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The Aff’s use of traditional security discourse creates gendered representations of situations within international relations. These representations of masculine realist state actors inevitably result in violence and war due to their inherent gendered nature and opposition to non-western values. The alternative is to reject the 1ac as an example of gendered security discourse. Only by destroying the neutrality of their discourse can true change be enacted.

Harrison 2003 (Deborah, Adjunct Professor of Sociology at the University of New Brunswick, Military Masculinities Identity and the State, edited by Paul Higate, pgs. 73-82)

I offer a feminist reconceptualisation of (international) security and (gender) violence because the current conceptualisations are not adequate for the task of thinking gender differently in the context of violence and security. They do not allow for the development of theory or practice that is capable of addressing the complexities inherent in these issues. As Wendy Brown argues, 'What suspicion about the naturalness of gender subordination persists when feminism addresses only the wrongs done to women and not the socially produced capacity for women to be wronged, to be victims?' (Brown 2003, 11). In the context of security, investigating this capacity manifests in a curiosity about 'what Foucault would have called the overall discursive fact that security is spoken about at all' (Dillon 1996, 14) and the ways in which performances of security discourse function to (re)produce particular configurations of social/political reality. From Existence to Violent Reproduction Surveying two bodies of literature, one concerned with security situated firmly in the discipline of International Relations and the other more broadly sociological, addressing violence and gender, demands that careful consideration is given to the links between them. In the discussion of the literature on violence, I draw out the ways in which the various approaches conceptualise the referent object of their analyses, and how they conceive of threat—in this case, violence. Similarly, in the discussion of the security literature, I question how different approaches to security conceive of the referent object of security, and how they too conceive of threat. In both cases, I offer a discourse-theoretic account that emphasises the (re)productive function of violence in the ordering of social/political reality. However, the critique is structured such that the links between the literatures can be effectively highlighted, rather than proceeding with each literature in turn, as illustrated in Table 1. Sovereign Individuals, Sovereign States The foundational assumptions of every body of literature are often implicit, or taken to be unproblematic. Each literature, in this case that which addresses 'violence against women' and that which addresses 'national security', speaks to a specific manifestation of violence and is informed by a particular logic of gender and security. On its own terms, each literature is internally both coherent and consistent, although there are significant differences between the ways in which this coherence and consistency is constructed. In this section, I proceed as outlined in Table 1, exploring the literature on 'violence against women' and 'national security' to investigate the ways in which (gender) violence and (international) security are conceptualised within these works. Jill Radford, Liz Kelly and Marianne Hester are prominent researchers concerned with 'violence against women' and they situate their work in a context of the debates within wider feminist theorising, stating that 'throughout the 1980s a series of separations occurred, of women's studies from feminism; of theoretical writing from women's lived experiences; of knowledge creation from activism' (Radford et al. 1996, 8). Their implicit placement within these dualities is on the side of an activist feminism concerned with 'women's lived experiences'. Researching and writing about 'violence against women' has a particular, albeit internally differentiated, politics that differs in several key ways from researching and writing about 'gender violence', and one aspect of this is the location articulated by Radford, Kelly and Hester above. Researching 'violence against women' is an explicit challenge to the self-proclaimed objectivist and value-free research programmes of mainstream social science. This can be understood as a political undertaking in two main ways; research was conducted 'with the aim of achieving a description as well as a comprehensive understanding of the problem' (Dobash and Dobash 1992, 283, emphasis added). These two aspects—the description and the understanding—were conceived as separable and separate. It is vital to note that the academic study of 'violence against women' claims as its intellectual heritage critically important activity and activism in communities throughout the UK and the US. 