her best known idea, her conception of politics as a parodic performance, is born out of the sense of a (strictly limited) freedom that comes from the recognition that one's ideas of gender have been shaped by forces that are social rather than biological. We are doomed to repetition of the power structures into which we are born, but we can at least make fun of them; and some ways of making fun are subversive assaults on the original norms.

Butler’s analysis dooms any hope for emancipation – ignores empirics

Martha Nussbaum, Ernst Freund Distinguished Service Professor of Law and Ethics at the University of Chicago, “The Professor of Parody,” pt. III, 2K, http://perso.uclouvain.be/mylene.botbol/Recherche/GenreBioethique/Nussbaum_NRO.htm

Thus the one place for agency in a world constrained by hierarchy is in the small opportunities we have to oppose gender roles every time they take shape. When I find myself doing femaleness, I can turn it around, poke fun at it, do it a little bit differently. Such reactive and parodic performances, in Butler's view, never destabilize the larger system. She doesn't envisage mass movements of resistance or campaigns for political reform; only personal acts carried out by a small number of knowing actors. Just as actors with a bad script can subvert it by delivering the bad lines oddly, so too with gender: the script remains bad, but the actors have a tiny bit of freedom. Thus we have the basis for what, in Excitable Speech, Butler calls "an ironic hopefulness." Up to this point, Butler's contentions, though relatively familiar, are plausible and even interesting, though one is already unsettled by her narrow vision of the possibilities for change. Yet Butler adds to these plausible claims about gender two other claims that are stronger and more contentious. The first is that there is no agent behind or prior to the social forces that produce the self. If this means only that babies are born into a gendered world that begins to replicate males and females almost immediately, the claim is plausible, but not surprising: experiments have for some time demonstrated that the way babies are held and talked to, the way their emotions are described, are profoundly shaped by the sex the adults in question believe the child to have. (The same baby will be bounced if the adults think it is a boy, cuddled if they think it is a girl; its crying will be labeled as fear if the adults think it is a girl, as anger if they think it is a boy.) Butler shows no interest in these empirical facts.

AT: Identity Politics Bad (Butler)

Butler’s alternative encourages violence – feminist criticism is key to gender reform

Martha Nussbaum, Ernst Freund Distinguished Service Professor of Law and Ethics at the University of Chicago, “The Professor of Parody,” pt. III, 2K, http://perso.uclouvain.be/mylene.botbol/Recherche/GenreBioethique/Nussbaum_NRO.htm

There is a void, then, at the heart of Butler's notion of politics. This void can look liberating, because the reader fills it implicitly with a normative theory of human equality or dignity. But let there be no mistake: for Butler, as for Foucault, subversion is subversion, and it can in principle go in any direction. Indeed, Butler's naively empty politics is especially dangerous for the very causes she holds dear. For every friend of Butler, eager to engage in subversive performances that proclaim the repressiveness of heterosexual gender norms, there are dozens who would like to engage in subversive performances that flout the norms of tax compliance, of non-discrimination, of decent treatment of one's fellow students. To such people we should say, you cannot simply resist as you please, for there are norms of fairness, decency, and dignity that entail that this is bad behavior. But then we have to articulate those norms--and this Butler refuses to do. V. What precisely does Butler offer when she counsels subversion? She tells us to engage in parodic performances, but she warns us that the dream of escaping altogether from the oppressive structures is just a dream: it is within the oppressive structures that we must find little spaces for resistance, and this resistance cannot hope to change the overall situation. And here lies a dangerous quietism. If Butler means only to warn us against the dangers of fantasizing an idyllic world in which sex raises no serious problems, she is wise to do so. Yet frequently she goes much further. She suggests that the institutional structures that ensure the marginalization of lesbians and gay men in our society, and the continued inequality of women, will never be changed in a deep way; and so our best hope is to thumb our noses at them, and to find pockets of personal freedom within them. "Called by an injurious name, I come into social being, and because I have a certain inevitable attachment to my existence, because a certain narcissism takes hold of any term that confers existence, I am led to embrace the terms that injure me because they constitute me socially." In other words: I cannot escape the humiliating structures without ceasing to be, so the best I can do is mock, and use the language of subordination stingingly. In Butler, resistance is always imagined as personal, more or less private, involving no unironic, organized public action for legal or institutional change.

AT: Identity Politics Bad

Criticisms of identity politics falsely universalize the interests of the powerful

Susan Bickford, Associate Professor of Political Science, received her A.B. from Bryn Mawr College and her Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota, 1997, “Anti-Anti-Identity Politics: Feminism, Democracy, and the Complexities of Citizenship”
Leftist critics of identity politics are not unaware that the very arguments for the political relevance of identity arose as a response to certain conceptions of the political self and the political community. Feminists have long argued that men are the implicit norm of “universal” conceptions of the individual or the citizen (Okin 1979, 1989; Lloyd 1984; Young 1990; Pateman 1988). And feminism as a radical political movement arose in part from women’s experience of oppression in the radical “political community” (Evans 1980). As some theorists have concluded, appeals to the “shared purposes” or “common interests” of a community are not neutral; they often serve to falsely universalize the perspectives of the powerful, while the concerns of those not part of the dominant culture are marked out as particular, partial, and selfish (perhaps also whiny, backward-looking, self-absorbed?). The language of commonality itself can perpetuate inequality, particularly when invoked by those who command political, communicative, or economic resources (Mansbridge 1983; Young 1990; Fraser 1992). One central problem, then, with some leftist critiques of identity politics is that they do not address the insights of the last few decades of radical (particularly feminist) political thought. Simply to re-invoke “shared purposes” seems to me to ignore what we have learned about how the language of commonality can actively exclude. Simply to reassert “citizenship” as a public identity that transcends or integrates other commitments is to evade the question of what conception of citizenship would not automatically privilege certain commitments. And to see identity claims as obsessed with suffering is to overlook the fact that it is the perspective of the dominant culture that marks them out that way.7 

Their turns are irrelevant- regardless of reintrenchment, the alternative’s identity politics are *necessary* to discuss the masculine dimensions of the state the aff perpetuates 

Susan Bickford, Associate Professor of Political Science, received her A.B. from Bryn Mawr College and her Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota, 1997, “Anti-Anti-Identity Politics: Feminism, Democracy, and the Complexities of Citizenship”, PK
The ressentiment argument suggests that pursuing this question through regulatory means is likely to be self-subversive. Certainly, any effective approach to political change must examine the possibility that particular strategies for emancipatory political action may end up undermining the freedom of those for whom emancipation is intended. Tapper and Brown make a distinctive contribution to this analysis with their argument that certain forms of political action run the risk of further entrenching normalizing conceptions of identity and the power of regulatory apparatuses to enforce and police them. Investigations of these sorts of risks have been part of feminist discussions for many years, particularly with respect to the dangers and necessity of working for emancipatory change through the state, and Brown's nuanced analysis of the masculinist dimensions of state power will undoubtedly be central to future discussions (1995, chap. 7).9
However, to root feminist practices or other kinds of identity politics primarily in ressentiment is a much less justifiable move. I do not necessarily want to argue that the logic of ressentiment is not evident in contemporary sociopolitical life; it is one contestable interpretation of the desires at work in particular identity-based claims. I do contest it as a primary characterization of the political uses of identity, which is to say that I reject it as a wholesale description of contemporary social movements concerned with identity. (Brown does say that the story of identity politics could be told in other ways, but implies that such alternatives miss the critical dynamics of identity-based claims [1995, 61-62].) I think what is necessary is a more variegated political analysis, one that takes seriously the multiple sources of the discursive production of identity. The kinds of sources not evident in an analysis like Brown's are the ones that I discuss below, that involve the conscious articulation by political actors of the uses and complications of "politicized identity." I point to these articulations not to suggest that they are epistemologically privileged or that they somehow trump other explanations, but rather that they play a role in the discursive production of identity-they are (widely read) attempts to materialize in the world positive accounts of identity, ones that do not ignore its location in and production by broader social forces. They are articulations of the links between identity and politics that do not preclude discussions of the claims made in identity's name.

AT: Identity Politics Bad

Identity politics enable political action based off of one’s gender allowing the alternative to express change 

Susan Bickford, Associate Professor of Political Science, received her A.B. from Bryn Mawr College and her Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota, 1997, “Anti-Anti-Identity Politics: Feminism, Democracy, and the Complexities of Citizenship”, PK
In works such as This Bridge Called M31 Back, Borderhnds/La Frontera, Sister Outsider, and Making Face, Making SouUHaciendo Caras, the political character of identity is analyzed in terms of its multidimensionality. I use the word "multidimensional" to indicate more than that identity is multiple, although multiplicity is part of it. The further point is that identity plays different kinds of political roles, is related to power in different ways. "Identity" thus has multidimensional ejects in the world. And the primary phenomena that identity (the assumption, assignment, and experience of identity) brings about are relations and separations. I put the point this way in order to distinguish it from the claim that identity as a concept means categorical sameness, and thus inevitably produces its Other as the difference that makes the category possible. That logic of identity is certainly one of the forces shaping contemporary social orders. But identity also produces other kinds of effects, ones that (I will argue) enable democratic political action.

Mobilizing a group identity as politically relevant is an attempt to respond to power in its constraining and oppressive form. Prevailing relations of power allow institutions and individuals to define less powerful groups-through cultural images, bureaucratic practices, economic arrangements-in order to control, constrain, condemn, or isolate them (see esp. Moraga and Anzaldua 1983, Anzaldua 1990d, Collins 1991). To say that a group of people is oppressed is to say that they are marked out as members of particular groups in ways that prevent them from exercising (in Iris Young's terms) self-determination and self-development. In such a political context, it is hard to imagine how one could articulate a political claim against oppression without naming group identities. But, pace Brown, the existence of the group does not depend solely on the public reiteration of its injuries. For identity has another relationship to politics, one that manifests a different kind of power: power as an enabling, empowering force or capacity. Far from being constituted solely by their oppression and exclusion, group identities may be cherished as a source of strength and purpose. Our race, ethnic heritage, gender identity, or religion can be a vital motivation in our political lives, one that sustains us in struggle and makes political action possible (Morales 1983a, b; Quintales 1983; Moschkovich 1983; Moraga 1983; also Anzaldua 1987). Reclaiming these identities as expressly political identities often involves insisting on the recognition of oppression, but it also means reclaiming (in bell hooks's words) a "legacy of defiance, of will, of courage" (hooks 1989, 9).

Dismissing all identity politics ignores the way feminist reconceptualize the connection between identiy and politics

Susan Bickford, Associate Professor of Political Science, received her A.B. from Bryn Mawr College and her Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota, 1997, “Anti-Anti-Identity Politics: Feminism, Democracy, and the Complexities of Citizenship”
My goal, again, is not to defend some activity or orientation called identity politics. Rather, my intent is to show that feminist work on reconceptualizing the link between identity and politics is central to thinking about democratic citizenship. My concern is that the value of this work gets obscured or blocked out in a public discourse characterized by the increasingly common invocation of identity politics as an all-purpose anti-hero. That practice of dismissal sets up a frame in which linking identity with politics is automatically suspect, regardless of how we characterize that link. So my argument against that phenomenon-against anti-identity politics-proceeds by analyzing the politically and theoretically vital way that some feminist writers have conceptualized the connection. 

AT: Identity Politics Bad

Feminist theories don’t rely on static theories of identity

Susan Bickford, Associate Professor of Political Science, received her A.B. from Bryn Mawr College and her Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota, 1997, “Anti-Anti-Identity Politics: Feminism, Democracy, and the Complexities of Citizenship”, PK
The feminist theorists of race, class, gender, and sexuality whom I analyze below have been centrally concerned with the relationship between identity, community, and emancipatory politics. Rather than rejecting identity, they delve into its complicated political meanings. They provide a way of understanding the political dimensions and consequences of group identity, one that moves beyond thinking of political identity as an expression of ressentiment, or group self-assertion, at the expense of democratic politics. They articulate a more complex account of group membership and its political significance, and a contrasting phenomenology of the passionate citizen's capacities and desires. Yet these feminist theorists pursue a conception of politics—active, agonistic, communicative—that is very similar to the one desired by leftist critics of identity politics. By critically theorizing political identity and interaction, these feminists offer a conception of democratic citizenship for our inegalitar-ian and diverse polity.

AT: Feminism Universalizes Women’s Experience

Not all universalist strategies come from the Enlightenment – rejecting universalism allows power to go undetected
Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 63-4
Butler’s characterization of all “universalist strategies” offers a slight of hand that might suggest to a reader that all forms of universality come from the Enlightenment or stated less absolutely, every form of universality is contaminated by the Enlightenment.206 In either, she is mistaken. Butler is right to urge the social critic to be attentive to the possibility that a universalist discourse has an unreflective relationship to Enlightenment ideas and thus may reify some hierarchies even as its authors seek to break down others. However, the possible characterization of all universalizations as necessarily in relationship to the Enlightenment supports an alignment of dichotomies modern and other, universal and particular. Though some activists may appeal to universalist strategies that are Enlightenment inspired (or contaminated), as we shall see in considering many activists’ social criticisms, the hegemonic move may be the critical perspective that requires that all struggles be understood in relation to the Enlightenment. Such a move also conceals other ways in which the epistemological mask of power, which I take to be Butler’s on-going concern, can go undetected. 

Emphasis on difference produces political tribalism –each group can only speak about its own community

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 165].

Celebrating and reifying difference as a political end in itself thus runs the risk of creating increasingly divisive and incommensurate discourses where each group claims a knowledge or experienced based legitimacy but, in doing so, precluding the possibility of common understanding or intergroup political discourse. Instead, difference produces antithetical discord and political-tribalism: only working class Hispanics living in South Central Los Angeles, for instance, can speak of, for, and about their community, its concerns, interests and needs; only female African Americans living in the projects of Chicago can speak "legitimately" of the housing and social problems endemic to inner city living. Discourse becomes confined not to conversations between identity groups since this is impossible, but story telling of personal/group experiences where the "other" listens intently until their turn comes to tell-their-own stories and experiences. Appropriating the voice or pain of others by speaking, writing, or theorizing on issues, perspectives, or events not indicative of one's group-identity becomes not only illegitimate but a medium of oppression and a means to silence others. The very activity of theory and political discourse as it has been understood traditionally in International Relations, and the social sciences more generally, is thus rendered inappropriate in the new milieu of identity politics. 

AT: Sexual Difference = Socially Constructed

The social construction of difference is irrelevant – historical reality demands making women the central subjects of international relations

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 153].

While Sylvester attempts to steer a middle course, accepting implicitly the legitimacy of all feminisms but rendering problematic notions of women as well as the imposed disciplinary parameters that define the research agendas of security studies, neoliberal institutionalism and neorealism, this is not true of feminists like Cynthia Enloe who do not question the existence of women but wants to make them ontologically central as the research subjects of International Relations. Her approach, as Marysia Zalewski notes, is ontologically assertive and takes the lived experiences of women seriously." Change, for Enloe, can only come about if we relocate our ontological starting points and begin with those who experience international politics at the goal flee, and from here work our way upwards to see how the superstructural edifice of international relations derives from the amalgam of actions constituted in the everyday practices of ordinary people. This is not onto- logical homelessness as proffered by Sylvester, but a neoessentialism that posits women as starting points for understanding the quintessential essence of international politics. Unlike Sylvester, Enloe feels no compulsion to deconstruct women and reconstruct them as "women," despite her under- standing femininity and masculinism as socially constructed entities. Women, for Enloe, are also "women," the latter merely a socially inscribed category indicative of real women whose material realities and lived experiences are anything but problematic." Enloe knows who women are, whereas Sylvester does not, reftssing to start with "women" since, for her, this cate- gory is constantly changing, its composition in flux, populated by mobile subjectivities with multiple, socially fabricated identities. Thus, while men might be "men" and women might be "women," the point for Enloe is moot; both subjectivities have existed historically and the historical realities of their existence have tended to be defined by the oppression and control of women/"women" by men/"men." Singling "out women for ontological and methodological annihilation," Enloe thus dismisses as trite and unnecessary."  

AT: Sexual Difference = Socially Constructed

Butler’s insistence on treating sexual difference with skepticism makes the feminist movement inviable —we must recognize that sexual difference exists in order to create meaningful change. 

Lisa Jane Disch, professor of political science and women’s studies at the University of Michigan, 2008, Judith Butler’s Precarious Politics, ed. Terrell Carver and Samuel A. Chambers, p. 54-55, referencing Linda Zerilli, professor of political science @ University of Chicago

Linda Zerilli (2005) would say that there is such a disagreement, and that she would side with Wittig. She pits the two against each other as exemplars of feminism as a ‘skeptical practice’ (Butler) and as a ‘rehtorical practice’ (Wittig ) (Zerilli 2005: 91). She assesses Butler’s tendentious reading of Wittig as symptomatic of Butler’s own preoccupation with the problem of ‘epistemology’ that plagued academic feminism from the mid-1980s throughout the 1990s. This claim is surprising because Butler is nothing if not adamant that there is no ground beyond power from which to critique it. Nonetheless, Zerilli contends that Butler shares one assumption with the feminists that she so powerfully criticised. They, who were ‘steadfast in rejecting as ideological any claim to know the universal subject or to define its interests’, nonetheless could not help defining the project of feminism as a project of knowledge; they optimistically sought ‘objective criteria according to which political claims could be defined, articulated, and justified’ (2005: 37). Butler, as Zerilli describes her, inverts the paradigm. Hers is not an optimism but a radical skepticism that treats ‘sexual difference as if it were only a matter of truth and practices of knowing’ and, so, imagines that the first task of theory must be to ‘critique…our customary ways of acting and thinking’ (2005: 207, nn. 24, 39). 

Zerilli counters that skepticism cannot be viable as a political practice without exactly the sort of ‘external standpoint’ that Butler’s anti-foundationalism disallows: a position outside of meaning (i.e. ‘human praxis’) ‘from which to see cultural artifacts and practices like sex and gender as wholly constructed’ (2005: 72). Zerilli contends that Butler expects drag to work exactly this way. She deploys it as an ‘instance of the strange’ that, by making visible the rules that we follow ‘when we do gender’, takes the ‘form of an empirical proposition that gives the lie to an established truth like naturalized sex difference’ (2005: 47, 61). Zerilli’s point is that feminists cannot expect to pry sex and gender apart by the force of doubt alone. To act as if this were so (which she accuses Butler of doing) is just as typical of what she calls ‘feminism in the age of science’ as the preoccupation with epistemology that Butler so thoroughly rejected (2005: 207, n. 24). 

What disappoints Zerilli about Butler’s recourse to drag and other strange figures is that skepticism is not what feminist politics needs. However persuasively we feminist theorists manage to establish that sex difference is unknowable as an object, however well we demonstrate that it ‘exists’ only under specific conditions of gender domination, sexual difference will continue to count for something. In the world we twenty-first century feminists inhabit, it is still ‘rooted in relatively stable modes of human praxis’ (2005: 72). What it takes to counter this is not ‘an appropriately denaturalized position from which to doubt what we think we see but an alternative figure of the thinkable’ that ‘offers a new way of seeing that allows us to gain a different perspective on an empirical object that has not (necessarily) changed’ (2005: 62). This is precisely the contribution of Wittig, whom Zerilli credits with ‘lead[ing] before the eyes (with images and metaphors) the radical reformulation of the social contract’ (2005: 70). As Zerilli reads her, Wittig puts not ‘sex into doubt’ but doubt into doubt (2005: 71). 

AT: You Portray Women as Victims

There’s a distinction between a feminist perspective of inequalities and the aff’s characterization- the alternative recreates the relationship between structural hierarchies, the first step to change

Susan Bickford, Associate Professor of Political Science, received her A.B. from Bryn Mawr College and her Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota, 1997, “Anti-Anti-Identity Politics: Feminism, Democracy, and the Complexities of Citizenship”, PK
In conclusion, however, let me stress that this understanding of identity and politics is not one that concentrates primarily on suffering or on the moral purity of powerlessness. This way of politicizing identity and intersubjectivity foregrounds certain sensibilities and capacities that enable democratic political action. The authors discussed above argue for a political ethic that focuses not on suffering, innocence, or compassion—but on anger, responsibility, and courage.

Anger, as Lorde theorizes it, is very different from Nietzschean ressentiment. Anger is indeed reactive; it is a response to injustices, like racism. It is a specific kind of reaction, though; Lorde distinguishes anger from hatred, the latter being marked by a craving for the destruction and elimination of others. By contrast, "anger is a grief of distortions between peers, and its object is change" (1984, 129). Unlike ressentiment, then, anger's reactive character does not "reiterate impotence" or constrain the ability to act.16 Anger is energy directed toward another in an attempt to create a relationship between subjects that is not "distorted" (made unjust) by hierarchies of power and the way subjects work within those hierarchies. If those hierarchies are to be changed through political interaction, then recreating the relationship between subjects is a central step. To recognize anger as a possible force in that reconstruction is to recognize the specificity of the creatures who engage with one another; it neither requires us to deny ourselves nor prevents our connecting with others.But materializing the possibility of relation and change that anger carries with it depends both on our own actions and on the responses of others. The uses of anger require creativity, as Lorde makes clear in characterizing the "symphony of anger": "And I say symphony rather than cacophony because we have had to learn to orchestrate those furies so that they do not tear us apart. We have had to learn to move through them and use them for strength and force and insight within our daily lives" (1984,129). But we also have to learn how to hear anger, how not to treat it as destructive, offputting, guilt-inducing. As Lorde points out, it is not the anger of Black women that is corroding the world we live in (1984, 133). It is not the anger of other women that will destroy us but our refusals to stand still, to listen to its rhythms, to learn within it…. The angers between women will not kill us if we can articulate them with precision, if we listen to the content of what is said with at least as much intensity as we defend ourselves against the manner of saying. (1984, 130-31. The political uses of anger require creative action on both sides: articulating with precision, listening with intensity. We are responsible, then, for how we speak and how we hear each other.

AT: You Portray Women as Victims

Claims of suffering are necessary as long as some people are oppressed

Susan Bickford, Associate Professor of Political Science, received her A.B. from Bryn Mawr College and her Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota, 1997, “Anti-Anti-Identity Politics: Feminism, Democracy, and the Complexities of Citizenship”, PK

This is relevant to the contemporary leftist abhorrence of claims of "victimhood" and suffering. As long as some people are oppressed, claims about suffering are relevant in public discourse. Let me suggest an alternative way of hearing these claims. A claim of victimhood is not automatically an assertion of powerlessness or innocence; it is an assertion about the exercise of unjust power. It is a protest against certain relations of power and an assertion of alternative ones, for to speak against the exercise of unjust power-to speak against being victimized—is to say that I am a peer, a rightful participant in the argument about the just and the unjust, in the collective exercise of power. Claims about suffering, as well as claims made in anger, can be attempts to enact democratic political relationships. Both are part of the languages of citizenship. What I am suggesting is that this conception of democratic citizenship requires, as part of its conditions for realization, a practice of political listening. Such listening is best understood not as an attempt to get at an "authentic" meaning, but as participation in the construction of meaning. And I think we democratic theorists need to begin to imagine supple institutional spaces that might support such interaction and foster and sustain coalition politics.17
Enacting these relationships, speaking and listening to these languages of citizenship, is not particularly easy. If anger is "loaded with information and energy" (Lorde 1984, 127), we may justifiably fear its intensity and the intensity of our own response. Hence the necessity for courage, which has been connected to citizenship for centuries of political thought, although usually in ways that emphasized virility and battle strength. I have argued elsewhere (Bickford 1996) that Anzaldua, Lorde, and others point to the necessity for a feminist reworking of courage and give us the resources to begin that transfiguration.18 Fearlessness, as Lorde says, is a luxury we do not have, and need not wait for.

We can learn to work and speak when we are afraid in the same way we have learned to work and speak when we are tired. For we have been socialized to respect fear more than our own needs for language and definition, and while we wait in silence for the final luxury of fearlessness, the weight ofthat silence will choke us. (1984, 44)

An ethic of courage is thus an ethic oriented toward political action, not psychological pain. Yet it takes seriously the psychological state, for that is what necessitates the exercise of courage. Implicit in this understanding of courage is the recognition that we "can sit down and weep, and still be counted as warriors" (Rich 1986, 25); the articulation of suffering is not incompatible with the daring exercise of citizenship. Such courage—the courage to act, to take responsibility for the world and ourselves, despite risk—is a necessary quality for radical democratic politics and theory in a context of difference and inequality.19
As citizens, we need to foster the courage necessary to take the risks of political action. But we also need to learn to recognize its exercise. This involves reconceptualizing political identity as active, and thus reinterpreting identity claims. Suffering and citizenship are not antithetical; they are only made so in a context in which others hear claims of oppression solely as assertions of powerlessness. A conception of citizenship adequate to the world in which we live must recognize both the infuriating reality of oppression, and the continual exercise of courage with which citizens meet that oppression. It must recognize, in other words, that claims of inequality and oppression are articulated by political actors. As Lorde says—and I end, in tribute, with her words—"I am not only a casualty, I am also a warrior" (1984, 41).

AT: Alternative Replaces Masculinity with Feminity

We don’t replace masculinity with femininity – our critique is the first step towards transcending gender as a category of analysis
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 130

This final chapter will draw together some of the ways in which the integration of these gendered perspectives on international security can contribute to reformulating the discipline of international relations. However, the ultimate goal of such a reformulation must not be to replace the masculinist perspective on international relations that presently obtains with a feminist perspective. The integration of feminist perspectives into the discipline is but a necessary first step toward transcending gender as a category of analysis. The possibility of moving beyond these gendered perspectives would depend on redefining the discipline of international relations in such a way that women's experiences were included in its subject matter on an equal basis with men's. Such a transcendence can come about, however, only when oppressive gender hierarchies are eliminated.

2NC AT: Permutation

1. Their entire aff is built on inherently masculine assumptions – the alt rejects all such theory and so is mutually exclusive

2. Perms ensures feminist theory will be co-opted, losing its value
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 20-21.
Although IR feminists, seeking to develop feminist critiques of the core of the discipline, have drawn on the work of liberal feminists (for example, those writing about women in foreign policy and the military), many of them have rejected a liberal-empiricist orientation. Noting the disproportionately low numbers of women in elite foreign-policymaking positions in most societies, as well as their historical absence from the academic discourse of IR, feminists in IR would be unlikely to subscribe to liberal feminism’s claim that these absences are the result of legal barriers alone. Moreover, incorporation into liberal analysis arouses fears of co-optation into the mainstream discipline. Feminist IR theorists generally agree with postliberal claims that gender hierarchies are socially constructed and attained through power structures that work against women's participation in foreign- and national-security policymaking. Rather than seeing the state as a neutral arbiter, feminist IR scholars have pointed to "gendered states" that promote and support policy practices primarily in the interests of men. They have examined concepts such as security and sovereignty for gender biases, and they have suggested that boundaries between inside and outside, order and anarchy evoke gendered constructions of self and other that privilege hegemonic constructions of masculinity. International relations and international politics are arenas dominated men; therefore, any analysis of gendered concepts and practices in IR demand that attention be paid to the construction and reproduction of masculine identities and the effects that these have on the theory and practice of IR.
3. They can’t sever out of their 1AC representations – creates a moving target

4. The underlying assumptions of the plan are flawed – the nature of gender discrimination in IR means adding women won’t be enough to solve

Laura Sjoberg, assistant prof of political science @ University of Florida, 2008, "The Norm of Tradition: Gender Subordination and Women's Exclusion in International Relations”, p. 177-178. 
If what is “traditional” is endogenous, then the problem of women’s underrepresentation is structural rather than incidental. To argue that the problem is structural is to argue that adding women to the ranks of our faculties, our tenure rolls, and our journals is insufficient to redress women’s subordination. Even if women were numerically “equal” to men in terms of their participation and rank in the profession, they would still be participating in a men’s world. Nancy Hirschmann explains that “one cannot merely add women’s experience to the dominant discourse because the two utilize different ontological and epistemological frameworks” (1989, 1242). Maybe women’s experiences in life also color their preference for nonmainstream theories. I am not saying that there is one “woman’s perspective” or that all women necessarily have something in common (except, perhaps, some experience of gender subordination). But gender subordination is rampant throughout the world and even in the United States. J. Ann Tickner argues that women’s marginality in life helps them to see women’s marginality specifically and political marginality more generally in scholarship. This argument would help explain the difference of chosen areas of study. The argument is essentially that subordination alters perspective (Pettman 1996; Tickner 2001). Catharine MacKinnon argues that differences between women and men in task, perspective, and even physicality are the result of gender subordination rather than its cause, because subordinated people have different tasks and see the world differently (MacKinnon 1989). The incompleteness of gender subordination accounts for the exceptions, while the fact of gender subordination accounts for the norm. Spike Peterson argues that “the femininity and masculinity that inform our identification as women and men have pervasive implications for the lives we lead and the world(s) in which we live” (1999, 37).

5. No net benefit to the perm – it’s not a preferable option to the CP

2NC AT: Permutation

6. Politics is inherently patriarchal and can never serve the interests of feminism in the long run

Dricoll and Krook, PhD candidate in political science @ Washington U, professor of political science @ Washington U, 08 (Amanda and Mona Lena, “Feminism and Rational Choice Theory,” European Consortium for Political Research, 2008, http://krook.wustl.edu/pdf/Driscoll%20and%20Krook%20ECPR%202008.pdf)

However, the exact meaning of ‘change’ varies across different kinds of feminism. Liberal feminists focus mainly on equality, seeking to gain rights for women that are already guaranteed to men. They argue that achieving concrete gains requires engaging with formal politics. Although this sphere has traditionally been dominated by men, they contend, there is nothing inherent about this domination. For this reason, they anticipate that as more and more women enter the public realm, the gendered nature of politics and public policy can be overcome to create equality for all. Radical feminists, in contrast, emphasize difference, aiming to focus on and value women as women, rather than as individuals who aspire to a male standard. As such, they are much more skeptical about the value of participating in ‘politics as usual,’ which they argue is inherently patriarchal and thus could never be employed to pursue feminist ends. They insist that even in instances where states do seem to respond to women’s demands – for example, by opening up access to women and discussion on women’s issues – this inclusion is not good for women in the longer term, as it serves to perpetuate patriarchal power relations. They prefer strategies that revalue the feminine, foster solidarity among women, and raise awareness of women’s experiences through collective consciousness-raising. This attention to difference is taken up by postmodern feminists, who focus on the role of representation in the creation of categories like ‘women’ and ‘men.’ Theorizing the fluid and relational aspects of identity and experience, they stress the contradictions and multiplicities inherent in definitions of women and women’s issues. While this approach avoids the charges of essentialism that have been directed towards liberal and radical feminism, it also has the effect of undermining the prospects for mobilizing by women as women for social, economic, and political change (cf. Kantola 2006; Squires 1999). The challenge of feminism to existing modes of political analysis is thus varied, despite the shared goals of feminists to incorporate gender, expand polit
AT: Permutation

The nature of gender subordination in international relations makes it impossible to just add the women’s perspective to a flawed enterprise like the plan. 

Laura Sjoberg, assistant prof of political science @ University of Florida, 2008, "The Norm of Tradition: Gender Subordination and Women's Exclusion in International Relations”, p. 177-178. 
If what is “traditional” is endogenous, then the problem of women’s underrepresentation is structural rather than incidental. To argue that the problem is structural is to argue that adding women to the ranks of our faculties, our tenure rolls, and our journals is insufficient to redress women’s subordination. Even if women were numerically “equal” to men in terms of their participation and rank in the profession, they would still be participating in a men’s world. Nancy Hirschmann explains that “one cannot merely add women’s experience to the dominant discourse because the two utilize different ontological and epistemological frameworks” (1989, 1242).

Maybe women’s experiences in life also color their preference for nonmainstream theories. I am not saying that there is one “woman’s perspective” or that all women necessarily have something in common (except, perhaps, some experience of gender subordination). But gender subordination is rampant throughout the world and even in the United States. J. Ann Tickner argues that women’s marginality in life helps them to see women’s marginality specifically and political marginality more generally in scholarship. This argument would help explain the difference of chosen areas of study. The argument is essentially that subordination alters perspective (Pettman 1996; Tickner 2001).

Catharine MacKinnon argues that differences between women and men in task, perspective, and even physicality are the result of gender subordination rather than its cause, because subordinated people have different tasks and see the world differently (MacKinnon 1989). The incompleteness of gender subordination accounts for the exceptions, while the fact of gender subordination accounts for the norm. Spike Peterson argues that “the femininity and masculinity that inform our identification as women and men have pervasive implications for the lives we lead and the world(s) in which we live” (1999, 37).

Politics as usual is inherently patriarchal and can never serve the interests of feminism

Dricoll and Krook, PhD candidate in political science @ Washington U, professor of political science @ Washington U, 08 (Amanda and Mona Lena, “Feminism and Rational Choice Theory,” European Consortium for Political Research, 2008, http://krook.wustl.edu/pdf/Driscoll%20and%20Krook%20ECPR%202008.pdf)

However, the exact meaning of ‘change’ varies across different kinds of feminism. Liberal feminists focus mainly on equality, seeking to gain rights for women that are already guaranteed to men. They argue that achieving concrete gains requires engaging with formal politics. Although this sphere has traditionally been dominated by men, they contend, there is nothing inherent about this domination. For this reason, they anticipate that as more and more women enter the public realm, the gendered nature of politics and public policy can be overcome to create equality for all. Radical feminists, in contrast, emphasize difference, aiming to focus on and value women as women, rather than as individuals who aspire to a male standard. As such, they are much more skeptical about the value of participating in ‘politics as usual,’ which they argue is inherently patriarchal and thus could never be employed to pursue feminist ends. They insist that even in instances where states do seem to respond to women’s demands – for example, by opening up access to women and discussion on women’s issues – this inclusion is not good for women in the longer term, as it serves to perpetuate patriarchal power relations. They prefer strategies that revalue the feminine, foster solidarity among women, and raise awareness of women’s experiences through collective consciousness-raising. This attention to difference is taken up by postmodern feminists, who focus on the role of representation in the creation of categories like ‘women’ and ‘men.’ Theorizing the fluid and relational aspects of identity and experience, they stress the contradictions and multiplicities inherent in definitions of women and women’s issues. While this approach avoids the charges of essentialism that have been directed towards liberal and radical feminism, it also has the effect of undermining the prospects for mobilizing by women as women for social, economic, and political change (cf. Kantola 2006; Squires 1999). The challenge of feminism to existing modes of political analysis is thus varied, despite the shared goals of feminists to incorporate gender, expand politics, and promote change. 

AT: Permutation

You can’t just add women and stir – the permutation subordinates gender

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 148].

But if the call to begin afresh the study of international relations resounds loudest among feminists, the respective approaches they proffer fall victim to radical disagreement. Postmodern feminism, feminist post- modernism, feminist empiricism, cultural feminism, or standpoint femi- nism, to name but a few, are among the many feminisms whose respective approaches either embrace women, reject their existence altogether, invoke the categories of gender, sexuality, patriarchy, or masculinism, or wish to repudiate all of these on the basis of theft socially constructed nature. For feminists, the conundrum is manifest by problems of identity, representation, and language. Simply to "add women and stir" presupposes the subordinate importance of gender and, more importantly, that the category "women" is ubiquitous. For some feminists, for example, we can never really know "who are women," "where are women," or even "what are women."" Do women really exist or is the category "women" merely inscribed by patriarchal norms that represent little more than socially constructed fabrications? And if women do exist, does this singular noun presuppose a shared experience, a sisterhood, in short, a sex similarity? Attempting to dismantle the masculinist hegemony of International Relations thus proves discursive for feminists who tend to divaricate between two dominant schools of thought. These we might term constructivist or epistemological feminism, and the second essentialist, onto- logical or standpoint feminism." 

To be effective, feminism must be purely negative

Linda Alcoff, Professor of Philosophy at Hunter College/CUNY Graduate Center, 1988, “Cultural Feminism versus Post-Structuralism: The Identity Crisis in Feminist Theory,” PK
Following Foucault and Derrida, an effective feminism could only be a wholly negative feminism, deconstructing everything and refusing to construct anything. This is the position Julia Kristeva adopts, herself an influential French post-structuralist. She says: "A woman cannot be; it is something which does not even belong in the order of being. It follows that a feminist practice can only be negative, at odds with what already exists so that we may say 'that's not it' and 'that's still not it.' "30 The problematic character of sub- jectivity does not mean, then, that there can be no political struggle, as one might surmise from the fact that post-structuralism decon- structs the position of the revolutionary in the same breath as it deconstructs the position of the reactionary. But the political strug- gle can have only a "negative function," rejecting "everything finite, definite, structured, loaded with meaning, in the existing state of society."

We can’t merely add women to the affirmative’s theoretical framework- feminist scholarship requires reframing our theory of international relations
Ackerly and True 6, Feminist Methodologies or International Relations, edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistnat Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the Univeristy of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press p.245-6 in the same epistemological…international relations

In the same epistemological vein, feminist scholarship can be seen as a collective effort to make theories of IR better able to wrestle with questions of global justice. IR feminists recognize that the reification of disciplinary and political boundaries limits the possibilities for a truly critical IR theory (see e.g., Zalewski, this volume). Specifically, but not exclusively, they address the gender-based oppression and injustice suffered by women and men within and across states. Although it is possible to include women within existing IR frameworks, such as constructivism, while leaving these frameworks theoretically intact and empirically strengthened, in their attention to women’s experience feminist scholars do not seek to merely add women to theoretical frameworks derived from men’s experiences in the world (cf. Keck and Sikkink 1998; Carpenter 2002). Rather, knowledge about the diversity of women’s experiences and contexts leads to appreciate the interrelated character of social hierarchies and their influence on oppression and the gendered ontology of the discipline that professes to study global justice (Brown 1988; Elshtain 1981; 1985;1987; 1998). Consequently, feminists seek to break down not only the exclusionary boundaries of gender, but also those of race, class, sex, sexuality, ethnicity, caste, religion, country of origin, national identity, aboriginal status, immigration status, regional geography, language, cultural practices, forms of dress, beliefs, ability, health status, family history, age, and education. By focusing on intersections rather than boundaries as loci of power and oppression, feminist scholars reenvision the way we conceptualize international relations (Crenshaw 1989; 2000). 

AT: Permutation

Can’t just incorporate women – fundamental change is necessary
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 10.

Like the third debate in IR, feminist theory has also been engaged in a critical discussion and reevaluation of epistemological issues. These debates began earlier, however, in the 1960s, when radical feminists challenged the empiricist foundations of liberal feminism; in many ways, they were more genuine debates than those in IR, with scholars from a variety of epistemological and disciplinary perspectives, ranging from the natural and social sciences to the humanities and philosophy, engaging openly with one another. Questioning liberal assumptions that women's subordination can be diminished by incorporating women into existing institutional structures on an equal basis with men, postliberal feminists pointed to hierarchical structures that would have to be radically challenged to address these issues. They also claimed that knowledge about both the social and natural world is not objective but based on the experiences of men.

Perms ensures feminist theory will be co-opted, losing its value
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 20-21.
Although IR feminists, seeking to develop feminist critiques of the core of the discipline, have drawn on the work of liberal feminists (for example, those writing about women in foreign policy and the military), many of them have rejected a liberal-empiricist orientation. Noting the disproportionately low numbers of women in elite foreign-policymaking positions in most societies, as well as their historical absence from the academic discourse of IR, feminists in IR would be unlikely to subscribe to liberal feminism’s claim that these absences are the result of legal barriers alone. Moreover, incorporation into liberal analysis arouses fears of co-optation into the mainstream discipline. Feminist IR theorists generally agree with postliberal claims that gender hierarchies are socially constructed and attained through power structures that work against women's participation in foreign- and national-security policymaking. Rather than seeing the state as a neutral arbiter, feminist IR scholars have pointed to "gendered states" that promote and support policy practices primarily in the interests of men. They have examined concepts such as security and sovereignty for gender biases, and they have suggested that boundaries between inside and outside, order and anarchy evoke gendered constructions of self and other that privilege hegemonic constructions of masculinity. International relations and international politics are arenas dominated men; therefore, any analysis of gendered concepts and practices in IR demand that attention be paid to the construction and reproduction of masculine identities and the effects that these have on the theory and practice of IR.

Perm is ahistorical, denies root of conflict, and doesn’t account for women already in IR

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 27-28.
In her assessment of the potential for finding a space in IR for feminist theory in the realist and liberal approaches of the interparadigm debate; Sandra Whitworth has suggested that, to incorporate gender, theories must satisfy three criteria: (l) They must allow for the possibility of talking about the social construction of meaning; (2) they must discuss historical variability; and (3) they must permit theorizing about power in ways that uncover hidden power relations. Whitworth claims that, in terms of these three criteria, there is little in realism that seems conducive to theorizing about gender. The liberal paradigm that has sought to enlarge concerns beyond the state-centric, national-security focus of realism might seem more promising; however, according to Whitworth, it is ahistorical and denies the material bases of conflict, inequality, and power. Introducing women and gender to the liberal paradigm would also encounter the same problems noted by critics of liberal feminism. Attempts to “bring women into IR” feed into the mistaken assumption that they are not there in the first place. As Cynthia Enloe tells us, women (as well as marginalized people more generally) are highly involved in world politics, but existing power structures, institutionalized in the split between the public and private spheres and what counts as “important,” keep them from being heard. 
AT: Permutation

Women can’t just be added to existing knowledge – perm doesn’t solve

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 133.

Nevertheless, as I have also pointed out, if feminist approaches can be described as transdisciplinary, they have had an uneasy relationship with all the academic disciplines. It is not only in IR that feminists have revealed and critiqued gendered disciplines whose knowledge has been constructed by men and based on the lives of men. Similar critiques have been mounted in all the social as well as the natural sciences.' Feminists claim that the lack of attention to women and gender seriously undermines claims to objectivity and universality in all disciplines; however, just adding women to existing forms of knowledge is not sufficient to counter these gender biases. Knowledge constructed in terms of binary distinctions such as rational/emotional, objective/subjective, global/local, and public/private, where the first term is often privileged and associated with masculinity, the second with femininity, automatically devalues certain types of knowledge. Therefore, doing feminist research is not about adding more details to existing disciplines but about constructing knowledge that fundamentally challenges or alters existing androcentric theories.   

Feminist scholarship requires reframing our framework of approaching international relations – adding women doesn’t challenge current institutions using this mindset
“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, p.245-6, EmiW

In the same epistemological vein, feminist scholarship can be seen as a collective effort to make theories of IR better able to wrestle with questions of global justice. IR feminists recognize that the reification of disciplinary and political boundaries limits the possibilities for a truly critical IR theory (see e.g., Zalewski, this volume). Specifically, but not exclusively, they address the gender-based oppression and injustice suffered by women and men within and across states. Although it is possible to include women within existing IR frameworks, such as constructivism, while leaving these frameworks theoretically intact and empirically strengthened, in their attention to women’s experience feminist scholars do not seek to merely add women to theoretical frameworks derived from men’s experiences in the world (cf. Keck and Sikkink 1998; Carpenter 2002). Rather, knowledge about the diversity of women’s experiences and contexts leads to appreciate the interrelated character of social hierarchies and their influence on oppression and the gendered ontology of the discipline that professes to study global justice (Brown 1988; Elshtain 1981; 1985;1987; 1998). Consequently, feminists seek to break down not only the exclusionary boundaries of gender, but also those of race, class, sex, sexuality, ethnicity, caste, religion, country of origin, national identity, aboriginal status, immigration status, regional geography, language, cultural practices, forms of dress, beliefs, ability, health status, family history, age, and education. By focusing on intersections rather than boundaries as loci of power and oppression, feminist scholars reenvision the way we conceptualize international relations (Crenshaw 1989; 2000). 

Simply adding feminist discourse to the affirmative will only reinforce gender hiearchies.

J. Ann Tickner, School of International Relations @ University of Southern California, 1997, http://www.jstor.org/pss/2600855
Incorporation can also be a source of misunderstanding when international theorists, responding to challenges of gender blindness, have attempted to make women more visible in their texts. For, as Emily Rosenberg (1990) tells us, efforts to integrate women into existing theories and consider them equally with men can only lead to a theoretical cul-de-sac which further reinforces gender hierarchies. For example, in international relations, when we add exceptional women-the famous few such as Margaret Thatcher or Golda Meier who succeed in the tough world of international politics by acting like men-to existing frameworks, it tends to imply, without the claim being made overtly, that the problem of their absence lies with women themselves. Conversely, if we go looking for women working in "women's spheres," such as peace groups, it only reinforces the socially constructed boundaries between activities differentially deemed appropriate for women and for men; moreover, it contributes to the false claim that women are more peaceful than men, a claim that disempowers both women and peace. Although feminists are frequently told that they are implying that women are more peaceful than men, many are actually quite suspicious of this association of women with peace. Besides being derivative of an essentialized position about women's "nature," to which most contemporary feminists do not subscribe, this association tends to brand women as naive and unrealistic, thereby further delegitimizing their voices in the world of foreign policy making (Sylvester, 1987; Elshtain, 1990). 

AT: Permutation

Feminists fear simply having their ideas co-opted by masculinist IR scholars – to do justice to their ideas, it is necessary to fully adapt to their forms of discussion.

J. Ann Tickner, School of International Relations @ University of Southern California, 1997, http://www.jstor.org/pss/2600855
All these feminist theoretical approaches, upon which IR feminists have drawn, are grounded in social and political theory and sociological traditions many of which lie outside the discipline of international relations. Therefore, while international theorists are often justifiably frustrated when feminists cannot provide a brief overview of feminist theory, feminists find communication on this issue with scholars trained in social scientific methodologies equally difficult because of the lack of agreement as to what counts as legitimate scientific inquiry. Since all these feminist approaches question the claim that women can simply be added to existing theoretical frameworks, it is predictable that misunderstandings will compound when those working within the scientific tradition suggest that feminist approaches can be incorporated into conventional IR methodologies. Indeed, feminists have a legitimate fear of cooptation; so often women's knowledge has been forgotten or subsumed under more dominant discourses. 

2NC AT: Realism

1. Realism makes violence inevitable – the Kritik is key to averting destruction.

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 50-1

In this section, I have shown how realists paint a consistent three-tiered picture of a world in which survival in a violence-prone international system "requires" war-capable states peopled by heroic masculine citizen-warriors. This picture legitimates certain "realistic" portrayals of situations and conduct at each level, which serve to reinforce the need for power balancing, strong states, and citizen-warriors. It achieves relative consistency by downplaying the feasibility and attractiveness of alternative possibilities at each level of analysis by claiming that peaceful international systems are idealist utopias, that non-power-seeking states are soon conquered or dismembered, and that citizens who are not warriors are inessential to the reproduction of the state. Feminist perspectives should question the analytical separability of these three levels of analysis, which realists have treated as supposedly independent levels or aspects of reality. If systems-oriented realists criticize reductionist causal accounts focused only on human nature, feminists might equally well object that scientific causal analyses of state and system-level phenomena distract our attention from the role of responsible individuals and groups in the construction and maintenance of state-level and systemic relationships. Power-oriented statesmen have a vested interest vis-a-vis their domestic supporters in painting a picture of the world around them as threateningly anarchic; anarchic international systems are reproduced by individuals who believe no alternatives exist. Recognizing the gendered construction of this three-tiered world picture, feminist perspectives on national security must offer alternative conceptions. Assuming that these categories are mutually constitutive and mutually reinforcing of each other, we should heed Paul Fussell's claim, in the epigraph to this chapter, that our conception of the possibilities of individual manhood must be redefined in theory and practice before war at the international systemic level can be regarded as avoidable. These gendered depictions of political man, the state, and the international system generate a national security discourse that privileges conflict and war and silences other ways of thinking about security; moving away from valorizing human characteristics that are associated with the risking of life, toward an affirmation of life-giving qualities, allows us to envisage alternative conceptions of national security.
2. Realist conceptions of the state as unitary and rational are masculine and ignore social problems within states

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 42

More recently, however, neorealism has depicted states rather differently, as abstract unitary actors whose actions are explained through laws that can be universalized across time and place and whose internal characteristics are irrelevant to the operation of these laws. States appear to act according to some higher rationality that is presented as independent of human agency. Nowhere in the rational power-balancing behavior of states can we find the patriot willing to go to war to defend his women and children in the name of national security. As poststructuralist international relations theorist Richard Ashley suggests, the "rationalization of global politics" has led to an antihumanism whereby states, posited unproblematically as unitary actors, act independently of human interests.36 It is a world in which, as Jean Elshtain observes, "No children are ever born, and nobody ever dies. ... There are states, and they are what is."37 Behind this reification of state practices hide social institutions that are made and remade by individual actions. In reality, the neorealist depiction of the state as a unitary actor is grounded in the historical practices of the Western state system: neorealist characterizations of state behavior, in terms of self-help, autonomy, and power seeking, privilege characteristics associated with the Western construction of masculinity. Since the beginning of the state system, the national security functions of states have been deeded to us through gendered images that privilege masculinity. 

3. The affirmative advocacy of realism does nothing to avoid the impacts to the Kritik – it neither attempts nor succeeds in including the feminist voice in IR, which is key to avoid the impacts.

2NC AT: Realism

4. Their claims of objectivity are inherently gendered and ignore the clear possibility for a form of politics outside of realism
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 64

Given the interdependent nature of contemporary security threats, new thinking on security has already assumed that autonomy and self-help, as models for state behavior in the international system, must be rethought and redefined. 4Many feminists would agree with this, but given their assumption that interdependence is as much a human characteristic as autonomy, they would question whether autonomy is even desirable.95 Autonomy is associated with masculinity just as femininity is associated with interdependence: in her discussion of the birth of modern science in the seventeenth century, Evelyn Keller links the rise of what she terms a masculine science with a striving for objectivity, autonomy, and control.96 Perhaps not coincidentally, the seventeenth century also witnessed the rise of the modern state system. Since this period, autonomy and separation, importantly associated with the meaning of sovereignty, have determined our conception of the national interest. Betty Reardon argues that this association of autonomy with the national interest tends to blind us to the realities of interdependence in the present world situation.97 Feminist perspectives would thus assume that striving for attachment is also part of human nature, which, while it has been suppressed by both modern scientific thinking and the practices of the Western state system, can be reclaimed and revalued in the future.
5. Realism cannot be objective – objectivity can only be achieved once all perspectives have been acknowledged. With an ignorance of the feminist voice, there can be no objectivity.

6. Feminism represents a better understanding of IR than anarchy or power because of its role in shaping identity

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 147].

While such renditions are, to be fair, extreme and few, there is a tendency among feminist theorists of international relations to meld a pseudopsychoanalytics with a textual interpretivism and arrive at discourses that posit sexual difference as a definitive explanation of the character of international polities by virtue of theft domination by males. This also circumscribes the need for a feminist perspective/critique of the discipline and its theoretical approaches. Patriarchy, gender, and masculinism, for feminists, become as pertinent to understanding international relations as do strategic studies, nation-states, and military force. "A gender-sensitive lens," notes V. Spike Peterson, "illuminates mounting tensions and even contradictions between the 'deeper historical structures' of masculinism  (bequeathed to us by the success of western civilization) and multiple transformations in 'events-time' (the dimensions of today's structural crisis)." For feminists, gender is a "central facet of human identity," and identities are "constructed by others who have a stake in making up certain social categories and in trying to make people conform to them." In fact, for Jill Krause, gender is the ontological essence of self, being, and identity: "Our view of ourselves, how we relate to others and how we understand our world and our place in it are all coloured by our perception of ourselves and others as gendered individuals." Gender, in other words, is an indispensable ingredient in the study of international politics, a means of understanding not just the systemic basis of the international system, but of the power structures imbedded in these relations. Without feminist perspectives, International Relations is adduced as being illegitimate, "dominated mostly by white, English-speaking background intellectuals, located mainly within the Anglo-North America academic establishment," and this dominated by men, asking questions and pursuing interests that affect them.27 Gender, in other words, is both the problem in international relations (and International Relations) because of its untheorized, unconscious, unrecognized importance to the play of global politics and theft analysis, and also the solution to these problems that, once out of the closet, will yet elucidate the systemic basis of aggression, war, identity, discrimination, power, and territoriality. The need for gendered perspectives and gender sensitive lenses is thus self-evident for feminists, representing "a more powerful vehicle than anarchy or power for understanding international relations."" "Gender," it seems, "makes the world go round."" 
AT: Realism

A realist description of the world only serves to legitimize and sustain a violent form of IR – their claims of objectivity ignore the use of language in shaping our approach to politics

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 21

Faced with a world turned upside down, the conventional discipline of international relations has recently been undergoing a more fundamental challenge to its theoretical underpinnings. Certain scholars are now engaged in a "third debate" that questions the empirical and positivist foundations of the field. 31 Postpositivist approaches question what they claim are realism's ahistorical attempts to posit universal truths about the international system and the behavior of its member states. Like many contemporary feminists, these scholars argue that all knowledge is socially constructed and is grounded in the time, place, and social context of the investigator. Focusing on the use of language, many of these writers claim that our knowledge about the international system comes to us from accounts written by those in a position of power who use their knowledge for purposes of control and furthering their own interests. 32 These scholars assert that, while realism presents itself as an objective account of reality that claims to explain the workings of the prevailing international order, it is also an ideology that has served to legitimize and sustain that order. 33 While many of the previous challengers of realism, discussed above, still spoke in terms of large depersonalized structures-- such as the international system of states or the capitalist world economy-- many of these poststructuralist writers attempt to speak for disempowered individuals on the margins of the international system. Besides questioning the ability of the state or global capitalism to solve contemporary problems, they pose more fundamental questions about the construction of the state as a political space and a source of identity.
Realism is outdated and unable to solve modern international crises

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 19-21

The dramatic events of the late 1980s and early 1990s brought to light many of the shortcomings in realist explanations noted by critics for some time. Whereas the world wars of the first half of the twentieth century involved the transgression of great powers across international boundaries, most of the conflicts of the second half have taken place inside or across the boundaries of weak states. Although they have frequently involved at least one of the great powers, many of these conflicts have not been fought to protect international boundaries but over ethnic or religious issues, or issues of national identity and national liberation. The militarization of the South, with weapons sold or given by the North, has resulted in a situation whereby the state is often perceived, not as a protector against outside dangers, but as the ultimate threat to the security of its civilian population. The precarious armed peace that characterized the relationship between the two superpowers during the Cold War owed whatever stability it achieved not to military strength but to the threat of nuclear obliteration of winners and losers alike: nuclear weapons and other modern military technologies continue to pose the threat of mass destruction. These new threats to security demand new solutions quite at odds with the power politics prescriptions of traditional international relations theory. As we face the prospect that, by the year 2000, 80 percent of the world's population will live in the South, we in the West can no longer afford to privilege a tradition of scholarship that focuses on the concerns and ambitions of the great powers. Faced with a stubborn gap in living standards between the rich and the poor that some observers doubt can ever be overcome, realist prescriptions of self-help are inappropriate; the health of the global economy depends on the health of all its members. Environmental degradation, a relatively new item on the agenda of international relations, threatens rich and poor alike and appears intransigent to state-centered solutions. Along with the traditional issues of war and peace, the discipline of international relations is increasingly challenged by the necessity of analyzing the realities of economic and ecological interdependence and finding ways of mitigating their negative consequences. We must also face the reality of how easily these wider security issues, which threaten the survival of the earth and all its inhabitants, disappear from the agenda when military crises escalate. 