'Starting at the grass roots level, feminists named its existence ... and began to put into place an underground network of shelters and safe houses for women. Only then did significant numbers of mental health professionals, social science researchers ... and policy makers begin to notice' (Bograd 1988, 11). Research that focuses on 'violence against women' posits women as coherent and stable subjects whose life experiences can be ameliorated by appropriate policy practice. This approach identifies materially determined gendered individuals as a result of its empirical approach to the study of politics and social life. The notion of sovereignty is central here, and provides an important link to the literature on international security. The subject constructed through the discourse of 'violence against women' is assumed sovereign, the 'women' affected by violence have sovereign rights over their own material forms and should not therefore be subjected to violence. Moreover, this sovereignty is pre-constituted and taken to be an empirical 'reality'. In a similar manner, the assumed sovereignty of the state is the foundational truth claim of literature on 'national security', which I discuss in the following paragraphs. Both internal and external sovereignty are central to the conception of the state that informs conventional IR security literature, and the logical corollary of this conception constructs the state system as anarchic. Realist IR theory 'sees' the state as its object of analysis and therefore '[s]tates are the principle referent objects of security because they are both the framework of order and the highest sources of governing authority' (Buzan 1991, 22). Within both classical (or 'political') realism and neo-realism (or 'structural realism'), the state is represented as a unitary actor.10 Both variants proceed according to the assumption that all human existence is bounded by states, according to the assertion that states are the primary object of analysis. If, as Kenneth Waltz claims, '[s]tatesmen and military leaders are responsible for the security of their states ... no one at all is responsible for humanity' (Waltz 1959, 416), then states are further assumed to be the object to which security policy and practice refers and humans can only be secured to the extent that they are citizens of a given state. John Herz's conception of the 'security dilemma' is explicitly premised on assumptions regarding the potential of human nature, and therefore state behaviour, to provide circumstances of collaboration and co-operation. The 'human nature' under discussion is, on closer inspection, the nature of 'man' (see Morgenthau 1973, 15–16), and is thus problematic in its partiality as well as its pessimism. Insecurity, according to 
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Herz, stems from a fundamental social constellation ... where groups live alongside each other without being organised into a higher unity ... Since none can ever feel entirely secure in such a world ... power competition ensues  and the vicious circle of security and power accumulation is on (Herz 1950, 157). The 'fundamental social constellation' posited by classical realists is a population of rational, unitary, masculine entities that will never, and can never, be otherwise. The concept of security driving these prescriptions is premised on a particular vision of the social relations between states, and furthermore constructs a particular notion of what is considered to be a security threat within this conceptualisation, as eternal and external to the state. While 'human nature' drives state behaviours according to classical realists, neo-realist assumptions concerning the construction of security in an anarchic system appeal to a structural logic of uncertainty. 'Uncertainty is a synonym for life, and nowhere is uncertainty greater than in international politics' (Waltz 1993, 58). The necessity of security behaviours is thus derived from the anarchic system and 'rests on the argument that the distribution and character of military power are the root causes of war and peace' (Mearsheimer 1990, 6). Thus threats, reduced to external violences and ultimately war between states, are perpetual, a theoretical move that serves to perpetuate the understanding of security as reducible to military force. This functions to blind those working within a conceptualisation of 'national security' to the possibility that threats are variously constructed depending on context. Moreover, the structural context of anarchy that is taken to be a foundational reality within this conceptualisation prescribes and proscribes certain behaviours that are then never opened to critical scrutiny, a point to which I return in the conclusion of this article. The Social Construction of Individuals and States Although researchers working on 'violence against women' would identify (patriarchal) power structures that facilitate the continuation of violence against women, thinking about 'gender violence' enables a more sensitive understanding of the representation of women as simultaneously 'victims, perpetrators [and] ... actors' (Moser and Clark 2001) and the different conceptualisation of