AT: Realism

Realism constructs a masculine view of the world that makes violence inevitable

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 50-1

In this section, I have shown how realists paint a consistent three-tiered picture of a world in which survival in a violence-prone international system "requires" war-capable states peopled by heroic masculine citizen-warriors. This picture legitimates certain "realistic" portrayals of situations and conduct at each level, which serve to reinforce the need for power balancing, strong states, and citizen-warriors. It achieves relative consistency by downplaying the feasibility and attractiveness of alternative possibilities at each level of analysis by claiming that peaceful international systems are idealist utopias, that non-power-seeking states are soon conquered or dismembered, and that citizens who are not warriors are inessential to the reproduction of the state. Feminist perspectives should question the analytical separability of these three levels of analysis, which realists have treated as supposedly independent levels or aspects of reality. If systems-oriented realists criticize reductionist causal accounts focused only on human nature, feminists might equally well object that scientific causal analyses of state and system-level phenomena distract our attention from the role of responsible individuals and groups in the construction and maintenance of state-level and systemic relationships. Power-oriented statesmen have a vested interest vis-a-vis their domestic supporters in painting a picture of the world around them as threateningly anarchic; anarchic international systems are reproduced by individuals who believe no alternatives exist. Recognizing the gendered construction of this three-tiered world picture, feminist perspectives on national security must offer alternative conceptions. Assuming that these categories are mutually constitutive and mutually reinforcing of each other, we should heed Paul Fussell's claim, in the epigraph to this chapter, that our conception of the possibilities of individual manhood must be redefined in theory and practice before war at the international systemic level can be regarded as avoidable. These gendered depictions of political man, the state, and the international system generate a national security discourse that privileges conflict and war and silences other ways of thinking about security; moving away from valorizing human characteristics that are associated with the risking of life, toward an affirmation of life-giving qualities, allows us to envisage alternative conceptions of national security.
Realism was invented and supported almost entirely by men – their claims of universality ignore the inherently gendered and one-sidedness of realism

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 29-30

In looking for explanations for the causes of war, realists, as well as scholars in other approaches to international relations, have distinguished among three levels of analysis: the individual, the state, and the international system. While realists claim that their theories are "objective" and of universal validity, the assumptions they use when analyzing states and explaining their behavior in the international system are heavily dependent on characteristics that we, in the West, have come to associate with masculinity. The way in which realists describe the individual, the state, and the international system are profoundly gendered; each is constructed in terms of the idealized or hegemonic masculinity described in chapter 1. In the name of universality, realists have constructed a world view based on the experiences of certain men: it is therefore a world view that offers us only a partial view of reality.

AT: Realism

Realist conceptions of the state as unitary and rational are masculine and ignore social problems within states

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 42

More recently, however, neorealism has depicted states rather differently, as abstract unitary actors whose actions are explained through laws that can be universalized across time and place and whose internal characteristics are irrelevant to the operation of these laws. States appear to act according to some higher rationality that is presented as independent of human agency. Nowhere in the rational power-balancing behavior of states can we find the patriot willing to go to war to defend his women and children in the name of national security. As poststructuralist international relations theorist Richard Ashley suggests, the "rationalization of global politics" has led to an antihumanism whereby states, posited unproblematically as unitary actors, act independently of human interests.36 It is a world in which, as Jean Elshtain observes, "No children are ever born, and nobody ever dies. ... There are states, and they are what is."37 Behind this reification of state practices hide social institutions that are made and remade by individual actions. In reality, the neorealist depiction of the state as a unitary actor is grounded in the historical practices of the Western state system: neorealist characterizations of state behavior, in terms of self-help, autonomy, and power seeking, privilege characteristics associated with the Western construction of masculinity. Since the beginning of the state system, the national security functions of states have been deeded to us through gendered images that privilege masculinity. 

AT: Realism

Realism is based on an overly narrow conception of power – a feminist standpoint is key

Robert O. Keohane, prof international affairs @ Princeton, 1989, p. 244-245, “International Relations Theory: Contributions of a Feminist Standpoint”
Consider, for example, the concept of power. Morgenthau defines power rather crudely as 'man's control over the minds and actions of other men.  Kenneth N. Waltz views power not as a relationship but as the 'old and simple notion that an agent is powerful to the extent that he affects others more than they affect him. More common now is the conception of power as a characteristic of a relationship between A and B in which A has the ability 'to get B to do what he would otherwise not do'?

As David Baldwin has pointed out, any definition of power as control, to be meaningful, must specify the scope and domain of power. Such a definition therefore refers to the 'ability of one actor to influence another actor with respect to certain outcomes'. Nevertheless, emphasis on power as control can obscure the end of having power - to affect one's environment consistently with one's preferences. Furthermore, it omits the order-creating function of power, which Hannah Arendt has referred to as 'the human ability not just to act but to act in concert'.' As Jean Bethke Elshtain has observed, 'the "high politics" emergent from received readings of these texts (Thucydides, Machiavelli, el at.) is, in Joan Scott's words, a "gendered concept", for it establishes its crucial importance and public power, the reasons for and the fact of its highest authority, precisely in its exclusion of women from its work'. 9
Emphasising power as the ability to act in concert would call attention to areas of world politics in which human beings seek to collaborate to cope with collective problems, such as those arising from ecological and economic interdependence. It would more easily be recognised that world politics is far from a zero-sum game in which one side's gain is the other's loss, and that the amount of power in the international system can vary over time. Effective international institutions create 'the ability to act in concert', which may not exist in the absence of such institutions.
Redefining power may help us to rethink the notion of sovereignty. Hedley Bull defined sovereignty in classic power-as-control terms: 'internal sovereignty means supremacy over all other authorities within (a given) territory and population', while 'external sovereignty' means 'not supremacy but independence of outside authorities'. lO Similarly, for F.H. Hinsley, the original idea of sovereignty was "the idea that there is a final and absolute political authority in the political community', and that 'no final and absolute authority exists elsewhere'.11
Phrased thus, sovereignty seems to reflect traditionally male thinking, with its emphasis on control and its penchant for absolute and dichotomous categories.

From this perspective, it would be worthwhile to ask the Question: does the concept of territorial sovereignty, so fundamental to the modern state system, have anything to do with gender'! Such a Question could be fundamenta1 to a feminist standpoint analysis of world politics.
It is important, however, not to prejudge the answer to this question. After all, the modern doctrine of sovereignty itself arose in opposition to that most patriarchal of all institutions, the Papacy." Furthermore, the conception of the 'sovereignty of the people', as articulated by James Wilson and other American Federalists, can be viewed as an expression of the conception of power as the ability to act in concert. In order to act in concert, 'the people, as the fountain of government' can delegate sovereignty, 'in such proportions, to such bodies, on such tenns, and under such limitations, as they think proper',ll In the United States, national sovereignty, and its corollary, national citizenship, were used in the nineteenth century as weapons by anti-slavery forces and therefore had a progressive character. 14 Critical conceptual analysis must be aware of the complexity of established concepts such as sovereignty and the multiple uses to which they have been put. Indeed, a feminist standpoint might help to distinguish between notions of sovereignty based on power-as-control and those based on power-as action-in-concert, and to reinvogorate the latter conception, which has recently been obscured by statist and realist thought.
AT: Realism

Feminism represents a better understanding of IR than anarchy or power because of its role in shaping identity

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 147].

While such renditions are, to be fair, extreme and few, there is a tendency among feminist theorists of international relations to meld a pseudopsychoanalytics with a textual interpretivism and arrive at discourses that posit sexual difference as a definitive explanation of the character of international polities by virtue of theft domination by males. This also circumscribes the need for a feminist perspective/critique of the discipline and its theoretical approaches. Patriarchy, gender, and masculinism, for feminists, become as pertinent to understanding international relations as do strategic studies, nation-states, and military force. "A gender-sensitive lens," notes V. Spike Peterson, "illuminates mounting tensions and even contradictions between the 'deeper historical structures' of masculinism  (bequeathed to us by the success of western civilization) and multiple transformations in 'events-time' (the dimensions of today's structural crisis)." For feminists, gender is a "central facet of human identity," and identities are "constructed by others who have a stake in making up certain social categories and in trying to make people conform to them." In fact, for Jill Krause, gender is the ontological essence of self, being, and identity: "Our view of ourselves, how we relate to others and how we understand our world and our place in it are all coloured by our perception of ourselves and others as gendered individuals." Gender, in other words, is an indispensable ingredient in the study of international politics, a means of understanding not just the systemic basis of the international system, but of the power structures imbedded in these relations. Without feminist perspectives, International Relations is adduced as being illegitimate, "dominated mostly by white, English-speaking background intellectuals, located mainly within the Anglo-North America academic establishment," and this dominated by men, asking questions and pursuing interests that affect them.27 Gender, in other words, is both the problem in international relations (and International Relations) because of its untheorized, unconscious, unrecognized importance to the play of global politics and theft analysis, and also the solution to these problems that, once out of the closet, will yet elucidate the systemic basis of aggression, war, identity, discrimination, power, and territoriality. The need for gendered perspectives and gender sensitive lenses is thus self-evident for feminists, representing "a more powerful vehicle than anarchy or power for understanding international relations."" "Gender," it seems, "makes the world go round."" 

AT: Realism

Realism is not objectively true – establishing an unmediated foundation for knowledge is impossible

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 35-6

Since Morgenthau wrote the first edition of Politics Among Nations in 1948, the search for an objective, rational science of international politics based on models imported from economics and the natural sciences has been an important goal of the realist agenda. Neorealists, who have attempted to construct a positivist "science" of international relations, have used game theoretic and rational choice models in an effort to insert more scientific rigor into the field. Realists, as well as some of their critics, have also introduced the concept of "levels of analysis" to explore the causes of international wars more systematically. In international relations scholarship, causal explanations for war are conventionally situated at the levels of the individual, the state, or the international system.10 While most international relations literature concentrates on the second and third levels, neorealists, who are attempting to build more parsimonious and "scientific" approaches to the discipline, favor system-level explanations. Rejecting what he terms reductionist theories, Waltz claims that only at the level of the international system can we discover laws that can help us to understand the international behavior of states and the propensity for conflict. Waltz asserts that it is not possible to understand states' behavior simply by looking at each individual unit; one must look at the structure as a whole and see how each state's capabilities stand in relation to others'. The extent to which states will be successful in attaining their goals and providing for their own security can be predicted by analyzing their relative power capabilities. But given this self-seeking behavior in an anarchic environment, conflict is a likely outcome. Focusing his explanations at the level of the international system, Waltz claims that it is possible to observe regularities in the power-balancing behavior of states that can be explained in terms similar to those of equilibrium theory in microeconomics.11 A Gendered Perspective on National Security Morgenthau, Waltz, and other realists claim that it is possible to develop a rational, objective theory of international politics based on universal laws that operate across time and space. In her feminist critique of the natural sciences, Evelyn Fox Keller points out that most scientific communities share the "assumption that the universe they study is directly accessible, represented by concepts shaped not by language but only by the demands of logic and experiment." The laws of nature, according to this view of science, are beyond the relativity of language.12 Like most contemporary feminists, Keller rejects this positivist view of science that, she asserts, imposes a coercive, hierarchical, and conformist pattern on scientific inquiry. Since most contemporary feminist scholars believe that knowledge is socially constructed, they are skeptical of finding an unmediated foundation for knowledge that realists claim is possible. Since they believe that it is language that transmits knowledge, many feminists suggest that the scholarly claims about the neutral uses of language and about objectivity must continually be questioned.

Their claims of objectivity are inherently gendered and ignore the clear possibility for a form of politics outside of realism
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 64

Given the interdependent nature of contemporary security threats, new thinking on security has already assumed that autonomy and self-help, as models for state behavior in the international system, must be rethought and redefined. 4Many feminists would agree with this, but given their assumption that interdependence is as much a human characteristic as autonomy, they would question whether autonomy is even desirable.95 Autonomy is associated with masculinity just as femininity is associated with interdependence: in her discussion of the birth of modern science in the seventeenth century, Evelyn Keller links the rise of what she terms a masculine science with a striving for objectivity, autonomy, and control.96 Perhaps not coincidentally, the seventeenth century also witnessed the rise of the modern state system. Since this period, autonomy and separation, importantly associated with the meaning of sovereignty, have determined our conception of the national interest. Betty Reardon argues that this association of autonomy with the national interest tends to blind us to the realities of interdependence in the present world situation.97 Feminist perspectives would thus assume that striving for attachment is also part of human nature, which, while it has been suppressed by both modern scientific thinking and the practices of the Western state system, can be reclaimed and revalued in the future.
AT: Realism

Realism is not inevitable – they generalize masculine behavior as universal

Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 51-52.

Donna Haraway claims that all scientific theories are embedded in particular kinds of stories, or what she terms "'fictions of science." IR feminists, like some other critical theorists, particularly those concerned with genealogy, have examined the stories on which realism and neorealism base their prescriptions for states' national-security behavior, looking for evidence of gender bias. Feminist reanalysis of the so-called "creation myths" of international relations, on which realist assumptions about states; behavior are built, reveals stories built on male representations of how individuals function in society. The parable of man's amoral, self-interested behavior in the state of nature, made necessary by the lack of restraint on the behavior of others, is taken by realists to be a universal model for explaining states' behavior in the international system. But, as Rebecca Grant asserts, this is a male, rather than a universal, model: were life to go on in the state of nature for more than one generation, other activities such as childbirth and child rearing, typically associated with women, must also have taken place. Grant also claims that Rousseau's stag hunt, which realists have used to explain the security dilemma, ignores the deeper social relations in which the activities of the hunters are embedded. When women are absent from these foundational myths, a source of gender bias is created that extends into international-relations theory.
***AFFIRMATIVE***

AFF 2AC AT: Fem IR Kritik (1/4)

1. No link and link turn – withdrawal is the most concrete step against women’s oppression everywhere – the U.S. military has empirically served as a symbol of patriarchal imperialism. 

2. Perm – do both: Feminist theory requires a positive standpoint to succeed – or societal inequality and the status quo will persist. 

Robert O. Keohane, prof government @ Harvard and international affairs @ Princeton, 1989, p. 250, “International Relations Theory: Contributions of a Feminist Standpoint”

I fear that many feminist theorists of international relations may follow the currently fashionable path of fragmenting epistemology, denying the possibility of social science. But I think this would be an intellectual and moral disaster. As

Linda Alcoft points out, 'post-structuralist critiques of subjectivity pertain to the construction of all subjects or they pertain to none ... Nominalism threatens to wipe out feminism itself'. 27 That is, feminist theory cannot be without a positive standpoint - it cannot be only adversarial. Retreating to postmodern adversarial analysis would foreclose the relations that could be regarded as valuable by people outside the feminist circle. Scientifically, it would lead away from what I think feminist theory should do: generate novel hypotheses that could then be evaluated with evidence, in a way that could lead to convincing results.

Politically, as Hawkesworth declares, 'should postmodernism's seductive text gain ascendancy, it will not be an accident that power remains in the hands of the white males who currently possess it. In a world of radical inequality, relativist resignation reinforces the status quo'. 28

3. Perm – do the plan and reject other instances of masculinized interpretations of international relations

4. Double bind- either the alt defines a genderless subject or it essentializes - both are counterproductive and nonsensical for their political action 

Linda Alcoff, Professor of Philosophy at Hunter College/CUNY Graduate Center, 1988, “Cultural Feminism versus Post-Structuralism: The Identity Crisis in Feminist Theory,” PK

Lauretis's main thesis is that subjectivity, that is, what one "per- ceives and comprehends as subjective," is constructed through a continuous process, an ongoing constant renewal based on an interaction with the world, which she defines as experience: "And thus [subjectivity] is produced not by external ideas, values, or material causes, but by one's personal, subjective engagement in the practices, discourses, and institutions that lend significance (value, meaning, and affect) to the events of the world."42 This is the process through which one's subjectivity becomes en-gendered. But describing the subjectivity that emerges is still beset with dif- ficulties, principally the following: "The feminist efforts have been more often than not caught in the logical trap set up by [a] paradox. Either they have assumed that 'the subject,' like 'man,' is a generic term, and as such can designate equally and at once the female and male subjects, with the result of erasing sexuality and sexual dif- ference from subjectivity. Or else they have been obliged to resort to an oppositional notion of 'feminine' subject defined by silence, negativity, a natural sexuality, or a closeness to nature not compro- mised by patriarchal culture."43 Here again is spelled out the di- lemma between a post-structuralist genderless subject and a cultural feminist essentialized subject. As Lauretis points out, the latter alternative is constrained in its conceptualization of the female sub- ject by the very act of distinguishing female from male subjectivity. This appears to produce a dilemma, for if we de-gender subjectivity, we are committed to a generic subject and thus undercut feminism, while on the other hand if we define the subject in terms of gender, articulating female subjectivity in a space clearly distinct from male subjectivity, then we become caught up in an oppositional dichot- omy controlled by a misogynist discourse. A gender-bound subjec- tivity seems to force us to revert "women to the body and to sexuality as an immediacy of the biological, as nature."44 For all her insistence on a subjectivity constructed through practices, Lauretis is clear that that conception of subjectivity is not what she wishes to pro- pose. A subjectivity that is fundamentally shaped by gender appears to lead irrevocably to essentialism, the posing of a male/female opposition as universal and ahistorical. A subjectivity that is not fundamentally shaped by gender appears to lead to the conception of a generic human subject, as if we could peel away our "cultural" layers and get to the real root of human nature, which turns out to be genderless. Are these really our only choices?

2AC AT: Fem IR Kritik (2/4)

5. Alt doesn’t solve - Identity politics in the context of preventing violence against women ignore intragroup differences and cause tension between groups. 

Kimberle Crenshaw, prof law @ UCLA, 1993, Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence against Women of Color, p. 1242

The embrace of identity politics, however, has been in tension with dominant conceptions of social justice. Race, gender, and other identity categories are most often treated in mainstream liberal discourse as vestiges of bias or domination—that is, as intrinsically negative frameworks in which social power works to exclude or marginalize those who are different. According to this understanding, our liberatory objective should be to empty such categories of any social significance. Yet implicit in certain strands of feminist and racial liberation movements, for example is the view that the social power in delineating difference need not be the power of domination; it can instead be the source of social empowerment and reconstruction. The problem with identity politics is not that it fails to transcend difference, as some critics charge, but rather the opposite—that it frequently conflates or ignores intragroup differences. In the context of violence against women, this elision of difference in identity politics is problematic, fundamentally because the violence that many women experience is often shaped by other dimensions of their identities, such as race and class. Moreover, ignoring difference within groups contributes to tension among groups, another problem of identity politics that bears on efforts to politicize violence against women. Feminist efforts to politicize experiences of women and antiracist efforts to politicize experiences of people of color have frequently proceeded as though the issues and experiences they each detail occur on mutually exclusive terrains. Although racism and sexism readily intersect in the lives of real people, they seldom do in feminist and antiracist practices. And so, when the practices expound identity as woman or person of color as an either/or proposition, they relegate the identity of women of color to a location that resists telling.
6. Turn - reducing gender inequality encourages democracies to wage war on non-democracies. 
Robert O. Keohane, prof government @ Harvard and international affairs @ Princeton, 1998, Beyond Dichotomy: Conversations Between International Relations and Feminist Theory, p. 197

Since we know that intentionality and consequences are not tightly linked in international relations, we should not assume that the consequences in international relations of more egalitarian practices within some societies will necessarily be benign. Supposing that increased gender equality leads to less aggression, we might well expect that countries with relatively less hierarchical internal structures would not fight each other. But their relationships with states with more inegalitarian gender relationships would need to be investigated. Perhaps states with less gender hierarchy could resolve conflict more easily; but it is also possible that they would be more easily bullied, or would become more moralistic, leading eventually to more serious crises and perhaps warfare. To continue with the democracy analogy, democracies are quite warlike toward nondemocracies, although they are disinclined to fight other democracies.

2AC AT: Fem IR Kritik (3/4)

7. Realism of the perm solves- the K is only a partial criticism of Realism and both ideologies can work together- it’s the best of both worlds, and their authors agree

Adam Jones, political scientist at University of British Columbia, 1996 (“Does Gender Make the World go round?”  Review of international studies vol 22, number 4, JSTOR)

I do not wish to suggest that all feminists view Realism and a feminist approach to IR as utterly incompatible. One element of the ongoing debate between liberal feminists and their post-positivist counterparts is the occasional recognition that,  with other 'patriarchal' paradigms or institutions, Realism may not be so deeply compromised as to require jettisoning. In her appraisal of Hans J. Morgenthau, for instance, Tickner criticizes Realism as only 'a partial description of international polities', owing to its deeply embedded masculinist bias.33 But partial descriptions are partial descriptions; they are not dead wrong. Tickner attacks Morgenthau's paradigm on several grounds. But her main concern is to offer a 'feminist reformulation' of certain Realist principles. In a similar vein, the central problem may not be with objectivity as such, but with objectivity 'as it is culturally defined . . . [and] associated with masculinity'. The idea of the 'national interest' likewise needs to be rendered more 'multidimensional and contextually contingent', but not necessarily abandoned. Tickner stresses: I am not denying the validity of Morgenthau's work',34 just as Kathy Ferguson emphasizes the importance of 'negotiating] respectfully with contentious others'.35 A similar approach is evident in Cynthia Enloe's Bananas, Beaches and Bases, perhaps the best-known work of feminist IR criticism. Enloe attempts to sup plement the classical framework by considering women's contributions and experiences. But she does not devalue or reject the framework as such. Thus, Enloe looks at international diplomacy, geostrategic military alliances (as symbolized by military bases), international tourism, and First World-Third World economic relations. The first two are hallmark concerns of the classical paradigm. The third and fourth derive from neo-Marxist and IPE theories. In each case, Enloe presents innovative avenues of inquiry, and an intriguing reworking of perspectives that have grown stale. Her study of international diplomacy, for example, concentrates on the role of diplomatic wives in structuring the 'informal relationships' that enable male diplomats 'to accomplish their political tasks'.36 Women, she argues, are 'vital to creating and maintaining trust between men in a hostile world';37 'negotiations "man-to-man" are most likely to go smoothly if they can take place outside official settings, in the "private" sphere of the home or at gatherings that include wives'.38 But Enloe does not seem to be proposing a revision of what constitutes 'the business of international polities', however critical she may be of the way this business operates, or of the (underacknowledged) supporting roles women play in the business. Scholars have always mined the past for insights and guidance. There is a curiosity, a generosity of spirit, in much feminist writing that may facilitate a provisional modus vivendi, though hardly an alliance, between Realist and feminist scholarship. This would demand of the classical tradition that it acknowledge and correct its blank spaces and biased formulations. Feminism, meanwhile, could glean from Realism some sharp insights into the limited but significant veins of inter national politics that the classical tradition has long mined, and not without success. 

8. Case outweighs and is a disad to the alt– no matter what the root cause of war is, we must act via the plan to prevent these specific and probable scenarios for extinction 

2AC AT: Fem IR Kritik (4/4)

9. The alternative creates difference that fragments the movement and devastates solvency:

a) The feminist movement alienates black women

Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
This unconscious consensus has been successful in excluding large numbers of Black women from participating in any meaningful way. A further element contributing to Black women's exclusion is due to the fact that very often women's oppression is seen in a straightforward and non-contradictory way, where women organizing as women is seen as positive, regardless of the context. An example of such reasoning taken to its extreme is when some white feminists have applauded Maggie Thatcher as Prime Minister as a positive female Image. Such uncritical acceptance of the virtues of strong female images serves only to further alienate Black women whose experience at the hands of the British state demands a more responsible political response.
B) Feminism creates a divide in international relations that makes the problem worse, rather than helping it because the current system is based off our similarities, not our differences

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 167].