power that this representation entails. The conceptualisation of power that underpins work on 'gender violence' is implicated in the conceptualisation of violence. Caroline Moser suggests that there is a 'gendered continuum of conflict and violence' (Moser 2001, 31), and, moreover, that this continuum is a result of the ways in which 'gender is embedded in relations of power/powerlessness' (ibid., 37). While I sustain the challenge to a unidirectional power–violence relationship as offered by work on 'violence against women', the 'embedded' nature of gender in power as suggested by Moser and others does not fully problematise the links between masculinity and violence that are assumed by the previous literature. In an attempt to move beyond what she terms 'gender traditionalism', in which gender is readable from sex and differences between genders are thus biological, and 'gender liberalism', which stresses the equality of the genders despite differences between them, both of which 'can combine in unfortunate ways ... to prevent gender from being seen as significant or explanatory' (Cockburn 2001, 14), Cynthia Cockburn develops a subtle and thoughtful account of gender violence with specific reference to situations of armed conflict. Centralising the power inherent in gender relations enables the 'uncovering [of] the differentiation and asymmetry of masculine and feminine as governing principles, idealized qualities, practices or symbols' (ibid., 16). However, Cockburn 'calls, first, for a sensitivity to gender difference' (ibid., 28, emphasis in original) that I believe may undermine the utility of this approach. It does, in a way, put the empirical cart before the theoretical horse. If difference between the genders is taken as a starting point for the analysis of gender, then the (re)production of this difference is obscured from critical attention. However, this approach, in contrast to research addressing 'violence against women', does not assume sovereignty of a stable subject. Attention is paid to the ways in which individuals are both product and productive of their social environments, positing a socially constructed individual within a similarly socially constructed matrix of gender relations. Gender is therefore not assumed to be a transhistorical or universal system of identity production, nor is it assumed that individuals experience gender in the same way, even within a particular social/political context. This emphasises the ontological difference between research on 'violence against women' and 'gender violence'. The former assumes a material reality and, in the context of gender, gender can thus be read unproblematically from sexed bodies. The latter approach focuses on gender as a social construct, where sexed bodies are gendered in accordance to variable matrices of gender norms. Those who work within a conceptualisation of 'international security' are more loosely bound by their theoretical assumptions and research priorities than those who work on 'national security'. The literature on 'international security' incorporates work on 'human security', 'critical security' and 'common security'.11 The literature represents a variety of different theoretical frameworks, and draws heavily on representations of, and arguments concerning, 'global civil society' and cosmopolitanism, as I discuss further below. However, in this analysis I treat these works as minimally unitary, and label them 'international security' for three interconnected reasons.12 Primarily, the term 'international' easily differentiates this approach from the literature on 'national security'. Second, the use of the modifier 'international' denotes the association of this approach with global, or universal, values. Third, the term resonates with the discipline in which this literature is situated—International Relations. Often tracing its heritage back to the 1994 United Nations Development Program (UNDP) Human Development Report,13 which includes a chapter entitled 'New Dimensions of Human Security', work on 'international security' seeks to reconceptualise security such that the referent object is no longer conceived, as in 'national security', as the sovereign state (see Newman 2001, 240; Booth 2004, 5). As Matt McDonald explains, this reconceptualisation is 'a potential response to the growing insecurity of security' (McDonald 2002, 277) and incorporates several of the critiques discussed above. Roland Paris argues that this 'paradigm shift' does not necessarily represent a coherent research agenda (Paris 2001, 92–93), but recognises that this work comprises 'a distinct branch of security studies that explores the particular conditions that affect the survival of individuals, groups and societies' (Paris 2001, 102). Broadly, the analytical focus of 'international security' is 'we, the peoples' (Dunne and Wheeler 2004) and research within this conceptualisation requires the recognition of 'both the indivisibility of human rights and security, and the concomitant responsibility to rescue those trapped in situations of violence, poverty and ill-health' (ibid., 20).