Lurking behind such positions, of course, is the highly problematic assumption that a fundamental shift in the political, social, and economic worlds has occurred; that "people, machinery and money, images and ideas now follow increasingly nonisomorphic paths, and that because of this there is a "deterritorializing mobility of peoples, ideas, and images," one overcoming the "laborious moves of statism to project an image of the world divided along territorially discontinuous (separated) sovereign spaces, each supposedly with homogeneous cultures and impervious essences." In this new world where global space-as-territory has been obliterated, where discrete national cultures no longer exist but are dissolved by cosmopolitanism and ubiquitous images peddled by hypermodern communications, all that remains as tangible referents for knowledge and understanding, we are told, are our own fractured identities."' While, for feminists, this is profoundly liberating, allowing them to recognize a "multiplicity of identities," each engaged in a "differing politics," it also betrays how narrow is the intent of feminist postmodernism, which stands for no other end except the eradication of essentialism."3 Much as Ashley saw in positivism tyrannical structures of oppression, so in essentialism postmodern feminists see the subjugation of diversity amid universal narratives. Yet the reification of difference as the penultimate ontological beginning and end point seems disingenuous in the extreme. The question is not whether there are differences-of course there are-but whether these are significant for International Relations, and if so in what capacity? Historically, the brief of International Relations has been to go out in search of those things that unite us, not divide us. Division, disunity, and difference have been the unmistakable problems endemic to global politics, and overcoming them the objective that has provided scholars with both their motivating purpose and moral compass. In venerating difference, identity politics unwittingly reproduces this problematique: exacerbating differences beyond their significance, fabricating disunity, and contributing to social and political cleavage. Yes, we are not all the same. But the things that unite us are surely more important, more numerous, and more fundamental to the human condition than those that divide us. We all share a conviction that war is bad, for example, that vio- lence is objectionable, global poverty unconscionable, and that peaceful interstate relations are desirable. Likewise, we all inhabit one earth and have similar environmental concerns, have the same basic needs in terms of developmental requirements, nutrition, personal security, education, and shelter. To suppose that these modernist concerns are divisible on the basis of gender, color, sexuality, or religious inclination seems specious, promoting contrariety where none really exists from the perspective of International Relations. How, for example, amid the reification of ever-divisible difference, do we foster political community-and-solidarity, hope to foster greater global collectivity, or unite antithetically inclined religious, segregationist, or racial groups on the basis of theft professed difference? How this is meant to secure new visions of international polities, solve the divisions of previous disputations, or avert violent fictionalisms in the future remains curiously absent from the discourse of identity politics."4 Methodologically, the implications of reifying false difference are also far from benign for International Relations, but betray a devolution of disciplinary knowledge and theory amid sundry narratives captive to personal "travelogues," attempts to recreate histories or enumerate a catalogue of previous "silences" simply on the basis that such has not been done before. The result is a type of agenda inflation, sprawling research topics that, from a more traditionalist perspective, would seem unrelated to International Relations.
AFF AT: State Link

Working within the state opens up space for feminist reform

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 97-98.
While the relative absence of women from political institutions has led feminists, particularly Western feminists, to be suspicious of the state, they are also questioning visions of alternative models that advocate the devolution of power up to international governmental institutions, where often there are even fewer women in decision-making positions. Universal norms, such as standards of human rights, articulated at the international level are also being examined for gender bias. Typically, women's movements, which strive for what they claim is a more genuine form of democracy, have been   situated at the local level or in nongovernmental transnational social movements. As discussed in chapter 3, feminists have stressed the importance of these movements, not only in terms of their attempts to place women's issues on the international agenda, but also in terms of their success in redefining political theory and practice and thinking more deeply about oppressive gender relations and how to reconstitute them. However, certain feminists have begun to question whether women's participation in these nongovernmental arenas can have sufficient power to effect change; while they remain skeptical of the patriarchal underpinnings of many contemporary states, certain feminists are now beginning to reexamine the potential of the state as an emancipatory institution. Particularly for women and feminists from the South, democratization has opened up some space within which to leverage the state to deal with their concerns; many of them see the state as having the potential to provide a buffer against an international system dominated by its most powerful members. However, a genuinely democratic state, devoid of gender and other oppressive social hierarchies, would require a different definition of democracy, citizenship, and human rights, as well as a different relationship with the international system.   

The state is beneficial to feminism

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 120-121.

Given the enormous distance between the local and the international, feminists from various parts of the world have begun to rethink women’s relationships to the state. While they are quite critical of most contemporary states, feminists are increasingly looking to the state as a potential buffer against the detrimental effects of global capitalism. While some feminists believe that capitalism has the potential to improve women's welfare, the majority see dangers in global markets that tend toward inequality and a lack of democratic accountability. Drude Dahlerup has suggested that women are more dependent on the state than men, particularly in industrialized countries, where women have greater need of the state's redistributive functions. Dahlerup has claimed that women can gain more power through the state than through the market." Although they would agree with critics of globalization that states and international institutions are often working in the interests of global capital, feminists are beginning to explore the possibilities of a different kind of state-one that, since it does have the potential agendas. But certain feminists believe that with democratization and increased opportunities for women in the economy, states are more likely to create new institutions based on gender equality. April Gordon has claimed that state intervention is necessary to the promotion of gender equality by breaking down institutionalized patriarchy and creating new institutions based on gender equity. She has also suggested that the state cannot achieve gender equality without the improvement of the overall economic development of society. Clearly, this type of strategy involves a much more interventionist state than liberals would envisage.82 While liberalization may allow space for women's organizing, the issue then becomes: What kind of state will best serve not only women's interests but peace and security, broadly defined? The liberal state, which is characterized by market democracy rather than social democracy, is clearly not the kind of state that feminists have in mind. Liberal democracy has not inspired feminists who work outside the liberal tradition because of deep structures for democratic accountability, may be the most likely institution within which to articulate new visions of global security and less-hierarchical social relations.  

AFF AT: State Link

Working within the state key

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 123.
More recently, certain feminists undertaking empirical studies in a variety of states have challenged these structural accounts of states' gendered and racialized policies and drawn more nuanced conclusions. Some see states as contingent and historically variable. R. W. Connell has claimed that while states have historically been patriarchal, they are not essentially so:  since they are constantly changing and dynamic, there is room for new political possibilities. States are active players in gender politics, regulating gender relations in various ways-through family policies, population policies, child care, and education. These policies have different implications for different groups inside states; the way states regulate gender and race also filters up into international institutions such as the United Nations and the International Labor Organization. While it is true that, in most liberal states, gender policies have reinforced the public/private divide that has worked in the interests of men, Connell believes that variability allows room for change.88 He hypothesizes replacing the liberal state with a demilitarized  and participatory democracy; however, this would not be possible until the  gender distinctions between public and private are abolished. Clearly, this would mean a very different kind of state, one with an expansion of the realm to which democracy applied'"'  

AFF AT: Economy Link

Capitalism/growth empowers women

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 83-84.

In her study of African women, April Cordon has claimed that paid work is an important source of power for women; like Lim, she sees no necessary connection between capitalism and the exploitation of women. Citing the African case, she predicts that a transition to capitalism-which is already leading to the increased participation of women in the waged sector-will actually enhance women's position relative to men and break the hold of African patriarchy that pre-dates both capitalism and colonialism. For Gordon, therefore, patriarchy, not capitalism, is the real source of women's oppression.66 
AFF AT: Quantitative Method Link

A quantitative feminist perspective is necessary to question and reconstruct the current patraiarchal state

Clair Apodaca, Assistant Professor. Department of International Relations Florida International University Miami, 09, “Overcoming Obstacles in Quantitative Feminist Research”, PK
Although I am primarily a quantitatively trained researcher, I am well aware of the shortcomings of quantitative analysis and thus remain sensitive to the added benefits of qualitative research. I freely admit that my research is grounded in traditional, positivist, and empirical research methods (using Robert Keohane’s terminology, 1998). But my goal through this research is to empower women and create social change. Thus, in response to Ann Tickner (2005), my answer is that yes, some feminists who do international relations research do believe that their research questions can be answered by using social science explanatory frameworks. Quantitative methodology allows me to answer research questions regarding state policies and practices that either further or restrict women’s attainment of their economic, social, and cultural rights. The use of quantitative methods to answer feminist questions is becoming a recognized approach by both IR feminists and traditional positivists. As Brooke Ackerly acknowledges, “feminist IR scholarship has built upon positivist and mainstream IR methodologies in the service of exploring feminist questions” (2006, 2). Using data, numbers, and statistical analysis is no more or less feminist, then, than other forms of research that might have been selected. Since the ultimate goal is to improve the lives of women and children, and doing so involves working within a patriarchal system of state and international power, many quantitative feminists have made peace with their decision to use quantitative methods as “the best way to convince nonbelievers of the validity of the message that feminists are seeking to deliver” (Keohane 1998, 196–97). And there are benefits to using the dominant language of the patriarchal system. Using quantitative data allows feminist researchers, like myself, to work for women’s rights through the existing political and judicial systems and institutions. “The political potential of such work,” to quote Mary Maynard, “must not be underestimated” (1994, 13; emphasis in original). Statistics on discrimination, poverty, human rights violations, sexual harassment (to name only a few women’s issues) can be used to formulate public policy or to amend laws that can “eventually provide legal redress for individuals” (Reinharz 1992, 80). Rights, often aspirational in nature, must be converted into verifiable and enforceable goals and targets. Statistical indicators can monitor progress and identify patterns of discrimination within the whole of a society. It does not seem likely that there will be an immediate revolution in power and knowledge that could generate social justice and equality. Therefore, the feminist quantitative scholar has to be satisfied if her/his work can, in some small 420 Politics & Gender 5(3) 2009 way, help to improve the well-being of women somewhere. This is precisely the defining rationale for feminist research. To quote Tickner, “the key concern of feminist theory is to explain women’s subordination, or the unjustified asymmetry between women’s and men’s social and economic positions, and to seek prescriptions for ending it” (2001, 11). Consequently, quantitative feminists can be, and in fact are, feminist scholars. 
Quantitative statistics of women matter 

Clair Apodaca, Assistant Professor. Department of International Relations Florida International University Miami, 09, “Overcoming Obstacles in Quantitative Feminist Research”, PK
Quantitative feminist research is confronted with a major obstacle: The politically motivated and biased (often patriarchal) act of data collection by states and international institutions. Quantitative IR feminist research is hampered by the lack of available disaggregated data on women. The act of collecting and publishing data is a political act. It is so because only certain segments of the population are considered worthy of being counted or measured. The Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women has repeatedly noted its concern with this relative absence of disaggregated, precise, and reliable indicators on the situation or condition of women. The Committee remarked “that statistical information is absolutely necessary in order to understand the real situation of women in each of the States parties to the Convention” (1989, 392). The primary culprits are first and foremost states themselves. But international institutions like the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and the World Trade Organization are also guilty of ignoring or excluding women in the collection of data. Other intergovernmental organizations, such as the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), or the World Health Organization (WHO), have collected data disaggregated by sex for some time now. But, in general, governments and international organizations do not collect data on women’s lives and experiences as regularly (if at all) and as fastidiously as they collect military or economic data. Some countries simply do not collect data, refuse to report data, or the data they present are so unreliable that the UN agencies involved will not publish it. 
AFF AT: Human Rights Link

Human rights frameworks important for feminism

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 112-113.
The spread of a Western concept of human rights that focuses on civil and political rights has been applauded by liberals. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights has also been an important concept for normative political theorists, who see, in the promulgation of universal norms of human behavior, possibilities for a nascent world community. David Held has claimed that the UN Charter system has provided a vision of a new world order-that of a supranational presence championing individual human rights over the exclusivity of state sovereignty." Since human rights is one of the few concepts that articulates a transnational concern about the lives of people beyond the confines of the state, it would seem like a useful framework for dealing with gender abuse and one that connects the global and the local. Indeed, human rights have been a central concern for feminist IR scholars and activists; they have also been important for feminist legal perspectives that began to be introduced into the field of international law in the mid 1980s"  

AFF: Korean Prostitution Link Turn

Focusing on Korean is an example of feminist international relations

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 6.

Chapter 2 deals with war, peace, and security-issues that continue to be central to the discipline. While realists see the contemporary system as only a temporary lull in great-power conflict, others see a change in the character of war, with the predominance of conflicts of state building and state disintegration driven by ethnic and national identities as well as by material interests. Since feminists use gender as a category of analysis, issues of identity are central to their approach; chapter 2 explores the ways in which the gendering of nationalist and ethnic identities can exacerbate conflict. Feminists are also drawing our attention to the increasing impact of these types of military conflicts on civilian populations. Civilians now account for about 90 percent of war casualties, the majority of whom are women and children. Questioning traditional IR boundaries between anarchy and danger on the outside and order and security on the inside, as well as the realist focus on states and their interactions feminists have pointed to insecurities at all levels of analysis; for example, Katharine Moon has demonstrated how the “unofficial” support of military prostitution served U.S. alliance goals in Korea, thus demonstrating links between interpersonal relations and state policies at the highest level. Feminist analysis of wartime rape has shown how militaries can be a threat even to their own populations; again, feminist scholarship cuts across the conventional focus on interstate politics or the domestic determinants of foreign policy. 

AFF: Military Presence/Colonialism Link Turn

The imperialist system allows for patriarchy to thrive—leads to sexual violence

Chew 8 Huibin Amelia Chew, AB in Social Studies and Women’s studies from Harvard University, 2008. [Zed Books, Feminism and War: Confronting US Imperialism, Robin L. Riley, Chandra Talpade Mohanty, and Minnie Bruce Pratt, editors at Zed Books, p. 77]

Imperialism enables foreign and indigenous patriarchies to collude in aggravating women’s oppression.  Sexual violence, as well as the trafficking of Iraq women and girls, rose horrifically after the US invasion and continues, unabated to this day.  While the initial rapes and abductions were perpetrated largely by Iraq men, the occupation force’s disruption of security and disregard provided them with the occasion—its priority, after all, was to secure the oil .  Moreover, sine at least 2005 the Pentagon has armed, supported, and trained ‘death squad’- style militias in Iraq, known to use sexual violence and targeted femicide as tactics for consolidating their power.  As the occupation persists and contract between military forces and civilians grows, sexual brutality directly at the hands of both US troops and Iraqi police under occupation authority has proliferated.

Women are forced into the sex trade due to the US military

Chew 8 Huibin Amelia Chew, AB in Social Studies and Women’s studies from Harvard University, 2008. [Zed Books, Feminism and War: Confronting US Imperialism, Robin L. Riley, Chandra Talpade Mohanty, and Minnie Bruce Pratt, editors at Zed Books, p. 76]

Economic hardship and oppressive gender relations combine to fuel sexual commodiftcation. Following a pattern observed across different 76 conflict regions by feminist scholars, Iraqi women have faced increasing pressures to earn their subsistence from men by bartering their sexuality. En Baghdad, prostitution became widespread between the fall of the Hussein administration in April 2003 and November 2003, as women disproportionately suffered growing poverty. By 2005, reports surfaced of Iraqi teens working in Syrian brothels, after being displaced from Fallujah, where US forces had launched brutal offensives and chemical weapons aft-tacks on civilians (e.g. Phillips 2005). 
US bases foment a sex trade around the globe which often draws in poor rural girls and women. Military leaders play a role in informally man- aging this industry to motivate their largely male workforce, exploiting global wealth disparities. Recently, reports have surfaced of contractors shipping in Filipinas to work as prostitutes at US bases in Iraq - for $200 per month (Enrile 2007). Women have returned home pregnant, unable to track down the fathers. GABRIELA, a mass women's organization in the Philippines, has decried how the country now has the largest number of prostituted women and children in Southeast Asia - a direct legacy of its use as a US 'rest and recreation' base for GIs during the Vietnam War. 

AFF: Military Presence Link Turn

Women around the world are negatively affected by the US military

Chew 8 Huibin Amelia Chew, AB in Social Studies and Women’s studies from Harvard University, 2008. [Zed Books, Feminism and War: Confronting US Imperialism, Robin L. Riley, Chandra Talpade Mohanty, and Minnie Bruce Pratt, editors at Zed Books, p. 74]

Women are disproportionately affected by the economic harms of war, as well.  Globally, women make up 70 percent of those starving or on the verge of starvation.  Imperialism helps intensify the gender gap in poverty, a situation reflected in indicators from health to literacy.  Female literacy in Iraq plummeted disproportionately during the sanctions period as girls were pulled from school.  After the 2003 invasion of Iraq, women there were the hardest hit by unemployment, since men are preferred for the few available jobs.  Formerly 72 percent of salaried Iraqi women were public employees, and many lost their jobs when government ministries were dismantled.  The destruction of basic infrastructure like food rationing impacts on the indigent most—including poor women, many of them widows or single heads of households.  Iraq’s economic woes will stretch far into the future, under the regime of SAPs (Structural Adjustment Programs) that industrialized nations plan to impose on the country, under the aegis of the International Monetary Fund, because of Iraq’s sovereign debt.  Feminist scholars have documented how SAPs disproportionately harm Third World women across the globe in terms of health, education, and overwork.  Likewise in the USA, most families in poverty are headed by single mothers and poor women bear the brunt of public service cuts.  In Massachusetts, for example, most Medicaid recipients, graduates of state and community colleges, welfare and subsidized childcare recipients are women—and all these programs have had their budgets slashed.  The majority of public subsidized housing recipients are female-headed households, but in recent years Section 8 (the common name for government housing subsidy) has continued atrophying; President George W. Bush proposes more cuts for 2008.  In addition to large labor, we must consider the economics of women’s unpaid work, performed in their traditional gender roles.  As hospitals are destroyed or become unavailable, it’s women in both Iraq and USA who disproportionately shoulder responsibility for their families’ healthcare.  Childcare, healthcare, and homemaking all weigh more heavily upon women without public sector aid—whether due to economic collapse in occupied lands, or budged austerity in the aggressor nation.  Mass incarceration increases the burden on women from poor, black, and immigrant communities of color, who manage households alone—even while workfare-welfare programs keep a mostly female underclass from decent jobs.  Military wives and mothers are saddled with double duty to enable soldiers’ extended tours.

AFF: Military Presence/Colonialism Link Turn

Colonial logic is inherently gendered
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 48-50

Metaphors, such as Hobbes's state of nature are primarily concerned with representing conflictual relations between great powers. The images used to describe nineteenth-century imperialist projects and contemporary great power relations with former colonial states are somewhat different. Historically, colonial people were often described in terms that drew on characteristics associated with women in order to place them lower in a hierarchy that put their white male colonizers on top. As the European state system expanded outward to conquer much of the world in the nineteenth century, its "civilizing" mission was frequently described in stereotypically gendered terms. Colonized peoples were often described as being effeminate, masculinity was an attribute of the white man, and colonial order depended on Victorian standards of manliness. Cynthia Enloe suggests that the concept of "ladylike behavior" was one of the mainstays of imperialist civilization. Like sanitation and Christianity, feminine respectability was meant to convince colonizers and colonized alike that foreign conquest was right and necessary. Masculinity denoted protection of the respectable lady; she stood for the civilizing mission that justified the colonization of benighted peoples.58 Whereas the feminine stood for danger and disorder for Machiavelli, the European female, in contrast to her colonial counterpart, came to represent a stable, civilized order in nineteenth-century representations of British imperialism. An example of the way in which these gender identities were manipulated to justify Western policy with respect to the rest of the world can also be seen in attitudes toward Latin America prevalent in the United States in the nineteenth century. According to Michael Hunt, nineteenth-century American images of Latin society depicted a (usually black) male who was lazy, dishonest, and corrupt. A contrary image that was more positive-- a Latin as redeemable-- took the form of a fair-skinned senorita living in a marginalized society, yet escaping its degrading effects. Hunt suggests that Americans entered the twentieth century with three images of Latin America fostered through legends brought back by American merchants and diplomats. These legends, perpetuated through school texts, cartoons, and political rhetoric, were even incorporated into the views of policymakers. The three images pictured the Latin as a half-breed brute, feminized, or infantile. In each case, Americans stood superior; the first image permitted a predatory aggressiveness, the second allowed the United States to assume the role of ardent suitor, and the third justified America's need to provide tutelage and discipline. All these images are profoundly gendered: the United States as a civilizing warrior, a suitor, or a father, and Latin America as a lesser male, a female, or a child.59 Such images, although somewhat muted, remain today and are particularly prevalent in the thinking of Western states when they are dealing with the Third World. In the post-World War II era, there was considerable debate in Western capitals about the dangers of premature independence for primitive peoples. In the postindependence era, former colonial states and their leaders have frequently been portrayed as emotional and unpredictable, characteristics also associated with women. C. D. Jackson, an adviser to President Eisenhower and a patron of Western development theorists in the 1950s, evoked these feminine characteristics when he observed that "the Western world has somewhat more experience with the operations of war, peace, and parliamentary procedures than the swirling mess of emotionally super-charged Africans and Asiatics and Arabs that outnumber us."60 

AFF: Human Security Turn

Our definition of security as the elimination of structural violence is compatible with feminism

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 22-3

The following three chapters will focus on three topics: national security, political economy, and the natural environment. Besides being central to the contemporary agenda of international relations scholarship, these topics constitute the framework within which an important redefinition of the meaning of security is currently taking place. The achievement of security has always been central to the normative concerns of international relations scholars. But dissatisfied with the traditional models of national security, which focus exclusively on military security, certain scholars of international relations have begun to use the term common security to envisage a type of security that is global and multidimensional with political, economic, and ecological facets that are as important as its military dimensions. The security of individuals and their natural environment are considered as well as the security of the state. Certain peace researchers are beginning to define security in terms of the elimination of physical, structural, and ecological violence. 34 Moving the consideration of violence beyond its relation to physical violence allows us to move beyond simplistic dichotomies between war and peace to a consideration of the conditions necessary for a just peace, defined more broadly than simply the absence of war. Defining security in terms of the elimination of physical, structural, and ecological violence is quite compatible with feminist theories that have long been concerned with all these issues. 35 Thinking of security in multidimensional terms allows us to get away from prioritizing military issues, issues that have been central to the agenda of traditional international relations but that are the furthest removed from women's experiences. Many of the values promoted by supporters of common security are similar to the characteristics that, in our culture, are associated with femininity. Yet, none of this new thinking has considered security from a gendered perspective. Any feminist perspective would argue that a truly comprehensive security cannot be achieved until gender relations of domination and subordination are eliminated. 

AFF: Case Outweighs

Feminists have yet to grapple with what methodology is critical for rethinking IR and security. While we wait for them to rethink broader conceptions of knowledge and discourse, thousands of people will die for their answer

Tami Amanda Jacoby, PhD, York University, Canada, Assistant Professor, Department of Political Studies, and research fellow at the Center for Defense and Security Studies, at the University of Manitoba in Canada, with fieldwork in Israel, Palestine and Jordan, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 153 EmiW]

Feminist research in the field embodies some of the most significant constraints and opportunities for rethinking the broader conceptions of social science research and its principles of classification, rules, and categories. Long imprisoned within the boundaries of its own realist/ neorealist orthodoxy, the field of International Relations (IR) has yet to grapple seriously with the challenges posed by feminist interventions, which seek to reconfigure the very nature of “knowledge production,” that is, the accumulation, classification, interpretation, and (represen​tation of data.1 Feminists and other critical scholars have sought a basis for knowledge that does not conform to mainstream IR's rational- objective methodology. However, there is little agreement among them about which methods or techniques are more inherently suitable to the process of generating knowledge that is subjective, reflexive, and consenting to the notion of women as knowers.

AFF AT: Root Cause of War

Patriarchy is not a sufficient explanation for all violence

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 18.
In important ways, all of these approaches challenge the assumptions and worldviews of liberal feminism as well as its positivist/empiricist epistemological foundations. Today, however, feminist theory is engaged in a fundamental reassessment of these approaches and their epistemologies. While, in the 1970s, it was assumed that the various structural causes of women’s oppression could be specified and broken down, this consensus has now eroded. For example, Nira Yuval-Davis has argued that the notion of patriarchy, so important to radical and socialist feminisms, is highly problematic.  While it may be appropriate for specific historical periods and geographical regions, Yuval-Davis claims that it is much too crude an analytical instrument in most societies, certain women have power over some men as well as over other women.31  

The K selectively misinterprets violence- plenty of times males are selectively killed too

Adam Jones, political scientist at University of British Columbia, 1996 (“Does Gender Make the World go round?”  Review of international studies vol 22, number 4, JSTOR)

The gendering of the large-scale atrocities committed by Saddam's forces in Kuwait also receives only selective attention in Enloe's work. She touches on the plight of Kuwaiti and foreign women abused by Iraqi troops, but the wider Iraqi process of detention, torture, execution, and forced removal (probably for execution) of tens of thousands of Kuwaitis-again, judging from human-rights and media, virtually all male-is passed over. Likewise, the Iraqi regime's postwar assault against the Shia -marsh Arabs' in southern Iraq seems to have been highly gender-specific. The troops are arresting all males over 15 and taking them to Radwaniyeh [prison camp]', according to a Middle East Watch researcher. They're never seen again,' and thousands are estimated to have died, often after horrific torture.73 We have noted that feminist explorations of the 'private' sphere and 'security' issues have prompted a concern with society-level issues of gendered violence and conflict. Certain types of violence, though, notably murder and suicide, deserve different gender-sensitive investigation. For example, in the country with by far the highest homicide rate in the world, Colombia, 88.2 per cent of victims are male. Patterns of murder and suicide elsewhere also appear to be disproportionately weighted against males.74 The more amorphous issue of health and life expectancy might also be examined under this rubric. It would be central, for instance, to any understanding of the gendered social impact of political transition processes. Can any generalizations be drawn from the calamitous decline in male life expectancy in the former Soviet Union? Why has it occurred in the midst of political trans formations that have ordinarily been viewed as disproportionately harming women?75 Patterns of political violence also need to be explored for the light they might shed on how 'security' is gendered at the societal level. Preliminary investigation suggests that political violence by state agencies is predominantly, even overwhelmingly, .ll directed against males rather than females. To cite three examples from the author's own area of primary interest: a survey commissioned by the revolutionary Sandinista government after the 1979 revolution in Nicaragua found that 93.4 per cent of those killed in the insurrection were male, a 'predominance . . . [that] is impressive', according to Carlos Vilas.76 Marysa Navarro's study of state terror in Argentina during the era of the Dirty War found that 70 per cent of those killed or 'disappeared' were male.77 A recent report on state terrorism (along with guerrilla and death-squad violence) in the Colombian banana-growing region of Urab- explicitly notes the combatants' readiness to 'wage their escalating war by killing male civilians instead of each other'. '[A]n estimated 677 men . . . have been killed so far this year', mostly unarmed banana workers; 'In this macho society, women are protected and only the men are murdered, leaving about a thousand widows in the region,' according to Church estimates.78 

AFF AT: Root Cause of War

Gender is not the root cause/only issue in considering war

Cockburn 10, Cynthia Department of Sociology, The City University London, UK b Centre for the Study of Women and

Gender, University of Warwick, UK (2010) 'Gender Relations as Causal in Militarization and War', International Feminist Journal of Politics, 12: 2, 139 — 157

Second, war-fighting between two armies is only the tip of the iceberg, as it were, of an underlying, less immediate, set of institutions and relationships that can be understood as systemic. The author most often credited for the term ‘war system’ is Betty Reardon. In her text Sexism and the War System she employs the term to refer to society in its entirety, ‘our competitive social order, which is based on authoritarian principles, assumes unequal value among and between human beings, and is held in place by coercive force’ (Reardon 1996: 10) While this accurately describes many modern societies, the women’s organizations I have studied, in so far as I have come to understand their analysis, do not in the main share Betty Reardon’s reduction of this social order to nothing other than a gender order. Few, I believe, would follow her in a belief that ‘patriarchy . . . invented and maintains war to hold in place the social order it spawned’ (Reardon 1996: 12). Looking at war from close quarters these women activists see all too clearly that other forces are at work in addition to gender. 
Associating women with peace disempowers both

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 21.

Calls for studying men and masculinities have been accompanied by a suspicion, voiced by some feminists, of radical feminism's celebration of female characteristics. Besides the obviously problematic slide into distinctions such as good women/bad men, the association of women with maternal qualities and peacemaking has the effect of disempowering both women and peace and further delegitimating women's voices in matters of international politics. However, socialist feminists' claims about the material bases of women's subordination have been important for explanations of the feminization of poverty, a trend that appears to be accompanying forces of economic globalization. Given that feminist IR is attempting to better understand a variety of subordinations confronted by women worldwide, the introduction of race and class as well as postcolonial perspectives, which attend to issues of culture and identity, has been another welcome development. Conventional IR has been very Western great-power oriented; listening to and respecting women’s voices worldwide and recovering the activities of those on the margins-people not usually considered significant  actors in world politics-is an important contribution to the discipline. 

Associating women with peace legitimises male dominance

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 60.

An example of the negative consequences of associating women with peace is Francis Fukuyama's discussion of the biological roots of human aggression and its association with war. Fukuyama claims that women are more peaceful than men-a fact that, he believes, for the most part is biologically determined. Therefore, a world run by women would be a more peaceful world. However, Fukuyama claims that only in the West is the realization of what he calls a "feminized" world likely; since areas outside the West will continue to be run by younger aggressive men, Western men, who can stand up to threats posed by dangers from outside, must remain in charge, particularly in the area of international politics.79 Besides its implications for reinforcing a disturbing North/South split, this argument is deeply conservative; given the dangers of an aggressive world, women must be kept in their place and out of international politics. The leap from aggressive men to aggressive states is also problematic. There is little evidence to suggest that men are "naturally" aggressive and women are "naturally" peaceful; as bell hooks reminds us, black women are very likely to feel strongly that white women have been quite violent and militaristic in their support of racism. 81 Traditional concepts of masculinity and femininity that sustain war require an exercise of power: they are not inevitable." 
AFF AT: Root Cause of War

The caregiver approach to women is flawed—it is impossible to make a generalization about all people of the same gender

Tessler and Warriner 97 Mark Tessler and Ina Warriner, Mark Tessler is a Political Science Professor at University of Michigan, Vice Provost for International Affairs, and a PhD from Northwestern, January 1997. [Cambridge University Press, Gender, Feminism, and Attitudes Towards International Conflict, JSTOR p. 253]

The caregiver approach to international relations stresses empathy and compromise, observing that these values are associated with social roles that in most societies are played primarily by women.  Women are the principal caregivers in most cultures, attending to the needs of children, ailing friends, elderly parents, and others.  Cultural feminism argues that this has relevance for the international arena.  Emphasizing the universal applicability of a predisposition toward nurturance, it links women’s roles as domestic caregivers as a more tolerant approach to relations among communities and states.  Men, by contrast, being less involved in care-giving, are said to be less moderate and pacific and more likely to be concerned with hierarchy, hegemony, and justice in inter-communal and international relations.  While advanced by some feminist scholars, others express reservations about these hypotheses associated with care-giving, not only challenging the evidence on which they are based but also dissenting from their philosophical and political assumptions.  In particular, critics charge that attributions of empathy, nurturance, and caring reinforce traditional stereotypes about women and retard the feminist goal of emancipation.  On the one hand, some postmodern feminist theorists insist that there are no “essential components” that characterize all women.  On the other hand, some assert that the emphasis on caring is itself misplaced, either seeing this as patronizing or disputing the hypothesized link to public and international affairs.

The motherly approach to women is flawed—not all women are actually mothers, and men are capable of having the same morals as mothers

Tessler and Warriner 97 Mark Tessler and Ina Warriner, Mark Tessler is a Political Science Professor at University of Michigan, Vice Provost for International Affairs, and a PhD from Northwestern, January 1997. [Cambridge University Press, Gender, Feminism, and Attitudes Towards International Conflict, JSTOR p. 254]

A second and closely related feminist discourse emphasizes the concept of “moral motherhood,” which asserts that women as mothers have a responsibility to eliminate violence in the resolution of conflicts.  Advancing the concepts of “maternal thinking” and “preservative love,” which are said to be consequences of the social practice of mothering, this discourse distinguishes between “bureaucratic-administrative abstractionism” and an emphatic and loving approach to human relations.  Maternal thinking about world affairs thus rejects a distinction between individual and collectve forms of violent conflict, viewing both as equally abhorrent.  Elshtain describes the political implications of maternal thinking as “social feminism.”  An approach to international relations shaped by maternal thinking, she argues, is significantly more pacific and tolerant than one founded on abstract and hierarchial conception of justice.  This discourse, too, has critics among feminist and other scholars.  Some argue that men as well as women are capable of maternal thinking, even though the male voice is largely absent in discussions of this concept.  Some also raise questions about women who do not have children, noting that they are not considered in the conversation about maternal thinking.  Still another reservation, echoing a complaint about the caregiver paradigm, is that an emphasis on motherhood and material thinking reduces women to unidimensional actors and obscures the diversity of the factors that influence their attitudes and behavior.
AFF: War Turns Gender Violence

War has the greatest effect on women

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 49-51.
Despite a widespread myth that wars are fought, mostly by men, to protect "vulnerable" people-a category to which women and children are generally assigned - women and children constitute a significant proportion of casualties in recent wars. According to the United Nations' Human Development Report, there has been a sharp increase in the proportion of civilian casualties of war-from about 10 percent at the beginning of the twentieth century to 90 percent at its close. Although the report does not break down these casualties by sex, it claims that this increase makes women among the worst sufferers, even though they constitute only 2 percent of the world's regular army personnel. The 1994 report of the Save the Children Fund reported that 1.5 million children were killed in wars and 4 million seriously injured by bombs and land mines between 1984 and 1994-" But there is another side to the changing pattern of war, and women should not be seen only as victims; as civilian casualties increase, women's responsibilities rise. However, war makes it harder for women to fulfill their reproductive and care-giving tasks. For example, as mothers, family providers, and caregivers, women are particularly penalized by economic sanctions associated with military conflict, such as the boycott put in place by the United Nations against Iraq after the Gulf War of 1991. In working to overcome these difficulties, women often acquire new roles and a greater degree of independence-independence that, frequently, they must relinquish when the conflict is terminated. Women and children constitute about 75 percent of the number of persons of concern to the United Nations Commission on Refugees (about 21.5 million at the beginning of 1999). This population has increased dramatically since 1970 (when it was 3 million), mainly due to military conflict, particularly ethnic conflicts." In these types of conflicts, men often disappear, victims of state oppression of "ethnic cleansing," or go into hiding, leaving women as the sole family providers. Sometimes these women may find themselves on both sides of the conflict, due to marriage and conflicting family ties. When women are forced into refugee camps, their vulnerability increases. Distribution of resources in camps is conducted in consultation with male leaders, and women are often left out of the distribution process. These gender-biased processes are based on liberal assumptions that refugee men are both the sole wage earners in families and actors in the public sphere.49 Feminists have also drawn attention to issues of wartime rape. In the Rwandan civil war, for example, more than 250,000 women were raped; as a result they were stigmatized and cast out of their communities, their children being labeled "devil's children." Not being classed as refugees, they have also been ignored by international efforts.50 In northern Uganda, rebels abducted women to supply sexual services to fighters, resulting in a spread of AIDS; frequently, after being raped, these women have no other source of livelihood." N, illustrated by the war in the former Yugoslavia, where it is estimated that twenty thousand to thirty-five thousand women were raped in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Rape is not just an accident of war but often a systematic military strategy. In ethnic wars, rape is used as a weapon to undermine the identity of entire communities. Cynthia Enloe has described social structures in place around most U.S. Army overseas bases where women are often kidnapped and sold into prostitution; the system of militarized sexual relations has required explicit U.S. policymaking. More than one million women have served as sex providers for U.S. military personnel since the Korean War. These women, and others like them, are stigmatized by their own societies. In her study of prostitution around U.S. military bases in South Korea in the 1970s, Katharine Moon shows how these person-to-person relations were actually matters of security concern at the international level. Cleanup of prostitution camps by the South Korean government, through policing of the sexual health and work conduct of prostitutes was part of its attempt to prevent withdrawal of U.S. troops that had begun under the Nixon Doctrine of 1969. Thus, prostitution as it involved the military became a matter of top-level U.S.-Korean security politics. Crossing levels of analysis, Moon demonstrates how the weakness of the Korean state in terms of its wish to influence the U.S. government resulted in a domestic policy of authoritarian, sexist control. In other words national security translated into social insecurity for these women. 54 By looking at the effects of war on women, we can gain a better understanding of the unequal gender relations that sustain military activities. When we reveal social practices that support war and that are variable across societies, we find that war is a cultural construction that depends on myths of protection; it is not inevitable, as realists suggest. The evidence we now have about women in conflict situations severely strains the protection myth; yet, such myths have been important in upholding the legitimacy of war and the impossibility of peace. A deeper look into these gendered constructions can help us to understand not only some of the causes of war but how certain ways of thinking about security have been legitimized at the expense of others, both in the discipline of IR and in political practice. 

AFF AT: Root Cause of War

The majority of violence is against men unlike feminists believe

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 170].

Apart from the problematic nature of identity discourse as a theoretical avenue germane to International Relations, there is much else in postmodern feminist writings that are also questionable. Adam Jones, for example, is concerned about the exclusivity with which women are made the onto- logical essence of gendered analyses, creating skewed commentaries that, rather than frame the important question of gender in more inclusive ways, tends to imprison it amid a radical matriarchal discourse? Unfortunately, this all too often leads to narratives and modes of analysis whose treatment of the facts in international relations is, at best, suspect One of the recur- rent themes in feminist analyses of international politics, for example, is that women everywhere suffer more violence, intimidation, torture, mutilation, and abuse than do men who otherwise perpetrate these crimes. When Ann Tickner attempts to draw attention to the "particular vulnerabilities of women within states," for instance, "the phrase 'particular vulnerabilities' suggests not just an analytically separable category, but a disproportionate degree of vulnerability.""' Yet, if we look at the facts the contrary is true: 
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171 men direct the overwhelming majority of their violence toward other men. United States Department of Justice (USDJ) statistics for 1995 and 1996, for example, show that, "except for rape/sexual assault, every violent crime victimization rate for males was higher than for females."'' Moreover, if the incidence of male-to-male prison rape is included in rape/sexual assault fig- ures, then USDJ rape/sexual assault statistics for 1990 show that 130,000 women were the victims of rape, while male-to-male prison rape claimed 290,000 victims.'2' In terms of homicide victimizations, USDJ figures show that of the 21,937 homicides in 1994, females accounted for 20.4% or 4,489 of these, while males constituted 17,448 or 79.5% of homicide vic-tims.' Inner city black male youths, in particular, have  fatality rates ap- proaching those for front-line soldiers during the Vietnam War and arc significantly higher than those experienced by black and white female youths combined. As the statistician for the USDJ notes of national crime figures for 1996, in terms of victimization, "the young, blacks, and males were most vulnerable to violent crime." Similarly, British Home Office fig- ures for 1992, show that young men "are more than twice as likely than are women to be killed by strangers" through acts of random street violence. It is young men, notes Lorraine Radford, "who are most at risk from 'stranger-danger," not women."' 

AFF AT: Root Cause of War

The kritik ignores violence committed against men

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 171].

Yet, according to V. Spike Peterson, "male violence constitutes a 'global war against women," perpetrated with state complicity because of patriarchal relations that invariably see women suffer far more than men."' In Peterson's estimation, women suffer a heavier burden than do men, suffer more emotional stress and bear the burden of patriarchal state expenditures that benefit men at the expense of women. "Systematic violence," things like "sexual harassment, battery, rape, and torture," Peterson and Riinyan argue, "is the persistent price that women pay for the maintenance of large militaries,""' The implication, of course, is that men pay no price and enjoy freedom from violence when, in fact, we know that hazing rituals, physical and verbal abuse, torture, and mental torment are daily occurrences throughout the armies of the world and these stafilid almost exclusively by men. Human tights too suggest Peterson and Runyan, are compromised by militarization. "Amnesty International vividly documents examples of mili- tary and police forces around the world terrorizing, imprisoning, and even torturing women who seek information about family members who have 'disappeared' at the hands of government-sponsored death squads." What Peterson and Runyan forget to add, however, is that by Amnesty International's own estimation, the overwhelming number of political prisoners in the world who suffer cruel and inhumane treatment happen to be men; 172
International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism that those who "disappeared" under Argentina's military junta and Nicaragua's and El Salvador's U.S.-sponsored death squads in the 1980s were disproportionately male; and that torture of political prisoners by sheer weight of numbers thereibre concerns, disproportionately, the torture of male political prisoners." 
Even the traditional concerns of International Relations, war and conflict studies, are not spared from the biased framing of the gender variable. Cyn- thia Enloe, for instance, tells of the plight of women during the Bosnian war and how Bosnian, Serbian, and Croatian men used rape as an instrument of terror. By implication, however, we are left to assume that men in the Bosn- ian conflict endured no terror, bnatalityordeprivations, but were simply the perpetrators of atrocities." Similarly, in discussing the Gulf War, Enioe is highly exclusive in dealing with gender, adequately narrating the plight of female migrant workers in Kuwait who suflëred atrocities like rape and tor- ture at the hands of Iraqi troops, but neglecting the "wider Iraqi process of detention, torture, execution, and forced removal,. of tens of thousands of Kuwaitis" that, "judging from the human-rights and media reports, [were] virtually all male.'" 

AFF: Alternative Doesn’t Solve

The alternative reinscribes the sovereign territoriality of the approaches it criticizes – it policies everything outside its boundaries as “masculine”

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 145].

Critical research agendas of this type, however, are not found easily in International Relations. Critics of feminist perspectives run the risk of denouncement as either a misogynist malcontent or an androcentrie keeper of the gate. At work in much of this discourse is an unstated political correctness, where the historical marginalization of women bestows intellectual autonomy, excluding those outside the identity group from legitimate participation in its discourse. Only feminist women can do real, legitimate, feminist theory since, in the mantra of identity politics, discourse must emanate from a positional (personal) ontology. Those sensitive or sympathetic to the identity politics of particular groups are, of course, welcome to lend support and encouragement, but only on terms delineated by the groups themselves. In this way, they enjoy an uncontested sovereign hegemony over their own self-identification, insuring the group discourse is self-constituted and that its parameters, operative methodology, and standards of argument, appraisal, and evidentiary provisions are self-defined. Thus, for example, when Sylvester calls for a "homesteading" of International Relations she Feminist Revisions of International Relations does so "by [a] repetitive feminist insistence that we be included on our terms" (my emphasis). Rather than an invitation to engage in dialogue, this is an ultimatum that a sovereign intellectual space be provided and insulated from critics who question the merits of identity-based political discourse. Instead, Sylvester calls upon International Relations to "share space, respect, and trust in a re-formed endeavor," but one otherwise proscribed as committed to demonstrating not only "that the secure homes constructed by IR's many debaters are chimerical," but, as a consequence, to ending International Relations and remaking it along lines grounded in feminist postmodernism. Such stipulative provisions might be likened to a form of negotiated sovereign territoriality where, as pan of the settlement for the historically aggrieved, border incursions are to be allowed but may not be met with resistance or reciprocity. Demands for entry to the discipline are thus predicated on conditions that insure two sets of rules, cocooning postmodern feminist spaces from systematic analyses while "respecting" this discourse as it hastens about the project of deconstructing International Relations as a "male space." Sylvester's impassioned plea for tolerance and "emphatic cooperation" is thus confined to like-minded individuals, those who do not challenge feminist epistemologies but accept them as a necessary means of rein- venting the discipline as a discourse between postmodern identities-the most important of which is gender. 14 Intolerance or misogyny thus become the ironic epithets attached to those who question the wisdom of this reinvention or the merits of the return of identity in international theory." Most strategic of all, however, demands for entry to the discipline and calls for intellectual spaces betray a self-imposed, politically motivated marginality. After all, where are such calls issued from other than the discipline and the intellectual-and well established-spaces of feminist International Relations? Much like the strategies employed by male dissidents, then, feminist postmodernists too deflect as illegitimate any criticism that derives from skeptics whose vantage points are labeled privileged. And privilege is variously interpreted historically, especially along lines of race, color, and sex where the denotations white and male, to name but two, serve as inter- generational mediums to assess the injustices of past histories. White males, for example, become generic signifiers for historical oppression, indicating an ontologically privileged group by which the historical experiences of the "other" can then be reclaimed in the context of their related oppression, exploitation, and exclusion. Legitimacy, in this context, can then be claimed in terms of one's group identity and the extent to which International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism the history of that particular group has been "silenced." In this same way, self-identification or "self-situation" establishes one's credentials, allowing admittance to the group and legitimating the "authoritative" vantage point from which one speaks and writes. Thus, for example, Jan Jindy Pettman includes among the introductory pages to her most recent book, Wending Women, a section tided "A (personal) politics of location," in which her identity as a woman, a feminist, and an academic, makes apparent her particular (marginal) identities and group loyalties.96 Similarly, Christine Sylvester, in the introduction to her book, insists, "It is important to provide a context for one's work in the often-denied politics of the personal." Accordingly, self-declafadöiIrtiieals to the reader that she is a feminist, went to a Catholic girls school where she was schooled to "develop your brains and confess something called 'sins' to always male forever priests," and that these provide some pieces to her dynamic objectivity." Like territorial markers, self-identification permits entry to intellectual spaces whose sovereign authority is "policed" as much by marginal subjectivities as they allege of the oppressors who "police" the discourse of realism, or who are said to walk the corridors of the discipline insuring the replication of patriarchy, hierarchical agendas, and "malestream" theory. If Sylvester's version of feminist postmodernism is projected as tolerant, perspectivist, and encompassing of a multiplicity of approaches, in reality it is as selective, exclusionary, and dismissive of alternative perspectives as mainstream approaches are accused of being. 

AFF: Alternative Doesn’t Solve

The feminist alternative inevitably results in the same practices it hopes to prevent, and fails to secure knowledge claims which could cause real change. 

Maria Stern, researcher, department of peace and development research @ Gotberg University and Marysia Zalewski, director of centre for gender studies @ University of Aberdeen, 2009, “Feminist fatigue(s): reflections on feminism and familiar fables of militarization”

In this section we clarify what we mean by the problem of sex/gender and how it transpires in the context of feminist narratives within IR – which we will exemplify below with a recounting of a familiar feminist reading of militarisation. To re-iterate, the primary reason for investigating this is that we suspect part of the reason for the aura of disillusionment around feminism – especially as a critical theoretical resource – is connected to the sense that feminist stories repeat the very grammars that initially incited them as narratives in resistance. To explain; one might argue that there has been a normative feminist failure to adequately construct secure foundations for legitimate and authoritative knowledge claims upon which to garner effective and permanent gender change, particularly in regard to women. But for poststructural scholars this failure is not surprising as the emancipatory visions of feminism inevitably emerged as illusory given the attachments to foundationalist and positivistic understandings of subjects, power and agency. If, as poststructuralism has shown us, we cannot – through language – decide the meaning of woman, or of femininity, or of feminism, or produce foundational information about it or her;42 that subjects are ‘effects’ rather than ‘origins of institutional practices and discourses’;43 that power ‘produces subjects in effects’;44 or that authentic and authoritative agency are illusory – then the sure foundations for the knowledge that feminist scholars are conventionally required to produce – even hope to produce – are unattainable. Moreover, post-colonial feminisms have vividly shown how representations of ‘woman’ or ‘women’ which masquerade as ‘universal’ are, instead, universalising and inevitably produced through hierarchical and intersecting power relations.45 In sum; the poststructural suggestion is that feminist representations of women do not correspond to some underlying truth of what woman is or can be; rather feminism produces the subject of woman which it then subsequently comes to represent.46 The implications of this familiar conundrum are far-reaching as the demands of feminism in the context of the knowledge/political project of the gender industry are exposed as implicated in the re-production of the very power from which escape is sought. In short, feminism emerges as complicit in violent reproductions of subjects and knowledges/ practices. How does this recognisable puzzle (recognisable within feminist theory) play out in relation to the issues we are investigating in this article? As noted above, the broad example we choose to focus on to explain our claims is militarisation; partly chosen as both authors have participated in pedagogic, policy and published work in this generic area, and partly because this is an area in which the demand for operationalisable gender knowledge is ever-increasing. Our suggestion is that the increasing requirement47 for knowledge for the gender industry about gender and militarisation re-animates the sexgender paradox which persistently haunts attempts to translate what we know into useful knowledge for redressing (and preventing) conflict, or simply into hopeful scenarios for our students. 

The feminist approach to IR is riddled with contradictions and makes current international relations theory appear unduly flawed. 
Alastair J.H. Murray, prof politics @ University of Wales Swansea, 1997, Reconstructing Realism, p. 192
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'etre, 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.
AFF: Alternative Doesn’t Solve

Fem theory fails to fully resolve the conflict between sex and gender – which is a perpetual conundrum that dooms alt solvency.

Maria Stern, researcher, department of peace and development research @ Gotberg University and Marysia Zalewski, director of centre for gender studies @ University of Aberdeen, 2009, “Feminist fatigue(s): reflections on feminism and familiar fables of militarization”

In familiar feminist fables of gender and militarization, gender conventionally materializes as if it were real (in a foundational sense) yet our critical feminist theorizing tells us it is a construction. We ‘know’ that when we speak woman, we re-constitute her, we construct and delimit her through our stories about her; a paradox indeed. If an apparent move is made toward gender (usually there is an assumption that this is different from, more advanced than, or more inclusive than feminist theorizations of woman) then gender metamorphoses into masculinity or femininity, or on the relations between the two in order to show how they act on, impact, influence or provide roles for the sexed body. ‘Opening’ the feminist agenda to include ‘men’ and ‘masculinity’ does not alter this dynamic. Masculinity tends also to become a (gender) ‘thing’ which we have learned, understood, imported, conveyed, tried to change; more inflections of paradox. ‘Gender’ becomes reduced to either ‘women’, ‘men’, or ‘femininity’, ‘masculinity’; and crucially we lose sight of the productive power involved – productive of the paradox mentioned above, as well as other related paradoxes such as perpetrator victim, 54 security-insecurity,55 and even war-peace.56 We suggest that being attendant to how the ‘move’ from sex to gender and the ‘move’ from a focus on ‘women’ and ‘men’ to looking at constructions of masculinity and femininity and the hierarchical relations between the two may not be as large a step away from feminism parsimoniously defined as is usually imagined. Indeed it is perhaps not a step ‘forward’ at all, as we shall illustrate. This side-step invokes the specter of anxiety as it raises questions about the possibility of responsible feminist political interventions, given the paradox with which we grapple. Importantly however, we suggest the sexgender paradox or aporia can never be successfully resolved; ‘an aporia is not a contradiction which can be brought into the dialectic, smoothed over and resolved into the unity of the concept, but an untotalisable problem at the heart of the concept, disrupting its trajectory, emptying out its fullness, opening out its closure.’57 As such we see the production of sexgender as irresolvable – as a perpetual conundrum. We return to this point in our conclusion. To reiterate: through the following critical reading of a familiar feminist fable of militarisation58 we illustrate the logic which produces the paradox of feminism that demands (but ultimately belies) resolution. We explore how feminist narratives are not able to fulfil their supposed transformative promise since attempts to transgress the discursive frameworks in which they are framed are haunted; thus ensuring the failure of feminist stories. Failure, in this sense, is judged in feminism’s (in)ability to resolve its inherent contradiction. 

AFF: Alternative Doesn’t Spill Over

Alt can’t spillover- Transnational movement proves  

Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 162-63


Observing silence is a resource intensive research method. Two graduate students and I went looking for women’s activism and “silence” at the World Social Forum and Feminist Dialogues. We hypothesized that we would find women both visible and silent in the full range of social movements. This hypothesis was born out, strikingly, within the transnational women’s movement. For example, in 2004 at a workshop on Overcoming Gender-Based Violence in the Private Sphere, Lyndi Hewitt observed an audience member propose using the human rights discourse to politicize the issue of violence against women. The woman was apparently unaware that this has been a common rhetorical and political strategy in many parts of the world and in transnational feminist discourse for well-over a decade.485 By hearing her speak, we were able to observe another form of silence: that transnational feminist activism was not reaching all women activists, nor even all feminist activists. Despite the United Nations conferences of the 1990s, despite global efforts of activist and donors, many activists continue to work in isolation from global dialogue. Through participating in WSF 2004, this audience member was joining the global dialogue. By exhibiting that she had not been part of that dialogue until that panel, she also told of those who continue to be outside of global feminist dialogues. This means that the empirical basis of an immanent universal theory will always be incomplete. The epistemological assumptions of this project anticipate as much. They anticipate that the theory will have a dynamic quality at the empirical level. However, by further reflecting on the experience of those marginalized through the political processes of rights activism we can see that for the analytical process we need methodological tools for hearing the silences of the women like the woman who spoke up at the workshop Overcoming Gender-Based Violence in the Private Sphere. We need analytical methods that can give us more confidence than a simple confidence in our mere abilities to imagine “others.” Fortunately, this reflection, while demanding is not resource intensive. The possibility of learning about silences and absences by drawing on our analytical tools privileges those with the luxury of time and a cup of tea to think. But it is not nearly as resource intensive as the transnational travel that constituted a significant aspect of the empirical methods described in the preceding chapter.  

Can’t solve for the whole world – feminization only possible in the West
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 60.

An example of the negative consequences of associating women with peace is Francis Fukuyama's discussion of the biological roots of human aggression and its association with war. Fukuyama claims that women are more peaceful than men-a fact that, he believes, for the most part is biologically determined. Therefore, a world run by women would be a more peaceful world. However, Fukuyama claims that only in the West is the realization of what he calls a "feminized" world likely; since areas outside the West will continue to be run by younger aggressive men, Western men, who can stand up to threats posed by dangers from outside, must remain in charge, particularly in the area of international politics.79 Besides its implications for reinforcing a disturbing North/South split, this argument is deeply conservative; given the dangers of an aggressive world, women must be kept in their place and out of international politics. The leap from aggressive men to aggressive states is also problematic. There is little evidence to suggest that men are "naturally" aggressive and women are "naturally" peaceful; as bell hooks reminds us, black women are very likely to feel strongly that white women have been quite violent and militaristic in their support of racism. 81 Traditional concepts of masculinity and femininity that sustain war require an exercise of power: they are not inevitable." 
Alt doesn’t solve other instances of gendered politics- androcentrism and racism prove

Linda Alcoff, Professor of Philosophy at Hunter College/CUNY Graduate Center, 1988, “Cultural Feminism versus Post-Structuralism: The Identity Crisis in Feminist Theory,” PK
Recently, I heard an attack on the phrase "woman of color" by a woman, dark-skinned herself, who was arguing that the use of this phrase simply reinforces the significance of that which should have no significance-skin color. To a large extent I agreed with this woman's argument: we must develop the means to address the wrongs done to us without reinvoking the basis of those wrongs. Likewise, women who have been eternally construed must seek a means of articulating a feminism that does not continue construing us in any set way. At the same time, I believe we must avoid buying into the neuter, universal "generic human" thesis that covers the West's racism and androcentrism with a blindfold. We cannot re- solve this predicament by ignoring one half of it or by attempting to embrace it. The solution lies, rather, in formulating a new theory within the process of reinterpreting our position, and reconstructing our political identity, as women
AFF: Alternative Doesn’t Solve Conflict

Turn - reducing gender inequality encourages democracies to wage war on non-democracies. 