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Theorists of 'international security' have argued that '[e]ven though state-based conceptions of security have taken precedence, alternative ways of thinking that give priority to individual and social dimensions of security' are also possible (Bilgin 2003, 203). If 'anarchy is what states make of it' (Wendt 1992, 395)  and states are not constructed as the unproblematic unitary rational actors pursuing defensive policies, as assumed by theorists of 'national security', then co-operation is as likely as hostility in the domain of international relations. In fact, it is argued, conceiving of security as 'international' highlights the importance of relations between states and the salience of the construction of an 'international community' (McRae 2001, 19). However, just as the state is asserted as autonomous within the conceptualisation of 'national security', as I have described above, in this conceptualisation 'international security' is similarly asserted as relational. These assumptions are in opposition but are equally problematic, as both assumptions treat the state and the international as predetermined objective realities, which impacts on the ways in which it is possible to conceptualise security. Richard McRae (2001, 20), for example, argues that 'global civil society' needs to address the issues of insecurity facing those 'citizens of ... noncountries' (ibid., 19) whose governments are unable to provide adequate security measures. Tim Dunne and Nick Wheeler also cite the co-operation of 'an alliance of states and transnational civil society' (Dunne and Wheeler 2004, 10), needed to 'rescue those trapped in situations of poverty and violence' (ibid., 20). Recognising the 'structural inequalities generated by global capitalism' (ibid., 16) goes some way towards challenging the assumptions of 'national security' literature, in the same way as work on 'gender violence' offers sustainable critiques of the literature on 'violence against women'. However, theories of 'international security' neither take into account the implications of their representations of a 'global civil society' vs. citizens of 'noncountries' who need rescuing, nor engage in critical discussion of the very notion of 'global civil society'. The concept of 'global civil society' is ideologically and normatively loaded with implications of its global reach, its civilised nature and its social form. All of these characteristics are in opposition to their relevant 'others', the local/parochial, the uncivilised and the forms of behaviour associated with states and international institutions, all of which are conceived of as negative.14 Despite this, the construction of 'global civil society' is under-theorised, represented unproblematically in the literature on 'international security' and assumed to confer authority and legitimacy in the realms of morality, efficacy, democracy and social cohesion (Scholte 2002, 159–164). Furthermore, 'international security', in both broadening and deepening the concept of threat (Booth 2005b, 14–15), implicitly conveys the urgency and priority built into the concept of security propounded by work on 'national security', in which security is, as discussed above, 'the highest end' (Waltz 1979, 126). 'An implicit assumption ... is that the elevation of issues of human rights, economic inequality and environmental change, for example, to the realm of security will allow greater priority to these issues' (McDonald 2002, 277). Even as it problematises the conceptualisation of security evidenced in the conceptualisation of 'national security', literature on 'international security' tends to naturalise it, constructing security as a 'single continuum ... protected and enhanced by a series of interlocking instruments and policies' (McRae 2001, 22). This suggests that the approach to 'national security' is broadly valid, needing only supplementary analysis to fill in the gaps rather than a thorough reconceptualisation of its basic organisational concepts. The assumptions underpinning literature on 'international security' lead to policy prescriptions premised on the triumph of liberal values, implemented by 'a progressive alliance between ... cosmopolitan transnational civil society and enlightened state leaders' (Booth 2004, 6). The formation of an informed and activist global civil society, with all the problems inherent within that concept, is seen as a necessary step to the provision of security. Well-established international institutions and collectives capable of providing security and guaranteeing freedoms are also vital on this view. Ultimately, the critique I offer is concerned that the conceptualisation of 'international security' I discuss here 'constitutes a Western project, predicated on the values of the developing world' (McDonald 2002, 293). In the articulation of this conceptualisation of 'international security', the values upon which the prescriptions are founded are not opened to critical scrutiny, and effect closure on the ways in which it is possible to think not only about security but also international relations more broadly. The ontological assumptions of this second approach differentiate it from work on 'national security', as this approach posits the international as a socially constructed zone of co-operation rather than assuming the reality of an anarchic international domain. However, violence and threat are still ever-present in this conceptualisation, but thoughtful security policy and practice can ameliorate the situations of individuals, societies, communities, states. ...15 These subjects are recognised as constructs of their social/political milieu on this view. Just as research on 'gender violence' does not see a universal stability to matrices of gender norms, research on 'international security' investigates the ways in which norms and ideas function in international relations to construct the subjects of inquiry—states. In the following section I map out an alternative approach to the study of violence, security and the international, arguing that states and subjectivity can be conceived differently with potentially radical ramifications for the discipline of IR. Performances of State and Subjectivity I find it far more persuasive to conceptualise gender violence, of which violence against women is a part, as violences that are both gendered and gendering. Power is conceived of within this mode of analysis as productive, a conceptualisation that Peter Digeser has called 'the fourth face of power' (Digeser 1992, 980). Influenced by the theorising of Foucault, 'the critical issue is, "What kind of subject is being produced?" ' (ibid), and, through which discursive practices are these subjects being produced? Thinking about 'the violent reproduction of gender' allows for the consideration of the ways in which culturally and historically specific narratives or discourses produce particular understandings of notions of violence, gender and power, thus enabling the emergence of gendered subjects. By analysing the ways in which these subjects are temporarily 'fixed' through discursive practice, through their performance, it is possible to investigate 'the discursive practice by which matter is rendered irreducible'—that is, how it comes to be accepted that subjects embody a pre-given materiality—and to refuse the conceptual bracketing of the 'problematic gendered matrix' that organises the logic of this materiality (Butler 1993, 29). To illustrate this perspective, it is possible to make meaning of rape as an instance of the violent reproduction of gender. I am not disputing the 'reality' of rape as a crime; rather, I follow Sharon Marcus when she asserts that 'rape is a question of language, interpretation and subjectivity' (Marcus 1992, 387). Along with Marcus, I am working towards the formulation of a politics of rape, which conceives of the \
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act itself, the circumstances which 'allow' for the act, the immediate and long-term legal procedures following the act and associated reportage and documentation as equally implicated and important in the theorising of rape, arguing 'against the political efficacy of seeing rape as the fixed reality of  women's lives, against an identity politics which defines women by our violability' (ibid.). The legal definition of rape was amended under section 1 of the UK Sexual Offences Act 2003. Section 1 of the Sexual Offences Act 1956 stated that '[i]t is an offence for a man to rape a woman or another man'; the relevant legislation now rules that 'A person (A) commits an offence if—(i) he intentionally penetrates the vagina, anus or mouth of another person (B) with his penis; (ii) B does not consent to the penetration; and (iii) A does not reasonably believe that B consents' (OPSI 2003). This legal definition of rape is interesting on many levels, but for the purposes of this analysis I would like to consider the implications of closing off the discursive space for women to be agents of rape. Rape can be seen as a culturally sanctioned masculine realm; although the legislation talks of 'men' the assumption is that masculinities will map on to socially defined 'male' bodies, following the myths of a 'natural' gender order. In the UK, rape is discursively constructed as a resource of gender violence, a violent means of inscribing the boundaries between masculinities and femininities, apparent from the outset once the legal definition of rape has been examined. Research that addresses the 'violent reproduction of the international' conceives of security  as a set of discourses rather than as something that can be achieved either in absolute or relative terms, and is also concerned with the demarcation of boundaries in the study and practice of I/international R/relations.16 Engaging with research that works within this conceptualisation can explore how these discourses function to reproduce, through various strategies, domains of the international with which IR is self-consciously concerned. Thus the violences and the threats, as much as the states and security itself, are interpreted though the practices that enable individuals as social beings to make sense of their social location and identity. Literature that addresses 'the violent reproduction of gender' conceives of violence as a site at which genders are reproduced; literature that addresses the 'violent reproduction of the international' conceives of violence, of which security practice and policy is an integral part, as sites at which the international is reproduced. Including not just acts of inter-state war, but also instances of civil conflict and oppressive practices within and between states, expanding further to problematise the legal structures, policy practices and the