Robert O. Keohane, prof government @ Harvard and international affairs @ Princeton, 1998, Beyond Dichotomy: Conversations Between International Relations and Feminist Theory, p. 197

Since we know that intentionality and consequences are not tightly linked in international relations, we should not assume that the consequences in international relations of more egalitarian practices within some societies will necessarily be benign. Supposing that increased gender equality leads to less aggression, we might well expect that countries with relatively less hierarchical internal structures would not fight each other. But their relationships with states with more inegalitarian gender relationships would need to be investigated. Perhaps states with less gender hierarchy could resolve conflict more easily; but it is also possible that they would be more easily bullied, or would become more moralistic, leading eventually to more serious crises and perhaps warfare. To continue with the democracy analogy, democracies are quite warlike toward nondemocracies, although they are disinclined to fight other democracies.

AFF: Permutation Solves

Change can only be achieved within existing power structures – only perm solves

Jill Steans March 1999, “The Private is Global: Feminist Politics and Global Political Economy,” New Political Economy, Vol. 4, Issue 1.
Critical theorists working in GPE recognise that human loyalties are increasingly sub-state and transnational. They also acknowledge the significance of new forms of political communities beyond the state and nation which are emerging from transnational linkages across societies. Critical theorists are, however, acutely aware of the constraints of existing power relations and that change can only be achieved within the limits of existing power relations. The recognition of critical social movements notwithstanding, relatively little attention has been paid to the question of how globalisation and modernity open up possibilities for new forms of politics nor to the opportunities for dialogue opened up by globalisation. In conclusion, it can be argued that there is much of value in a GPE framework as a starting point for understanding feminist politics, but that there are also important constraints. The project of putting the feminist 'p' into global political economy certainly requires that issues of spatiality, structure andagency be rethought. It also requires that more attention be paid both to the many and varied sites in which political resistance takes place and to the possibilities for dialogue. Furthermore, political-economy approaches to globalisation, globalised social relations and politics, whether sensitive towards feminist concerns or not, must recognise the ways in which culture informs political action and discourse.
Permutation solves- theoretical differences can come together 

Brooke A. Ackerly, Associatie Professor of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, 2008, “Universal Human Rights in A World of Difference,” p. 159


In my practice of feminist praxeological inquiry, the theorist does not merely reflect or represent the views of singular or plural others, but rather joins their efforts by offering her theoretical analysis of the activists’ analysis, using the argument of one to develop or contest the argument of another.469 In order to engage with the insights of these critical voices, we need to employ a method. The parts of that method are similar to those used in gathering the data. These work together in a dynamic way to challenge static notions within any given interlocutor or the researcher herself. Moreover, they make the relationship between data gathering and data analysis dynamic. Curb cut feminist epistemological reflection is active in this way. And consequently, the relationship between theory-building and theoretical critique is likewise dynamic. 
Permutation solves – feminists must use whatever tools are available

Kidner, prof of psychology @ Nottingham Trent U, 01 (David Kidner, “Nature and Psyche”, page 19, 2001)

Recognizing that the building blocks out of which we attempt to construct a defense of the natural world may have the character of ideological Trojan horses, directing our theories in directions that are ultimately ineffective, does not mean that we should, or can avoid them altogether.  Unless we are to remain silent, then we have to use whatever materials are available to us, even if these are ideologically tainted.  But they need to be used in full recognition of their ideological implications so that we can minimize the extent to which they covertly determine the form of our theorizing and the conclusions we arrive at – suggesting a provisional, tongue-in-cheek stance that is quick to sense divergence from our institutions.  In this book, I will – initially at least – use inverted commas to signal particularly problematic terms; but the reader will no doubt soon be able to imagine them around many others as well.

Perm solves – women can be added to existing frameworks

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 13.
Liberal feminism has generally relied on positivist epistemologies typical of the analytic and empiricist traditions of knowledge that began in seventeenth-century Europe. These knowledge traditions are based on claims that there is an objective reality independent of our understanding of it, and that it is scientifically knowable by detached observers whose values can remain outside theoretical investigations. Liberal feminists claim, however, that existing knowledge, since it has generally not included knowledge about women, has been biased and not objective; nevertheless, they believe that this problem can be corrected by adding women to existing knowledge frameworks. Therefore, liberal empiricists claim, the problem of developing better knowledge lies not with the scientific method itself but with the biases in the ways in which our theories have been focused and developed.  

AFF: Permutation Solves

Criticism by itself is utopian and creates unanswerable questions – a combination of the problem-solving plan and criticism is best. 

Robert O. Keohane, prof government @ Harvard and international affairs @ Princeton, 1998, Beyond Dichotomy: Conversations Between International Relations and Feminist Theory, p. 194-195

The problem with Tickner’s dichotomies, however, goes much deeper. The dichotomies should be replaced by continua, with the dichotomous characterizations 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.
Criticism of the world, by itself, becomes a jeremiad, often resting implicitly on a utopian view of human potential. Without analysis, furthermore, it constitutes merely the opinion of one or a number of people. On the other hand, implicit or complacent acceptance of the world as it is would rob the study of international relations of much of its meaning. How could one identify “problems” without criticism at some level? The issue is not problem-solving vs. critical theory—a convenient device for discarding work that one does not wish to accept—but how deeply the criticism should go. For example, most students of war study it because they hope to expose its evils or to control it in some way: few do so to glorify war as such. But the depth of their critique varies. Does the author reject certain acts of warfare, all warfare, all coercion, or the system of states itself? The deeper the criticism, the more wide-ranging the questions. Narrowly problem-solving work, as in much policy analysis, often ignores the most important causal factors in a situation because they are not manipulable in the short run. However, the more critical and wide-ranging an author’s perspective, the more difficult it is to do comparative empirical analysis. An opponent of some types of war can compare the causes of different wars, as a way to help to eliminate those that are regarded as pernicious; but the opponent of the system of states has to imagine the counterfactual situation of a system without states.

The permutation allows us to recognize social constructs while still being capable of productive action. 

Robert O. Keohane, prof government @ Harvard and international affairs @ Princeton, 1998, Beyond Dichotomy: Conversations Between International Relations and Feminist Theory, p. 195-196

The point is that a sophisticated view of science overcomes the objectivist-subjectivist dichotomy, and forces the investigator to make interrelated choices about purposes, subject matter, and methods. One can recognize that knowledge is socially constructed without giving up on efforts to widen intersubjective agreement about important issues, and to specify more fully the conditions under which some important outcomes are more or less likely to occur. For instance, our current knowledge of the conditions under which various strategies in international crises lead to war or settlement (Gelpi, 1997; Huth, 1996) is surely an advance over aphorisms such as “to achieve peace, prepare for war,” or “deterrence does (or does not) work.” But it would be foolish to believe that one could understand the Cuban Missile Crisis simply on the basis of generalizations, however valid, about crisis management.

Narratives, and an understanding of personal psychology, play an essential role in understanding unique events. Finally, the social-asocial dichotomy is misleading because social behavior consists of individual choices constrained by social, economic, and political structures, and by institutions. Choices are made on the basis of normative, descriptive, and causal beliefs, all of which are deeply socially constructed.

It is a platitude that our beliefs are culturally conditioned and transmitted.

Hence all human action is in a profound sense social. Yet as Marx said, people make their own history, but not “as they please.” Choices are made within structures of demography, material scarcity, and power—and within institutions that affect the incentives and opportunities available to actors, as well as constraining them.

It seems ill-advised to locate oneself on the extreme end of any of these three continua: it is not sensible to choose between critical and problem-solving theory; commitment to nomothetic, objective science and attention to particularity; emphasis on social construction of reality and on constraints—material, political, and institutional. Aspects of all of these foci of attention can enrich the study of international relations. On each continuum, trade-offs exist: movements along the continuum achieve gains on one dimension, but incur losses on another. Where to locate oneself depends, among other things, on the condition of world politics at the moment, the state of our knowledge of the issues, and the nature of the problem to be investigated.
AFF: Permutation Solves

Incorporating marginalized standpoints into political forums are the best way to have these perspectives adopted and empowered in disciplinary deliberations

S. Laurel Weldon, PhD, University of Pittsburgh, USA, Associate Professor of political science at Purdue University, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 74-5 EmiW]

In conditions of social inequality and difference, truly open deliberations are likely to be characterized by conflict. In such a context, institutional​izing dissent is important for ensuring that a search for agreement does not result in silencing weaker parties. In the absence of such procedures, the assumption of homogeneity of points of view tends to reinforce dominant group positions in discussions and makes it more difficult for marginalized groups to assert disagreement (Mansbridge 1980; Young 1990a; 2000; Williams 1998; Sylvester 1996b). On the other hand, without any commitment to a common project, it is easy for dominant groups to ignore marginalized groups and pursue their own interests, claiming that they have agreed to disagree. For this reason, it is important to retain some degree of agreement as a goal. So that deliberations can be made more inclusive when consensus-building is undertaken as an ongoing process in relation to specific questions or contexts, disagreement (even fundamental disagreement) is an expected part of the process (Young 2000: 44). Such rules could be instantiated in IR and in political science more generally by establishing a counter-address to a presidential address that adopted a marginalized standpoint. Journal editors should work to ensure publication of pieces articulating marginalized standpoints, and could solicit critiques of influential articles for symposia that focus on how attending to marginalized standpoints furthers our understandings of the discipline. Editors might make a practice of sending every article to scholars working from marginalized standpoints to ensure that every piece is critically reviewed from a perspective other than the dominant perspective (Women's Caucus for International Studies 1998). Marginalized standpoints could be more fully incorporated into the discipline by giving scholars adopting these standpoints greater power in disciplinary deliberations. Editorial boards, disciplinary councils, and awards committees, for example, might adopt more stringent deci​sion rules (supermajoritarian or unanimity rules) in order to empower those adopting marginalized standpoints. In addition, extra panel slots could be provided for the sections focusing on marginalized gender, class, race, ethnicity, or sexuality standpoints to ensure that such scholars have a platform at disciplinary conferences. We might also allot extra panels to those sections whose members attend panels organized by scholars incorporating marginalized standpoints. The point is to try to use the structure, the rules, and norms of the discipline to motivate those working within dominant frameworks to listen and incorporate subordinate frameworks (Women's Caucus for International Studies 1998).
AFF: Permutation Solves

Physical representations and greater inclusiveness in discipline solve marginalized viewpoints best– only the combination of political action and representation of marginalized groups can effectively solve back gender inequalities

S. Laurel Weldon, PhD, University of Pittsburgh, USA, Associate Professor of political science at Purdue University, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 76-7 EmiW]

In order to overcome mistrust and include marginalized groups in discussions, descriptive representation must not be mere tokenism; members of marginalized groups must be present in such numbers and contexts that they can discuss issues among themselves, set an independent agenda, and present a perspective that is critical of the dominant group if necessary. Such measures can build trust and improve communication in the context of severe social inequality. Applied to scholarly communities, these arguments suggest that such communities should take measures to ensure that marginalized groups are physically represented in substantial numbers. Moreover, this repre​sentation must not be concentrated in positions of little power or influ​ence (Women's Caucus for International Studies 1998). Marginalized groups must be present in sufficient numbers that self-organization is a possibility, and scholarly communities should take steps to encour​age and support such efforts at self-organization. In critical decisions for the scholarly community, rules should be adopted that ensure that marginalized group standpoints are voiced and heard. Many of these recommendations are not new: as noted, some have been proposed by committees studying the status of women in the profession, others by feminist scholars advocating greater inclusiveness in the discipline (Women's Caucus for International Studies 1998; Com​mittee 2001). But measures to reform the discipline in the ways I have outlined above are not usually thought of as methodological or epistemo- logical issues. Both Zalewski (this volume) and Sylvester (1996b) refer to the status of feminist work in the field (in journals, in the International Studies Association) in responding to questions about what makes re​search feminist, but neither frames this discussion as a discussion of collective method. Indeed, Zalewski (this volume) explicitly rejects efforts to define or identify feminist methodology. Alternatively, the measures proposed here have been thought to bring epistemological benefits mainly to those who seek to understand gender inequality. Tickner (1997), for example, claims that gender analyses are “not irrelevant” for understanding the canonical questions of inter​national relations related to states, sovereignty, markets, and anarchy. But she argues that “feminists claim that the gendered foundations of states and markets must be exposed and challenged before adequate understandings of, and prescriptions for, women's (and certain men's) security broadly defined can be formulated” (131).12 The argument that these analyses are “not irrelevant” to core questions of IR is not a particularly strong claim, especially given that the piece in question is intended (among other things) to motivate mainstream International Relations scholars to read feminist work. Moreover, in spite of the fact that Tickner presents arguments illustrating how feminist scholarship forces revision of dominant conceptual schemas, she closes by empha​sizing how these accounts improve our understanding of women's and certain men's lives. This implicitly suggests that feminist work has little or less relevance to most men's lives, and suggests that the prevalent understanding of men's lives and of core questions of international relations need not be revised in light of feminist work. Certainly this is not the intended effect of the argument, but the implication is there nonetheless. 

AFF: Permutation Solves

Introducing even a small number of women into military institutions helps make gender and masculine norms visible and alter the way institutions are understood

Annica Kronsell, PhD, Lund University, Sweden, Assistant Professor, Department of Political Science, at Lund University, she teaches international relations, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 119-20 EmiW]

I want to challenge the notion that a woman in institutions of hegemonic masculinity is “a male in disguise” or “a mere token” and thereby unable to contribute any valuable knowledge and experience. My somewhat contradictory, and perhaps controversial, view is that the inclusion of even a small percentage of women makes all the difference in the world. This suggestion is related to the character of institutions of hegemonic masculinity. A woman’s presence can make gender and masculine norms visible, “break the silence,” and completely alter the way institutions are perceived and understood. Thus it has powerful transformative potential. In institutional settings of hegemonic masculinity, women are not represented en masse but have a minority position. The knowledge gained in such institutional settings has previously not been considered relevant to feminist epistemological debates. My argument is that women in minority positions within institutions of hegemonic masculinity should not be brushed off as irrelevant for feminist knowledge production, and I suggest this may have applicability beyond the defense organization. During the last few decades, women’s engagement in public life has increased considerably but has not sufficiently influenced feminist work. Much attention has been given to grassroots activism and mobilization around women’s issues, to protest, and to articulation of critical and alternative politics outside institutions. As the public increasingly adopts the values carried by feminist and other social movements and puts them on institutional agendas, there is a need to study such institutions. I also learned about hegemonic masculinity within the Swedish military institution when it became visible and shown to be highly complex through the narratives of women confronted with the military institution. Women were gradually included as officers from 1980, and in 1995 they were brought within conscription practice. Although women’s presence as officers and later as conscripts remains minimal, when they engaged in the everyday activities taking place within the military institutions its gendered norms were verbalized and made apparent. A woman’s mere presence in the work previously done solely by men made the various shapes and forms of gender constructions within that organization appear. An example follows. The Armed Forces have often spoken with pride about the changes taking place when a woman or a few women join as conscripts. When a woman was included in a group of men at a garrison, it often resulted in a “shaping up” both of the language used among conscripts and in the less overt use of pin-up and pornographic pictures in the bunks. The ‘frequent use of sexualized language and pornography in the military is widely known and an embarrassment to the Armed Forces. Thus the “shaping up” of the language is viewed as an important and positive contribution of women’s engagement within the Armed Forces. The abusive language commonly used within the military is sexualized, and the association between sexuality, aggression, and violence is significant (Meola 1997; Jacobsson 1998; Berggren and Ivarsson 2002). It indicates that military institutions and military practice build on a particular understanding of violence and sexuality `- a relationship that is, according to Hearn and Parkin (20012 15) “a fundamental aspect of the reproduction” of institutions of hegemonic masculinity. That pornographic pictures were removed from the soldiers’ quarters when women entered, either as a gesture from the soldiers themselves or on the command of a superior, was considered positive by the officers as well as by conscripts. What this shows us is that the masculine norms in the military are entangled with notions of women as objects of sexual desire and as “others” outside the realm of military activities. When the object of desire - represented by the pin-up girl - stands beside conscripted man, as a woman at arms, the nouns become visible through the ensuing awkwardness resulting from the encounter. The woman who signs up and becomes a conscript in the Armed Forces or goes into officers’ training (where 97 per cent are men) challenges and tests the norms of the entire military. Our argument was that the contradiction between the “woman at arms” and the norms of “man-protector-soldier” embedded in military ideology becomes evident only when it is challenged by the female soldier or officer (Kronsell and Svedberg 200la).

AFF: Permutation Solves

Perm – by analysing our case through a neofeminist lens we get the best of both worlds and open up new theoretical space for change

Mary Caprioli June 2004, “Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis,” International Studies Review, Vol. 6, No. 2, pp. 253-269. Jstor.

It is important that scholars agree to disagree and to continue to justify different worldviews while at the same time accepting that scholarship based on multiple worldviews can enhance our capabilities for prediction and explanation. After all, 1R scholars share a similar goal as the feminists in trying to understand the international arena. Feminist IR scholarship should include quantitative analyses and in the process facilitate building a diverse and more systematic research agenda. In turn, perhaps feminist scholars could benefit from including quantitative analyses, even assuming that a bias toward quantitative methodology exists within mainstream IR scholarship, in order to speak with a voice that is understood by those not defined as conventional feminist IR scholars. It may be an appropriate time within the evolution of international relations to create a neofeminism that extends the scope of feminist IR scholarship and enhances its explanatory capabilities in much the same way that neorealism extended realism without ignoring its basic tenets. Neofeminism would allow for an examination of gender issues, women's empowerment, and the role of gender and violence at all levels of analysis, using all different types of methodologies. Neofeminist scholars might also choose to enhance women's empowerment using traditional IR theories and focusing on the state. And neofeminist research would recognize that complete models of conflict, for example, must include more than an analysis of gender and that such inclusion does not constitute "adding gender and stirring" if built on solid feminist theory. Thus, neofeminist research would continue to have a commitment to social justice and place an emphasis on women, but it would discard the additional requirement of having "a critical/interpretive epistemology" (Carpenter 2002:ftn. 1) as too limiting, ultimately detrimental to the feminist goal of promoting social justice, and biased in a way that is contrary to feminist claims of inclusion. Perhaps neofeminists would begin to bridge the artificial divide between conventional IR feminist scholars and IR scholars. As both Ray (2000) and Levy (2000) note, there seems to be a refocusing of IR scholarship away from the systemic level of analysis in favor of societal and state-level factors. This shift may take us to as yet uncharted intellectual and theoretical spaces that need not exclude feminist inquiry. 

AFF: Permutation Solves/AT: Realism Bad

Perm solves- the K is only a partial criticism of Realism and both ideologies can work together- it’s the best of both worlds, and their authors agree

Adam Jones, political scientist at University of British Columbia, 1996 (“Does Gender Make the World go round?”  Review of international studies vol 22, number 4, JSTOR)

I do not wish to suggest that all feminists view Realism and a feminist approach to IR as utterly incompatible. One element of the ongoing debate between liberal feminists and their post-positivist counterparts is the occasional recognition that,  with other 'patriarchal' paradigms or institutions, Realism may not be so deeply compromised as to require jettisoning. In her appraisal of Hans J. Morgenthau, for instance, Tickner criticizes Realism as only 'a partial description of international polities', owing to its deeply embedded masculinist bias.33 But partial descriptions are partial descriptions; they are not dead wrong. Tickner attacks Morgenthau's paradigm on several grounds. But her main concern is to offer a 'feminist reformulation' of certain Realist principles. In a similar vein, the central problem may not be with objectivity as such, but with objectivity 'as it is culturally defined . . . [and] associated with masculinity'. The idea of the 'national interest' likewise needs to be rendered more 'multidimensional and contextually contingent', but not necessarily abandoned. Tickner stresses: I am not denying the validity of Morgenthau's work',34 just as Kathy Ferguson emphasizes the importance of 'negotiating] respectfully with contentious others'.35 A similar approach is evident in Cynthia Enloe's Bananas, Beaches and Bases, perhaps the best-known work of feminist IR criticism. Enloe attempts to sup plement the classical framework by considering women's contributions and experiences. But she does not devalue or reject the framework as such. Thus, Enloe looks at international diplomacy, geostrategic military alliances (as symbolized by military bases), international tourism, and First World-Third World economic relations. The first two are hallmark concerns of the classical paradigm. The third and fourth derive from neo-Marxist and IPE theories. In each case, Enloe presents innovative avenues of inquiry, and an intriguing reworking of perspectives that have grown stale. Her study of international diplomacy, for example, concentrates on the role of diplomatic wives in structuring the 'informal relationships' that enable male diplomats 'to accomplish their political tasks'.36 Women, she argues, are 'vital to creating and maintaining trust between men in a hostile world';37 'negotiations "man-to-man" are most likely to go smoothly if they can take place outside official settings, in the "private" sphere of the home or at gatherings that include wives'.38 But Enloe does not seem to be proposing a revision of what constitutes 'the business of international polities', however critical she may be of the way this business operates, or of the (underacknowledged) supporting roles women play in the business. Scholars have always mined the past for insights and guidance. There is a curiosity, a generosity of spirit, in much feminist writing that may facilitate a provisional modus vivendi, though hardly an alliance, between Realist and feminist scholarship. This would demand of the classical tradition that it acknowledge and correct its blank spaces and biased formulations. Feminism, meanwhile, could glean from Realism some sharp insights into the limited but significant veins of inter national politics that the classical tradition has long mined, and not without success. 

AFF: Permutation Solves (Environment)

Feminists and ecologists should form an alliance
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 123-4

Bookchin claims that this Western hierarchical thinking, which valorizes male power, devalues women by associating them with its devalued image of nature. It is this essentialist connection between women and nature, made both by some ecologists and certain feminists, that contributes to many other feminists' reluctance to espouse an ecological perspective.64 The immanent connection between women and nature, linked to women's biological functions, has been criticized by many feminists as demeaning, deterministically excluding women from the male domain of culture and transcendence. Yet recent work in feminist cultural anthropology disputes claims that this connection is innate and suggests instead that it is historically contingent: rooted in Western cultural traditions, it has been imposed on other cultures as part of the Western project of domination.65  If, as these anthropologists and social constructionist ecofeminists believe, Western civilization has reinforced the subjugation of women through its assertion that they are closer to nature than men, then the nature/culture dualism must be challenged rather than ignored. If, as these authors claim, the woman/nature connection is historically contingent, then there are possibilities for transcending this hierarchical dualism in ways that offer the promise of liberation for both women and nature. Since the liberation of nature is also the goal of ecology, ecofeminist Ynestra King suggests that feminism and ecology can usefully form an alliance. According to King, ecology is not necessarily feminist, but its beliefs are quite compatible with those of these social constructionist ecofeminists since both make their chief goal the radical undermining of hierarchical dualisms. King argues that, since ecofeminists believe that misogyny is at the root of the dualism between nature and culture that ecologists deplore, ecology is incomplete without feminism.66 

AFF AT: Can’t “Add Women and Stir”

“Add gender and stir” argument flawed – gender is only one of many variables

Mary Caprioli June 2004, “Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis,” International Studies Review, Vol. 6, No. 2, pp. 253-269. Jstor.

The derision with which many conventional feminists view feminist quantitative studies persists to the detriment of both feminist and other types of IR scholarship. As Jan Jindy Pettman (2002) has argued, however, no single feminist position exists in international relations. One of the most common feminist critiques of feminist quantitative research is that scholars cannot simply "add gender and stir”1 (Peterson 2002; Steans 2003), for gender is not just one of many variables. Yet, gender is one of many variables when we are discussing international issues, from human rights to war As Fred Halliday (1988) has observed, gender is not the core of international relations or the key to understanding it. Such a position would grossly overstate the feminist case. Gender may be an important explanatory and predictive component but it certainly is not the only one. 
AFF AT: Gender Key

The discourse of feminists is wrong—people’s identities are not just based off gender, but multiple factors instead

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 164].

Problems of this nature, however, are really manifestations of a deeper, underlying ailment endemic to discourses derived from identity politics. At base, the most elemental question for identity discourse, as Zalewski and Enloe note, is "Who am I?'"" The personal becomes the political, evolving a discourse where self-identification, but also one's identification by others, presupposes multiple identities that are fleeting, overlapping, and changing at any particular moment in time of place. "We have multiple identities," argues V. Spike Peterson, "e.g., Canadian, homemaker, Jewish, Hispanic, socialist.""' And these identities are variously depicted as transient, poly- morphic, interactive, discursive, and never fixed, As Richard Brown notes, "Identity is given neither institutionally nor biologically. It evolves as one orders continuities on one's conception of oneself.""' Yet, if we accept this, the analytical utility of identity politics seems problematic at best. Which identity, for example, do we choose from the many that any one subject might display affinity for? Are we to assume that all identities are of equal importance or that some are more important than others? How do we know which of these identities might be transient and less consequential to one's sense of self and, in turn, politically significant to understanding inter- national politics? Why, for example, should we place gender identity onto- logically prior to class, sexual orientation, ethnic origin, ideological perspective, or national identity?" As Zalcwski and Enloe ask, "Why do we consider states to be a major referent? Why not men? Or women?"" But by the same token, why not dogs, shipping magnates, movie stars, or trade regimes? Why is gender more constitutive of global politics than, say, class, or an identity as a cancer survivor, laborer, or social worker? Most of all, why is gender essentialized in feminist discourse, reified into the most pre- eminent of all identities as the primary lens through which international relations must be viewed? Perhaps, for example, people understand differ- ence in the context of identities outside of gender. As Jane Martin notes, "How do we know that difference.. . does not turn on being flit or reli- gious or in an abusive relationship?""' The point, perhaps flippantly made, is that identity is such a nebulous concept, its meaning so obtuse and so inherently subjective, that it is near meaningless as a conduit for under- standing global politics if only because it can mean anything to anybody. 

AFF AT: Discourse Key

Freedom-centered feminism must rely on political action via the plan, rather than excessive focus on epistemology or skepticism of concrete solutions. 

Linda Zerilli, professor of political science @ University of Chicago, 2008, Judith Butler’s Precarious Politics, ed. Terrell Carver and Samuel A. Chambers, p.43-44. 

Castoriadis’s account of radical imagination and Wittgenstein’s critique of rule-following are valuable resources for developing a freedom-centred feminism that would take leave of the false security of epistemology and venture out into the world of action, where we simply cannot know what we do, at least not in the ways required by a means-end conception of politics. Such feminism would be based on the faculty of presentation (imagination) and the creation of figures of the newly thinkable rather than the faculty of concepts (understanding) and the ability to subsume particulars under rules. Most important, such feminism would emerge as a historically situated and collective exercise of freedom, an exercise through which we change the conditions under which things are given to us; alter, that is, the relationship of the necessary and the contingent. 

This alteration neither involves nor requires attaining an external standpoint from which everything might seem non-necessary, contingent. Rather, it rests on the factical character of human freedom, the capacity to wrest something new from an objective state of affairs without being compelled to do so by a norm or rule. Changes in the meaning of gender, in other words, emerge not through the skeptical insight that gender as such is contingent and can therefore be changed (for example, we have the theory, now we can act), but through the projection of word like women into a new context, where it is taken up by others in ways we can neither predict nor control. It is this act, and not any intrinsic stability (realism) or instability (deconstruction) in language itself, which has the potential power to change every political, worldly constellation. 

As important as it is to dismantle the political pretensions of epistemology that have a way of creeping back into our thinking after the linguistic turn, then, a freedom-centered feminism needs more than that. It needs also to affirm the transformative character of human practice in the absence of any external guarantees. To yield the armour of epistemology to the uncertainties of action, Arendt might say, is to find oneself face to face with the abyss of freedom. There is no objectively correct way of acting politically – say, speaking in the name of women any more than there is of following a rule. There are no ‘rules laid out to infinity,’ no ‘line in space’ and no theory that could trace it, which, if only we would follow them, lead from the oppression of the past to the liberation of the present and into the freedom of the future. Terms of political discourse like women are not fixed by something that transcends their use in actual contexts, as the gender realist would have it, but neither are they intrinsically uncertain by virtue of the ever-present possibility of failure that supposedly inheres in language as the very condition of language itself, as Butler suggests. Rather, they are created as meaningful (or not) in and through political action – that is, what we hold, we say. This insight suggests a less speculative and skeptical approach to feminist politics and a rather different way of thinking about claims to women as an irreducible element in such a politics. A freedom-centred feminism, after all, is concerned not with knowing (that there are women) as such, but with doing – with world-building, beginning anew. 

AFF AT: Discourse Key

Discourse results in a cul-de-sac where nothing is actually said

Jonathan Rodwell, , Lecturer in Politics at Manchester Metropolitan University Department of Philosophy and Politics, 2005, “Trendy But Empty: A Response to Richard Jackson,” PK
However, having said that, the problem is Jackson’s own theoretical underpinning, his own justification for the importance of language. If he was merely proposing that the understanding of language as one of many causal factors is important that would be fine. But he is not. The epistemological and theoretical framework of his argument means the ONLY thing we should look at is language and this is the problem.[ii] Rather than being a fairly simple, but nonetheless valid, argument, because of the theoretical justification it actually becomes an almost nonsensical. 

My response is roughly laid out in four parts. Firstly I will argue that such methodology, in isolation, is fundamentally reductionist with a theoretical underpinning that does not conceal this simplicity.  Secondly, that a strict use of post-structural discourse analysis results in an epistemological cul-de-sac in which the writer cannot actually say anything. Moreover the reader has no reason to accept anything that has been written. The result is at best an explanation that remains as equally valid as any other possible interpretation and at worse a work that retains no critical force whatsoever. Thirdly, possible arguments in response to this charge; that such approaches provide a more acceptable explanation than others are, in effect, both a tacit acceptance of the poverty of force within the approach and of the complete lack of understanding of the identifiable effects of the real world around us; thus highlighting the contradictions within post-structural claims to be moving beyond traditional causality, re-affirming that rather than pursuing a post-structural approach we should continue to employ the traditional methodologies within History, Politics and International Relations.  Finally as a consequence of these limitations I will argue that the post-structural call for ‘intertextuals’ must be practiced rather than merely preached and that an understanding and utilisation of all possible theoretical approaches must be maintained if academic writing is to remain useful rather than self-contained and narrative. Ultimately I conclude that whilst undeniably of some value post-structural approaches are at best a footnote in our understanding . 

The first major problem then is that historiographically discourse analysis is so capacious as to be largely of little use. The process of inscription identity, of discourse development is not given any political or historical context, it is argued that it just works, is simply a universal phenomenon. It is history that explains everything and therefore actually explains nothing. 

There is no connection between language and action 
Jonathan Rodwell, , Lecturer in Politics at Manchester Metropolitan University Department of Philosophy and Politics, 2005, “Trendy But Empty: A Response to Richard Jackson,” PK
Consequently because there is no interaction between the language the culture and the material then there is not much that can actually be done. All that is done is to repeatedly detail the instances where the same tropes occur time and time again and suggest they have an impact.[x] What cannot be explained however is why those tropes exist or how they have an influence. So, for example, Jackson is unable to explain how the idea that the members of the emergency services attending the scene at the World Trade Centre on 9/11 were heroes is a useful trope disciplining the populace via the tool of Hollywood blockbusters and popular entertainments heroes. All he is able to claim is that lots of films have heroes, lots of stories have heroes and people like heroes. All might be true but what exactly is the point? And how do we actually know the language has the prescribed effect? Indeed how do we know people don’t support the villain in films instead of heroes?

AFF AT: Discourse Key

Discourse attempts to explain its own realities resulting in a theoretical approach where critique is impossible 

Jonathan Rodwell, , Lecturer in Politics at Manchester Metropolitan University Department of Philosophy and Politics, 2005, “Trendy But Empty: A Response to Richard Jackson,” PK
Next, discourse analysis as practiced exists within an enormous logical cul-de-sac. Born of the original premise that each discourse and explanation has it’s own realities, what results is a theoretical approach in which a critique is actually impossible because by post-structural logic a critique can only operate within it’s own discursive structure and on it’s own terms. If things only exist within specific languages and discourse you must share the basic premises of that discourse to be able to say anything about it. But what useful criticisms can you make if you share fundamental assumptions? Moreover remembering the much argued for normative purposes of Jackson’s case he talks about the effects of naturalizing language and without blushing criticises the dangerous anti-terror rhetoric of George W. Bush. The only problem is Jackson has attempted to illustrate that what is moral or immoral depends on the values and structures of each discourse. Therefore why should a reader believe Richard Jackson’s idea of right and wrong any more than George W. Bush’s? Fundamentally if he wishes to maintain that each discourse is specific to each intellectual framework Jackson cannot criticise at all. By his own epistemological rules if he is inside those discourses he shares their assumptions, outside they make no sense

Language has no relationship to reality 

Jonathan Rodwell, , Lecturer in Politics at Manchester Metropolitan University Department of Philosophy and Politics, 2005, “Trendy But Empty: A Response to Richard Jackson,” PK
However this doesn’t remove the fact that the problem with approaches such as Richard Jackson’s is that they are fundamentally weakened by their insistence that language is wholly determined by the oppositional process and has no relationship to material reality. The result is that nothing can actually be said about events! Moreover no criticism can be levelled. To deny an ability of language to accurately describe the way the world is, and then to use language to describe the way the world is, is simply untenable.[xii]
AFF: Resentment Turn 

Forcing a feminist perspective to be included generates resentement – rather than emancipating women, this approach eliminates possibilities for democratic disagreement

Susan Bickford, Associate Professor of Political Science, received her A.B. from Bryn Mawr College and her Ph.D. from the University of Minnesota, 1997, “Anti-Anti-Identity Politics: Feminism, Democracy, and the Complexities of Citizenship”

Other political projects have been identified as neurotic in this way, and as having the same sort of political results. Marion Tapper argues that some feminist-inspired practices in academic institutions employ, perhaps unwittingly, modem forms of disciplinary power. She cites, for example, the establishment of policies that course content and teaching materials be nonsexist, that women be included in candidate pools and on selection committees, that research activities incorporate gender issues (Tapper 1993,136-38). To address injustices in academic institutions in this way, Tapper argues, is to end up creating within universities “docile” subjects amenable to a variety of forms of surveillance of their teaching and research. The impulse toward “intellectual authoritarianism” that underlies these politics springs from ressentiment, which is “both a backward-looking spirit-it needs to keep on remembering past injustices-and an expansive spirit-it needs to find new injustices everywhere.” As both Tapper and Brown note, this spirit is particularly invested not just in its own pain, but in its purity and powerlessness. Ressentiment involves “the need to see the other as powerful and responsible for my powerlessness, and then the transformation of this thought into the thought that my powerlessness is a proof of my goodness and the other’s evil” (Tapper 1993, 134-35; see also Brown 1995, chap. 2). The implications of ressentiment for politics, then, are twofold. It is not just that bureaucratic, regulatory practices are enhanced and expanded through the pursuit of this kind of “strikingly unemancipatory political project” (Brown 1995, 66): The further problem is that the assumption of morally pure and powerless victims eliminates the possibilities for democratic disagreement. Rather than articulating political claims in contestable ways, victims wield “moral reproach” against power. The myth of moral truth serves as a weapon in the “Complaint against strength”; its own power rests in its being differentiated from power (Brown 1995,42-46). As Brown describes this view, “Truth is always on the side of the damned or the excluded; hence Truth is always clean of power, but therefore always positioned to reproach power” (1995,46). The problem then is that these bifurcations-into good-evil, powerless-powerful, true-oppressive-evade the necessity for political argument about uncertain things, obscure the reality that all are implicated in power, and truncate both the capacity for political judgment and the practice of public debate (Brown 1995, chap. 2; Elshtain 1995, xvi-xvii, 44-45,58-59). 
AFF: Essentialism

Feminism relies on an essential an universal women that reinforces the same stereotypes produced under patriarchy

Witworth, prof of political science and female studies @ York U, 94 (Feminism and International Relations, pg 20, 1994)

Even when not concerned with mothering as such, much of the politics that emerge from radical feminism within IR depend on a ‘re-thinking’ from the perspective of women.  What is left unexplained is how simply thinking differently will alter the material realities of relations of domination between men and women.  Structural (patriarchal) relations are acknowledged, but not analysed in radical feminism’s reliance on the experiences, behaviours and perceptions of ‘women’.  As Sandra Harding notes, the essential and universal ‘man’, long the focus of feminist critiques, has merely been replaced here with the essential and universal ‘woman’.  And indeed, that notion of ‘woman’ not only ignores important differences amongst women, but it also reproduces exactly the stereotypical vision of women and men, masculine and feminine, that has been produced under patriarchy.  Those women who do not fit the mould – who, for example, take up arms in military struggle – are quickly dismissed as expressing ‘negative’ or ‘inauthentic’ feminine values (the same accusation is more rarely made against men).  In this way, it comes as no surprise when mainstream IR theorists such as Robert Reohane happily embrace the tenets of radical feminism.  It requires little in the way of re-thinking or movement from accepted and comfortable assumptions about stereotypes.  Radical feminists find themselves defending the same account of women as nurturing, pacifist, submissive mothers as men do under patriarchy, anti-feminists and the New Right.  As some writers suggest, this in itself should give feminists pause to reconsider this position.

The negative is colonial – they universalize the experiences of Western women

Goetz, research fellow in Development studies at U of Sussex, 91 (Anne Goetz, “Gender and International Relations,” Harper and Row, 1991)

Third world women have accused first word and western-trained feminists of exercising a certain cultural colonialism, of misrepresenting different women by homogenizing the experiences and conditions of western women across time and culture.  Chakravorty Spivak has shown that western women are “complicitous” in contributing to the continued ‘degredation’ of third world women whose micrology they interpret without having access to it.  Monica Lazreg, exploring the ‘perils of writing as a woman on women in Algeria’ suggests that third world women have been produced as a field of knowledge, essentializing their difference in a process that represents a ‘caricature of the feminist project’.  Black feminists have accused white feminists of adding on difference at the margin ‘without leaving the comforts of home’ so as to support ‘the seeming homogeneity, stability, and self-evidence of its experience based epistemology’.  Trinh T. Minh-ha identifies this neutralized difference as ‘the very kind of colonized anthropologised difference the master has always granted his subordinates’.  Audre Lorde’s response to the universalized picture of oppression in Mary Dali’s Gym/Ecology reproaches her for failing: “to recognize that, as women… differences expose all women to various forms and degrees of patriarchal oppression, some of which we share, some of which we do not… The oppression of women knows no ethnic nor racial boundaries, true, but that does not mean that it is identical within those boundaries… to imply… that all women suffer the same oppression simply because we are women is to lose sight of the many varied tools of patriarchy.  It is to ignore how these tools are used by women without awareness against each other.”  These statements amount to descriptions of an epistemologically totalizing and culturally disruptive feminist.  And to the extend that feminist theory’s claim to relevance is based upon its claim to represent the meaning of women’s social experience in all its heterogeneity, these critiques point to some fundamental problems.  The original consciousness raising approach of traditional feminist – what Catherine MacKinnon has called its critical method – involved a project of theorizing the collective expression of the social constitution of sexed identities.  This was informed by a political understanding that gender was not an inalienable description of human reality; an understanding derived from the insights of a traditional feminist ideology whose analysis of the political meaning of experience was concerned with deconstructing the legitimating surface of women’s oppression.  Theorizing the social construction of subjectivity produced an understanding of the mechanisms of sexist oppression.  In practice, and as seen above, particularly in the context of WID practice, that collective critical reconstitution of women’s experiences in traditional feminist movements has tended to reproduce the situational consciousness of the white, bourgeois, heterosexual feminist, developing a set of certainties structured around that specific subjectivity.  Such certainties in liberal or Marxist feminist ideologies tended to inform the cross-cultural investigations of sexual subordination, producing a certain myopia with respect to the details of sexual subordination in different societies.  The failure to guide practice with reference to the processes that shape human perceptions and norms promoted the disintegration of feminist pronouncements on women in development into a norm setting activity by a counter-elite.

AFF: Essentialism

Double bind- either the alt defines a genderless subject or its essentialist- both being counterproductive and nonsensical for their political action 

Linda Alcoff, Professor of Philosophy at Hunter College/CUNY Graduate Center, 1988, “Cultural Feminism versus Post-Structuralism: The Identity Crisis in Feminist Theory,” PK

Lauretis's main thesis is that subjectivity, that is, what one "per- ceives and comprehends as subjective," is constructed through a continuous process, an ongoing constant renewal based on an interaction with the world, which she defines as experience: "And thus [subjectivity] is produced not by external ideas, values, or material causes, but by one's personal, subjective engagement in the practices, discourses, and institutions that lend significance (value, meaning, and affect) to the events of the world."42 This is the process through which one's subjectivity becomes en-gendered. But describing the subjectivity that emerges is still beset with dif- ficulties, principally the following: "The feminist efforts have been more often than not caught in the logical trap set up by [a] paradox. Either they have assumed that 'the subject,' like 'man,' is a generic term, and as such can designate equally and at once the female and male subjects, with the result of erasing sexuality and sexual dif- ference from subjectivity. Or else they have been obliged to resort to an oppositional notion of 'feminine' subject defined by silence, negativity, a natural sexuality, or a closeness to nature not compro- mised by patriarchal culture."43 Here again is spelled out the di- lemma between a post-structuralist genderless subject and a cultural feminist essentialized subject. As Lauretis points out, the latter alternative is constrained in its conceptualization of the female sub- ject by the very act of distinguishing female from male subjectivity. This appears to produce a dilemma, for if we de-gender subjectivity, we are committed to a generic subject and thus undercut feminism, while on the other hand if we define the subject in terms of gender, articulating female subjectivity in a space clearly distinct from male subjectivity, then we become caught up in an oppositional dichot- omy controlled by a misogynist discourse. A gender-bound subjec- tivity seems to force us to revert "women to the body and to sexuality as an immediacy of the biological, as nature."44 For all her insistence on a subjectivity constructed through practices, Lauretis is clear that that conception of subjectivity is not what she wishes to pro- pose. A subjectivity that is fundamentally shaped by gender appears to lead irrevocably to essentialism, the posing of a male/female opposition as universal and ahistorical. A subjectivity that is not fundamentally shaped by gender appears to lead to the conception of a generic human subject, as if we could peel away our "cultural" layers and get to the real root of human nature, which turns out to be genderless. Are these really our only choices?

Essentialism bad – shouldn’t associate women with peace
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 6.

Feminists have claimed that the likelihood of conflict will not diminish until unequal gender hierarchies are reduced or eliminated; the privileging of characteristics associated with a stereotypical masculinity in states' foreign policies contributes to the legitimization not only of war but of militarization more generally. Wary of what they see as gendered dichotomies that have pitted realists against idealists and led to overly simplistic assumptions about warlike men and peaceful women, certain feminists are cautioning against the association of women with peace, a position that, they believe, disempowers both women and peace. The growing numbers of women in the military also challenges and complicates these essentialist stereotypes. To this end, and as part of their effort to rethink concepts central to the field, feminists define peace and security, not in idealized ways often associated with women, but in broad, multidimensional terms that include the elimination of social hierarchies such as gender that lead to political and economic injustice. 
AFF: Ethnocentrism Turn

Feminism fails to account for race

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 18-19.

This debate, which began in the late I980s, has been strongly influenced by postcolonial, Third World, and postmodern feminisms. This is due both to the impact of black feminist critiques, which have introduced considerations of race and class, and to the influence of postmodernism that has called into question the possibility of systematic knowledge cumulation. These and other critics have argued that standpoint theories failed to recognize differences amongst women based on race, class, sexual preference, and geographical location. Standpoint has been faulted for basing its generalized knowledge claims on the experiences of white Western women. As Patricia Hill Collins tells us, African American women experience the world differently from those who are not black and female. Questioning liberal feminism’s focus on equality, black feminists remind us that black women would be unlikely to subscribe to the goal of equality with black men, who are themselves victims of oppression.  Third World women have begun to question the term feminist because of its association with Western cultural imperialism. Stressing the importance of producing their own knowledge and recovering their own identities, these women, speaking out of the historical experiences of colonial oppression, offer further evidence of a multiplicity of oppressions. Chandra Mohanty, while she acknowledges the impossibility of representing all their diverse histories, suggests the need to explore, analytically, the links among the struggles of Third World women against racism sexism colonialism and capitalism. She and other postcolonial feminist use the term Third World to include North American women of color; their writings have insisted on the need to analyze the interrelationships between feminist, anti-racist, and nationalist struggles. Postcolonial feminists interpret Western imperialism as the historical imposition of an imperial order, based white, masculine values, on subjugated and feminized colonial peoples. Avtar Brah claims that, in today's world, feminist questions about women's locations in the global economic system cannot be answered without reference to class, ethnicity, and geographical location."  

Your feminist theories are steeped in ethnocentrism that ignores the plight of black women and the intersectionality of gender and race- its racist and you can’t solve for all women

Rice 90 (M Rice, “Challenging Orthodoxies in Feminist theory: a Black Feminist Critique”, Femenist perspectives on criminology)  
An example is the work of Shulamith Firestone (1981) whose theories are based on the ethnocentric assumption that black women’s experiences of racism can be understood simply as an extension of sexism (see Simons (1979) for a critique). She denies the significance and impact which the added dimension of racial oppression has for black women. However, the testimony of black women bears witness to the complex interaction of sexist and racist forms of oppression occurring simultaneously. To quote Bryan et al.: Our relationship with men-both Black and white-has meant that in addition to racism, Black women have had to confront a form of sexism and sexual abuse which is unique to us. But it is impossible to separate our understanding of sexism in our community from its context in a racist society because popular acceptance of racist stereotypes of Black women, Black men and Black juveniles not only compound our sexual oppression but have also become internal&d. (1985: 212) Nor does Firestone’s thesis acknowledge the status hierarchy which exists between black and white women. Hooks explains that white women may be victimized by sexism, but racism enables them to act as exploiters and oppressors of black women (and men): Black women are in an unusual position for not only are we collectively at the bottom of the occupational ladder, but the overall social status is lower than that of any other group. Occupying such a position we bear the brunt of sexist, racist and classist oppression. Racist stereotypes of the strong, superhuman black woman are operative myths in the minds of many white women, allowing them to ignore the extent to which black women are likely to be victim&d in this society and the role white women play in the maintenance and perpetuation of that victimisation. (1984: 14) Thus it is not just or simply that black women are subject to ‘more’ disadvantage than white women. Their oppression is of a qualitatively different kid. Women’s experiences of oppression in social or,patriarchal relations cannot be reduced to those of white middle-class women. Ethnocentric feminist analyses are not adequate. In areas as diverse as women’s employment (Barrett, 1980; Beechey and Whitelegg, 1986), the family (Barrett and McIntosh, 1982) and crime (Smart, 1976; Carlen, 1983; Heidensohn, 1985; Morris, 1987), the history of racism and its implications have been ignored. The significance of this intellectual exclusion or marginalization is far reaching. Joseph (1981: 95) has pointed out that to speak of women, all women categorically, is to perpetuate white supremacy because it is white women to whom the comments are addressed and for whom they are most appropriate. Barrett and McIntosh recognize this: ‘Our work has spoken from an unacknowledged but ethnically specific position: its apparently universal applicability has been specious’ (1985: 25). They appreciated the need for such work to be overhauled and re-examined in order to remove ethnocentricism.  
AFF: Ethnocentrism Turn

Uncritically accepting the virtue of feminism alienates Black women

Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
This unconscious consensus has been successful in excluding large numbers of Black women from participating in any meaningful way. A further element contributing to Black women's exclusion is due to the fact that very often women's oppression is seen in a straightforward and non-contradictory way, where women organizing as women is seen as positive, regardless of the context. An example of such reasoning taken to its extreme is when some white feminists have applauded Maggie Thatcher as Prime Minister as a positive female Image. Such uncritical acceptance of the virtues of strong female images serves only to further alienate Black women whose experience at the hands of the British state demands a more responsible political response. 

Black women’s victories have been ignored throughout history by white feminism.
Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
There is little recognition in the women's movement of the ways in which the gains made by white women have been and still are at the expense of Black women. Historically white women's sexuality has been constructed in oppositional terms to that of Black women (Davis, 1982, Ware, 1983). and it is to this history that white women refer as their starting point, it is with this history that they seek to come to terms but in an uncritical way - the engagement with it is essentially selective. The 'herstory' which white women use to trace the roots of women's oppression or to justify some form of political practice is an imperial history rooted in the prejudics of colonial and neo-colonial periods, a 'herstory' that suffers the same form of historical amnesia of white male historians, by ignoring the fundamental ways in which white women have benefitted from the oppression of Black people. What forms of contemporary feminist and socialist theories share is an inability to adequately deal with the contradictions inherent in gender and class relations within the context of a racist society. 'Race and sex are social realities which at particular historical moments structure class relations in as much as class relations structure them' (Lewis and Parmar, 1983). 

Tickner’s work is founded on the presumption of IR still being an American system- not only does she marginalize other ethnic groups but also does not take into account ongoing changes in the IR field

Marchand 98 (Marianne, prof @ University of Amsterdam, “Different communities/Different Realities/Different Encounters: A Reply to J. Ann Tickner”, JSTOR)

The second assumption concerns the nature of the IR community. To illustrate her point of cross-cultural misunderstandings, Tickner focuses on the conventional IR community in the United States as the conversational counterpart for feminist IR scholars. The underlying assumptions seem to be that IR is still an American science (1997:615, 618) and that this conventional IR community has the role of gatekeeper defining the discipline's subject matter and boundaries. In so doing, Tickner not only effectively marginalizes other voices within the IR field, but also ignores recent and ongoing changes within IR. It is beyond the scope of this essay to engage in a broad discussion about the many changes and challenges affecting the study of IR. Many have already touched upon various aspects of this (see, e.g., Lapid, 1989; Murphy and Tooze, 1991; George, 1994). It is probably safe to state that changes within and outside the IR community are affecting its direction. These interrelated factors include, but are by no means limited to: the emergence of the so-called third debate; the end of the Cold War and the consequent need to rethink the effects of IR's embeddedness in the Cold War logic; the effects of (discussions about) globalization on, for instance, IR's conventional concepts; the move among universities toward "internationalizing the curriculum" and the resulting juxtapo- sition of new (interdisciplinary) international studies programs alongside more "traditional" IR programs celebrating conventional theories and practices.2 In short, IR is rapidly changing and it is difficult to maintain that it still is an "American science." Institutional expressions of this changing reality are, for instance, the creation of a Europeanwide association for the study of IR, the creation of several IR journals based outside the U.S., and the establishment of research centers for (critical) IPE at several universities.3 Increasingly, the conventional IR community (in the U.S.) is one among several communities within the broad field of IR. The implication of this changing reality is that there are several IR commu- nities that can serve as conversational partners for feminist IR scholars. The (ontological and epistemological) differences among these IR communities will likely be reflected in the communications with feminist IR and result in different types of (troubled?) engagements

AFF: Ethnocentrism Turn

Feminist talk of the emancipation of oppressed women is illegitimate when they so violently exclude an entire race.

Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
Furthermore, when Black and Third World women are being told that imperialism is good for us, it should be of no great surprise to anyone when we reject a feminism which uses Western social and economic systems to judge and make pronouncements about how Third World women can become emancipated. Feminist theories which examine our cultural practices as 'feudal residues' or label us 'traditional', also portray us as politically immature women who need to be versed and schooled in the ethos of Western feminism. They need to be continually challenged, exposed for their racism and denied any legitimacy as authentic feminists. 

White feminist ignorance of black feminism has created a skewed theory of women’s oppression.

Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
Many white feminists' failure to acknowledge the differences between themselves and Black and Third World women has contributed to the predominantly Eurocentric and ethnocentric tbeories of women's oppression. Recently, some white feminist academics have attempted to deal with the question of differences but again this has raised many problems and often perpetuated white feminist supremacy. In Common Differences, Jill Lewis, who describes herself as a white socialist feminist and Gloria Joseph, a Black woman, attempt to create a dialogue, but rather than use this opportunity to find constructive and creative ways of strengthening our unity through our differences as Black and white feminists, Jill Lewis reveals her patronizing and condescending 'understanding' of Black women. She sets out to teach the A to Z of feminism to Black women, whom she portrays as women controlled, manipulated and brainwashed into ridiculing and dismissing the women's liberation movement by sexist Black men and the white male media (Joseph and Lewis, 1981). There is a blatant disregard for the fact that it is the autonomous activities of Black women which have forced the white women's movement away from a celebration of universality and sameness, to be concerned with the implications of differences among women's experiences and understanding the political factors at work in those differences. 

The negative’s feminist discourse has become distorted and oppressive through its ignorance of the black feminist movement.

Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
Black women were also raising the issue of feminism and feminist demands within the Black movement and such questions were continually raised in the civil rights movement well before Black women were engaging in debate within the predominandy white women's movement in the 1960 s. In not acknowledging the involvement of Black women in the women's movement in its early days, Jill Lewis not only distorts history and renders Black women activists invisible, she also ends up by appropriating feminism for white women. Throughout her writings there is an underlying idea that somehow feminism, and feminist demands which are of any relevance and validity, have been developed by white women. 

Some images used to explain white feminist ideology are racist and oppressive.

Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
There are historical counterparts of contemporary white male use of the image of vulnerable and defenseless white women being raped and mugged by Black men, images which are reinforced by racist ideologies of black sexuality. Also in responding to the use of physical violence to control white women's sexuality white feminists have singularly failed to see how physical violence to control the sexuality of Black men is a feature of our history (e.g., lynching). This has implications for analyses and campaigning around sexual violence. 

AFF: Ethnocentrism Turn

Discussions of gender violence must include talks of racism because the two are so deeply connected. Any feminist discourse that excludes racism is fundamentally racist.

Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
For example, the compliance of many white feminists with the racist media and the police is shown in their silence when public hysteria is periodically whipped up through images of white women as innocent victims of Black rapists and muggers. When white feminists have called for safer streets, and curfew of men at nights they have not distanced themselves from the link that exists in common sense racist thinking between street crime and Black people. Again, when women marched through Black inner city areas to 'Reclaim the Night' they played into the hands of the racist media and the fascist organizations, some of whom immediately formed vigilante groups patrolling the streets 'protecting' innocent white women by beating up Black men. Therefore we would agree that 'any talk of male violence that does not emphatically reject the idea that race or colour is relevant automatically reinforces these racist images' (Ware, 1983). 

Women’s peace movement is not legitimate because they are violently excluding entire races that has been historically oppressed.

Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
The women's peace movement is and continues to remain largely white and middle-class because yet again their actions and demands have excluded any understanding or sensitivity to Black and Third World women's situations. Black women's political priorities have not been to organize around the siting of American cruise missiles at Greenham or to focus on the disarmament campaigns. This has been inevitable given the implicit and often explicit nationalist sentiments of its campaigns as much as the overall framework within which they have addressed these questions. The patriotic cries of 'We want to protect our country' which extend both to the mixed left anti-nuclear groups as much as sections of the women's peace movement is not one with which many Black people seek to or want to identify with, particularly when we know that we are not recognized or accepted as legitimate and equal inhabitants of this island and are continuously fighting for our right to be here. The parochial concerns of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND) and the women's peace movement are manifest in their unwillingness to take up any international issues. Why, for instance, are they not exposing, campaigning and mobilizing against Britain's role in illegal mining of uranium in Namibia for fuel for its Trident submarines? Why are connections not being made with people in the Pacific who are fighting for land rights? Why is there continued silence and inaction on the war going on in Britain's own 'backyard', Northern Ireland? Why is it that some white women who have sought to involve Black women in their peace campaigns at Greenham can only include them by asking them to service them yet again and play the role of caterers? 

The racism inherent in white feminism has manifested itself in feminist-led and inspired peace movements
Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
As Black women we are under no illusion that the racism prevalent in the wider women's movement and in British society generally will be absent from the women's peace movement. The racism inherent in it can be illustrated by countless experiences Black women have had with white feminists who are peace activists. 

To activate a real peace movement, white feminists have to begin truly including the perspectives of other races.

Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
In saying that as Black women we have sought not to prioritize our political energies on organizing around 'peace' and disarmament, does not in any way mean we do not consider these as crucial political issues. Indeed, the arms race is fundamentally political and the complexities of the new cold war and the increasing drive for American global supremacy are crucial questions of importance, which concern us all. But, it is only when Western peace activists, be they male or female, begin to broaden the parameters of their campaigns and integrate an international perspective within their frameworks, will there be a radical shift away from the predominantly white composition of these movements. 
AFF: Ethnocentrism Turn

The “way forward” lies in a more comprehensive and inclusive feminism that steps away from the parameters of white feminism.

Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
For us the way forward lies in defining a feminism which is significantly different to the dominant trends in the women's liberation movement. We have sought to define the boundaries of our sisterhood with white feminists and in so doing have been critical not only of their theories but also of their practice. True feminist theory and practice entails an understanding of imperialism and a critical engagement with challenging racism - elements which the current women's movement significantly lacks, but which are intrinsic to Black feminism. We are creating our own forms and content. As Black women we have to look at our history and at our experiences at the hands of a racist British state. We have to look at the crucial question of how we organize in order that we address ourselves to the totality of our oppression. For us there is no choice. We cannot simply prioritize one aspect of our oppression to the exclusion of others, as the realities of our day-to-day lives make it imperative for us to consider the simultaneous nature of our oppression and exploitation. Only a synthesis of class, race, gender and sexuality can lead us forward, as these form the matrix of Black women's lives. 

Black women and feminists have been continually treated as invisible and insignificant in feminist literature and scholarship. The negative Kritik literature is oppressive in itself.

Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
While one tendency has been for Black women to have either remained invisible within feminist scholarship or to have been treated purely as women without any significance attached to our colour and race, another tendency has been the idealization and cultural ism of anthropological works. Often we have appeared in cross cultural studies which under the guise of feminist and progressive anthropology, renders us as 'subjects' for 'interesting' and 'exotic' comparison. For instance, the book Women United Women Divided looked at women's solidarity in cross cultural perspectives and 'discovered' that solidarity was no unitary concept. The authors defined feminist consciousness and then proceeded to judge other cultural situations to see if they are feminist or not. While acknowledging that there are problems about uncritically accepting women as a universal category, this is purely on the basis of 'differential relations in class and status hierarchies as well as factors such as age and kinship affiliation.' There is no apology for, nay awareness even, of the contradictions of white feminists as anthropologists studying village women, in India, Africa, China for evidence of feminist consciousness and female solidarity. Furthermore, one wonders why they find it easier to study middle-class women in India and their organizations to prove that 'these women organise to protect class privilege in activities that complement their husbands' objective positions in the class hierarchy' than to study or examine the class position of the majority of the white women in the women's organizations in Western Europe; to examine how these women have different interests and power according to their class, age, race and sexuality and organize accordingly to protect their interests. By adopting the research methods and frameworks of white male academics much academic feminist writing fails to challenge their assumptions, repeats their racial chauvinism and is consequently of less use to us. 

AFF: Ethnocentrism Turn

Their feminist project is grounded in colonialist representations of the non-west and hierarchical power structures that privilege the west

Mohanty 86 (Chandra, Womens Studies department Chair @ Syracuse “Under Western Eyes: Feminist scholarship and colonialist discourses”)

My concern about such writings derives from my own implication and investment in contemporary debates in feminist theory, and the urgent political necessity of forming strategic coalitions across class, race and national boundaries. Clearly, western feminist discourse and political practice is neither singular nor homogeneous in its goals, interests or analyses. However, it is possible to trace a coherence of effects resulting from the implicit assumption of 'the west' (in all its complexities and contradictions) as the primary referent in theory and praxis. Thus, rather than claim simplistically that 'western feminism' is a monolith, I would like to draw attention to the remarkably similar effects of various analytical categories and even strategies which codify their relationship to the Other in implicitly hierarchical terms. It is in this sense that I use the term 'western feminist'. Similar arguments pertaining to questions of methods of analysis can be made in terms of middle-class, urban African and Asian scholars producing scholarship on or about their rural or working-class sisters which assumes their own middle-class culture as the norm, and codifies peasant and working-class histories and cultures as Other. Thus, while this article focuses specifically on western feminist discourse on women in the third world, the critiques I offer also pertain to identical analytical principles employed by third-world scholars writing about their own cultures. Moreover, the analytical principles discussed below serve to distort western feminist political practices, and limit the possibility of coali-tions among (usually white) western feminists and working-class and feminist women of colour around the world. These limitations are evident in the construction of the (implicitly consensual) priority of issues around which apparently all women are expected to organize. The necessary and integral connection between feminist scholarship and feminist political practice and organizing determines the signifi-cance and status of western feminist writings on women in the third world, for feminist scholarship, like most other kinds of scholarship, does not comprise merely 'objective' knowledge about a certain subject. It is also a directly political and discursive practice insofar as it is purposeful and ideological. It is best seen as a mode of intervention into particular hegemonic discourses (for example, traditional anthro-pology, sociology, literary criticism, etc.), and as a political praxis which counters and resists the totalizing imperative of age-old 'legitimate' and 'scientific' bodies of knowledge. Thus, feminist scholarly practices exist within relations of power - relations which they counter, redefine, or even implicitly support. There can, of course, be no apolitical scholar-ship. The relationship between Woman - a cultural and ideological composite Other constructed through diverse representational dis-course (scientific, literary, juridical, linguistic, cinematic, etc.) - and women -real, material subjects of their collective histories - is one of the central questions the practice of feminist scholarship seeks to address. This connection between women as historical subjects and the re-presentation of Woman produced by hegemonic discourses is not a relation of direct identity, or a relation of correspondence or simple implication.3 It is an arbitrary relation set up in particular cultural and historical contexts. I would like to suggest that the feminist writings I analyse here discursively colonize the material and historical heter-ogeneities of the lives of women in the third world, thereby producing/re-presenting a composite, singular 'third-world woman' - an image which  appears arbitrarily constructed but nevertheless carries with it the authorizing signature of western humanist discourse.4 I argue that assumptions of privilege and ethnocentric universality on the one hand, and inadequate self-consciousness about the effect of western scholar-ship on the 'third world' in the context of a world system dominated by the west on the other, characterize a sizable extent of western feminist work on women in the third world. An analysis of 'sexual difference' in the form of a cross-culturally singular, monolithic notion of patriarchy or male dominance leads to the construction of a similarly reductive and homogeneous notion of what I shall call the 'third-world difference' - that stable, ahistorical something that apparently oppresses most if not all the women in these countries. It is in the production of this 'third-world difference' that western feminisms appropriate and colonize the constitutive complexities which characterize the lives of women in these countries. It is in this process of discursive homogenization and systematization of the oppression of women in the third world that power is exercised in much of recent western feminist writing, and this power needs to be defined and named.  

AFF AT: Kritik Can Incorporate Other Perspectives

You can’t just “sprinkle black women in”- the implications of their ethnocentric feminist view require a rework of their theory 

Rice 90 (M Rice, “Challenging Orthodoxies in Feminist theory: a Black Feminist Critique”, Feminist Perspectives on Criminology)  

Second, feminists could simply insert references to black women without altering their underlying theoretical premises. But ethnocentrism is not a ‘problem’ which can be eradicated simply by grafting black women onto the conceptal framework. Nor do black women want to be grafted on to feminism in a tokenistic manner (Carby, 1982: 232). Black feminists have argued that, by focusing primarily on patriarchal oppression and by not fully considering the significance of race and racism, feminist theory has oversimplified the position of black women who experience the triple oppression of racism, patriarchy and class discrimination. They have argued also that the racism in economic, social and political institutions must be confronted and theories based on cultural pluralism must be developed.  
AFF: Identity Politics Bad

The K is self defeating – their discourse regulates essentializes women, foreclosing other methods of representation

Butler 99 (Judith Butler, Professor of Humanities, Johns Hopkins University, GENDER TROUBLE, 1999, 1)

For the most part, feminist theory has assumed that there is some existing identity, understood through the category of women, who not only initiates feminist interest and goals within discourse, but constitutes the subject for whom political representation is pursued. But politics and representation are controversial terms. On the one hand, representation serves as the operative term within a political process that seeks to extend visibility and legitimacy to women as political subjects: on the other hand, representation is the normative function of a language which is said either to reveal or to distort what is assumed to be true about the category of women. For feminist theory, the development of a language that fully or adequately represents women has seemed necessary to foster the political visibility of women. This has seemed obviously important considering the pervasive cultural condition in which all women’s lives were either misrepresented of not represented at all. Recently, this prevailing conception of the relation between feminist theory and politics has come under challenge from within feminist discourse. The very subject of women is no longer understood in stable or abiding terms. There is a great deal of material that not only questions the viability of “the subject” as the ultimate candidate for representation or, indeed, liberation, but there is very little agreement after all on what it is that constitutes, or ought to constitute, the category of women. The domains of political and linguistic “representation” set out in advance the criterion by which subjects themselves are formed, with the result that representation is extended only to what can be acknowledged as a subject. In other words, the qualifications for being a subject must first be met before representation can be extended. Foucault points out that juridical systems of power produce the subjects they subsequently come to represent. Juridical notions of power appeal to regulate political life in purely negative terms - that is, through the imitation, prohibition, regulation, control and even “protection” of individuals related to that political structure through the contingent and retractable operation of choice. - that is, through the imitation, prohibition, regulation, control and even “protection” of individuals related to that political structure through the contingent and retractable operation of choice. But the subjects regulated by such structures are, by virtue of being subjected to them, formed, defined, and reproduced in accordance with the requirements of those structures. If this analysis is right, then the juridical formation of language and politics that represents women as “the subject” of feminism is itself a distinctive formation and effect of a given version of representational politics. And the feminist subject turns out to be discursively constituted by the very political system that is supposed to facilitate its emancipation. This becomes politically problematic if that system can be shown to produce gendered subjects along a differential axis of domination or to produce subjects who are presumed to be masculine. In such cases an uncritical appeal to such a system for the emancipation of “women” will be clearly self-defeating.
This re-entrenches gender binaries

Butler 99 (Judith Butler, Professor of Humanities, Johns Hopkins University, GENDER TROUBLE, 1999, 5)

For gender to “belong to philosophy” is for Wittig to belong to “that body of self-evident concepts without which philosophers believe they cannot develop a line of reasoning and which for them go without saying, for they exist prior to any thought, any social order, in nature. Wittig’s view is corroborated by that popular discourse on gender identity that uncritically employs the inflectional attribution of “being” to genders and to “sexualities.” The unproblematic claim to “be” a woman and “be” heterosexual would be symptomatic of that metaphysics of gender substances. In the case of both “men” and “women,” this claim tends to subordinate the notion of gender under that of identity and to lead to the conclusion that a person is a gender and is one in virtue of his or her sex, psychic sense of self, and various expressions of that psychic self, the most salient being that of sexual desire. In such a pre-feminist context, gender, naively (rather than critically confused with sex, serves as a unifying principle of the embodied self and maintains that unity over and against an “opposite sex” whose structure is presumed to maintain a parallel but oppositional internal coherence among sex, gender, and desire. The articulation “I feel like a woman” by a female or “I feel like a man: by a male presupposes that in neither case is the claim meaninglessly redundant, although it might appear unproblematic to be a given anatomy. Although we shall later consider the way in which that project is also fraught with difficulty) the experience of a gendered psychic disposition or cultural identity is considered an achievement. Thus, “I feel like a woman” is true to the extent that Aretha Franklin’s invocation of the defining other is assumed: “You make me feel like a natural woman” This achievement requires a differentiation from the opposite gender. Hence, one is one’s gender to the extent that one is not the other gender, a formulation that presupposes and enforces the restriction of gender within that binary pair.

AFF: Identity Politics Bad

Relying on “gender” as a category for mobilization forces us to ignore the complexities of identity.

Butler 99 (Judith Butler, Professor of Humanities, Johns Hopkins University, GENDER TROUBLE, 1999, 3)

A part from the foundationalist fictions that support the notion the subject, however, there is the political problem that feminism encounters in the assumption that the term women denotes a common identity Rather than a stable signifier that commands the assent of those whom it purports to describe and represent, women, even in the plural, has become a troublesome term, a site of contest, a cause for anxiety. As Denise Riley’s title suggests, Am I That Name? is a question produced by the very possibility of the name’s multiple significations. If one “is” a woman that is surely not all one is; the term fails to be exhaustive, not because a pre-gendered “person” transcends the specific paraphernalia of its gender, because gender intersects with racial, class, ethnic, sexual, and regional modalities of discursively constituted identities. As a result, it becomes impossible to separate out “gender” from the political and cultural intersections in which it is invariably produced.

Gender must be rejected as a category for mobilization. Emancipatory gender models can only reify existing power relations.

Butler 99 (Judith Butler, Professor of Humanities, Johns Hopkins University, GENDER TROUBLE, 1999, 94)

In the first volume of The History of Sexuality, Foucault argues that the univocal construct of “sex (one is one’s sex and, therefore, not the other) is (a) produced in the service of the social regulation and control of sexuality and (b) conceals and artificially unifies a variety of disparate and unrelated sexual functions and then (c) postures within discourse as a cause, an inferior essence which both produces and renders intelligible all manner of sensation, pleasure and desire as sex-specific. In other words, bodily pleasures are not merely casually reducible to this ostensibly sex-specific essence, but they become readily interpretable as manifestations or signs of this “sex.” In opposition to this false construction of sex as both univocal and casual, Foucault engages a reverse-discourse which treats sex as an effect rather than an origin. In the place of “sex” as the original and continuous case and signification of bodily pleasures, he proposes “sexuality” as an open and complex historical system of discourse and power that produces the misnomer of “sex” as part of a strategy to conceal and, hence, to perpetuate power-relations. One way in which power is both perpetuated and concealed is through the establishment of an external or arbitrary relation between power, conceived as repression or domination, and sex, conceived as a brave but thwarted energy waiting for release or authentic self-expression. The use of this juridical model presumes that the relation between power and sexuality is not only ontologically distinct, but that power always and only works to subdue or liberate a sex which is fundamentally intact, self-sufficient, and other than power itself. When “sex” is essentially in this way, it becomes ontologically immunized from power relations and from its own historicity. As a result, the analysis of sexuality is collapsed into the analysis of “sex,” and any inquiry into the historical production of the category of “sex” itself is precluded by this inverted ad falsifying causality. According to Foucault, “sex” must not only be contextualized within the terms of sexuality, but juridical power must be reconceived as a construction produced by a generative power which, in turn, conceals the mechanism of is own productivity. The notion of sex brought about a fundamental reversal; it made it possible to invert the representation of the relationships of power to sexuality, causing the latter to appear, not in its essential and positive relation to power, but as being rooted in a specific and irreducible urgency which power tries as best it can to dominate. Foucault explicitly takes a stand against emancipatory or liberationist models of sexuality in The History of Sexuality because they subscribe to a juridical model that does not acknowledge the historical production of “sex” as a category, that is, as a mystifying “effect” of power relations. His ostensible problem with feminism seems also to emerge here: Where feminist analysis takes the category of sex and, thus, according to him, the binary restriction of gender as its point of departure. Foucault understands his own project to be an inquiry into how the category of “sex” and sexual difference are constructed within discourse as necessary features of bodily identity. The juridical model of law which structures the feminist emancipatory model presumes, in his view, that the subject of emancipation, “the sexed boy” in some sense is not itself in need of a critical deconstruction. As Foucault remarks about some humanist efforts at prison reform, the criminal subject who gets emancipated may be even more deeply shackled than the humanist originally thought. To be sexed, for Foucault, is to be subjected to a set of social regulations, to have the law that directs those regulations reside both as the formative principle of one’s sex, gender, pleasures and desires and as the hermeneutic principle of self-interpretation. The category of sex is thus inevitably regulative, and any analysis which makes that category pre-suppositional uncritically extends and further legitimates that regulative strategy as a power knowledge regime.

AFF: Identity Politics Bad

Feminism creates a divide in international relations that makes the problem worse, rather than helping it because the current system is based off our similarities, not our differences

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 167].

Lurking behind such positions, of course, is the highly problematic assumption that a fundamental shift in the political, social, and economic worlds has occurred; that "people, machinery and money, images and ideas now follow increasingly nonisomorphic paths, and that because of this there is a "deterritorializing mobility of peoples, ideas, and images," one overcoming the "laborious moves of statism to project an image of the world divided along territorially discontinuous (separated) sovereign spaces, each supposedly with homogeneous cultures and impervious essences." In this new world where global space-as-territory has been obliterated, where discrete national cultures no longer exist but are dissolved by cosmopolitanism and ubiquitous images peddled by hypermodern communications, all that remains as tangible referents for knowledge and understanding, we are told, are our own fractured identities."' While, for feminists, this is profoundly liberating, allowing them to recognize a "multiplicity of identities," each engaged in a "differing politics," it also betrays how narrow is the intent of feminist postmodernism, which stands for no other end except the eradication of essentialism."3 Much as Ashley saw in positivism tyrannical structures of oppression, so in essentialism postmodern feminists see the subjugation of diversity amid universal narratives. Yet the reification of difference as the penultimate ontological beginning and end point seems disingenuous in the extreme. The question is not whether there are differences-of course there are-but whether these are significant for International Relations, and if so in what capacity? Historically, the brief of International Relations has been to go out in search of those things that unite us, not divide us. Division, disunity, and difference have been the unmistakable problems endemic to global politics, and overcoming them the objective that has provided scholars with both their motivating purpose and moral compass. In venerating difference, identity politics unwittingly reproduces this problematique: exacerbating differences beyond their significance, fabricating disunity, and contributing to social and political cleavage. Yes, we are not all the same. But the things that unite us are surely more important, more numerous, and more fundamental to the human condition than those that divide us. We all share a conviction that war is bad, for example, that vio- lence is objectionable, global poverty unconscionable, and that peaceful interstate relations are desirable. Likewise, we all inhabit one earth and have similar environmental concerns, have the same basic needs in terms of developmental requirements, nutrition, personal security, education, and shelter. To suppose that these modernist concerns are divisible on the basis of gender, color, sexuality, or religious inclination seems specious, promoting contrariety where none really exists from the perspective of International Relations. How, for example, amid the reification of ever-divisible difference, do we foster political community-and-solidarity, hope to foster greater global collectivity, or unite antithetically inclined religious, segregationist, or racial groups on the basis of theft professed difference? How this is meant to secure new visions of international polities, solve the divisions of previous disputations, or avert violent fictionalisms in the future remains curiously absent from the discourse of identity politics."4 Methodologically, the implications of reifying false difference are also far from benign for International Relations, but betray a devolution of disciplinary knowledge and theory amid sundry narratives captive to personal "travelogues," attempts to recreate histories or enumerate a catalogue of previous "silences" simply on the basis that such has not been done before. The result is a type of agenda inflation, sprawling research topics that, from a more traditionalist perspective, would seem unrelated to International Relations. Consider, for example, Birigit Weiss, who attempted to extol the virtues of an identity-based research agenda for International Relations, suggesting that we think of "symbols such as phone boxes, mail boxes, or the little green man flashing electronically above pedestrian crossings. [These] are national (identity) symbols which we seldom notice as such," she writes. "Only: (sic) once we are away from home do we perceive them as different. First deduction. Being abroad we learn to know what home means." Travel, and the distance associated with it, for Weiss "helps us to define who we are (and where we come from)-which is a necessary condition for developing an international perspective." The old adage that "travel does round the individual" is now reiterated in postmodem form, and International Relations exalted to become "interNETional" or "inter- cultural" studies where, for example, Weiss notes that with the internet "one can travel from ocean to ocean, from continent to continent, from country to country and around the globe in one night-through cyber- space." One can only suppose that play on the internet assists in the formation of our personal identities, makes us better scholars, and that reflections on this can constitute discourse in "InterNETional" studies. As a final reflection on what "intercultural" as opposed to International Relations might look like, Weiss recalls the Container 96-An across Oceans exhibition held in Copenhagen, where "artists coming from 96 seaport cities…created art works inside the containers. The visitors were able to 'circumnavigate the globe in just a few hours' and could 'take a walk from continent to continent, from elimazone to dliniazone and from seaport to seaport and enter into visions and realities, as perceived by artists from near and far.'"" "In my view," Weiss writes, "this exhibition is an example for an alternative vision of international relations, and might help us look beyond the scope of the discipline."

AFF: Identity Politics Bad

Identity politics in the context of preventing violence against women ignore intragroup differences and cause tension between groups. 

Kimberle Crenshaw, prof law @ UCLA, 1993, Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence against Women of Color, p. 1242

The embrace of identity politics, however, has been in tension with dominant conceptions of social justice. Race, gender, and other identity categories are most often treated in mainstream liberal discourse as vestiges of bias or domination—that is, as intrinsically negative frameworks in which social power works to exclude or marginalize those who are different. According to this understanding, our liberatory objective should be to empty such categories of any social significance. Yet implicit in certain strands of feminist and racial liberation movements, for example is the view that the social power in delineating difference need not be the power of domination; it can instead be the source of social empowerment and reconstruction.

The problem with identity politics is not that it fails to transcend difference, as some critics charge, but rather the opposite—that it frequently conflates or ignores intragroup differences. In the context of violence against women, this elision of difference in identity politics is problematic, fundamentally because the violence that many women experience is often shaped by other dimensions of their identities, such as race and class. Moreover, ignoring difference within groups contributes to tension among groups, another problem of identity politics that bears on efforts to politicize violence against women. Feminist efforts to politicize experiences of women and antiracist efforts to politicize experiences of people of color have frequently proceeded as though the issues and experiences they each detail occur on mutually exclusive terrains. Although racism and sexism readily intersect in the lives of real people, they seldom do in feminist and antiracist practices. And so, when the practices expound identity as woman or person of color as an either/or proposition, they relegate the identity of women of color to a location that resists telling.

AFF: Victimization Bad

Emphasising women’s victimisation provides a limited approach

Robert O. Keohane (Professor of Government at Harvard University) 1989, “International Relations Theory: Contributions of a Feminist Standpoint,” Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 18, No.2, pp. 245-253.
Nevertheless, emphasising the victimisation of women by 'the patriarchal state' or 'the interstate system' provides only limited insights into international relations. Some analysts succumb to the temptation to discuss. in sweeping terms. 'the patriarchal state' or 'the war system' without making distinctions among states or international systems. To do so commits the analytical error of reifying a stylised 'patriarchal state' or 'war system'. Furthermore, excoriating universal repression seems to lead more toward moralising about its iniquity than toward the analysis of sources of variation in its incidence. At a descriptive level, a valuable contribution of feminist empiricism would be to document the extent to which the interstate system depends on the under-rewarded labour of women or on gendered structures of society that disadvantage women. One can ask, as Cynthia Enloe has started to do, to what extent the interstate system is dependent on gendered roles (diplomat, soldier and so forth) that sharply differentiate, by gender, public and private realms.21 More ambitiously. feminist empiricism could seek to explore the conditions under which repression of women is more or less severe: what types of states, and ofinternational systems, have more adverse consequences for women's lives than others. To make a major impact on thinking about international relations, however, it will not be sufficient explicitly to point out that women have been marginalised in the state, and in interstate politics. This reality is well-known, even if conventional international relations theory has tended to ignore it. Feminist empiricism will be most significant, it seems to me, if it is used in conjunction with feminist standpoint reconceptualisations to re-examine central concepts of international relations theory by asking about their values for empirical research. Feminist empiricism, guided by feminist reconceptualisation, could go beyond the question of the role of women in international relations' to a critical analysis ofthe extent to which contemporary international relations theory helps us to understand what is happening in world politics today. 
<CONTINUES>








PAGE  
1
Last printed 9/4/09 7:00 PM