research that guides these, theorists are enabled to investigate the ways in which these acts of violence articulated through discourses of security function to perpetuate 'the international' as various spatial and conceptual realms. Thus, within this conceptualisation it is possible to say that states, acting as unitary authoritative entities, perform violences, but also that violences, in the name of security, perform states. Undertaking research within this conceptualisation allows for a holistic perspective on the ways in which discourses of security reproduce grammatically correct narratives of identity and being-in-the-world, of which in international relations the 'international' is a key organising concept. One aspect of the ways in which discourses of security, and the violences undertaken with reference to these discourses, function within international relations is to delimit the state as boundary between the domestic and the international realms. States are assumed to be unitary and authoritative, to maintain both internal and external sovereignty, and furthermore, it is assumed that the internal organisation of the state is undertaken in the best interests of the citizenship—to protect and serve the population. Unsettling 'the international' as an a priori unsafe/safe domain (in the discourses of 'national security' and 'international security', respectively) challenges this truth of security as propounded by the two conceptualisations outlined above. Considering the ways in which this domain is (re)produced is vital to understanding how security functions as a discourse. James Der Derian addresses the 'new technological practice' of simulation as a means of identifying 'the reality principle that international relations theory in general seeks to save' (Der Derian 1990, 300). The reality principle of the international as a conceptual domain is undermined by the intertextuality of simulation and policy procedure and discourses of security help to reassert the primacy of the international in the ways described above, through the identification of objective threats, the construction of international order and the perpetuation of the myth of the state. Towards a Feminist Reconceptualisation As Spike Peterson and Jacqui True comment, 'our sense of self-identity and security may seem disproportionately threatened by societal challenge to gender ordering' (Peterson and True 1998, 17). That is, the performance of gender is immanent in the performance of security and vice versa, both concern issues of ontological cohesion (as illustrated in Table 2). Taking this on board leads me to the conclusion that perhaps security is best conceived of as referring to ontological rather than existential identity effects. Security, if seen as performative of particular configurations of social/political order, is inherently gendered and inherently related to violence. Violence, on this view, performs an ordering function—not only in the theory/practice of security and the reproduction of the international, but also in the reproduction of gendered subjects. Butler acknowledges that 'violence is done in the name of preserving western values' (Butler 2004, 231); that is, the ordering function that is performed through the violences investigated here, as discussed above, organises political authority and subjectivity in an image that is in keeping with the values of the powerful, often at the expense of the marginalised. 'Clearly, the west does not author all violence, but it does, upon suffering or anticipating injury, marshal violence to preserve its borders, real or imaginary' (ibid.). While Butler refers to the violences undertaken in the protection of the sovereign state—violence in the name of security—the preservation of borders is also recognisable in the conceptual domain of the international and in the adherence to a binary materiality of gender. This adherence is evidenced in the desire to fix the meaning of concepts in ways that are not challenging to the current configuration of social/political order and subjectivity, and is product/productive of 'the exclusionary presuppositions and foundations that shore up discursive practices insofar as those foreclose the heterogeneity, gender, class or race of the subject' (Hanssen 2000, 215). However, the terms used to describe political action and plan future policy could be otherwise imagined. They could 'remain that which is, in the present, never fully owned, but always and only redeployed, twisted, queered from prior usage and in the direction of urgent and expanding political purposes' (Butler 1993, 228). The concepts both produced by and productive of policy could reflect an aversion to essentialism, while recognising that strategic gains can be made through the temporary binding of identities to bodies and constraining of authority within the confines of the territorial state. This is, in short, an appeal 
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to a politics of both/and rather than either/or. Both the state (produced through representations of  security and violence) and the subject (produced through representations of gender and violence) rely on a logic of sovereignty and ontological cohesion that must be problematised if alternative visions of authority and subjectivity are to become imaginable. International Relations as a discipline could seek to embrace the investigation of the multiple modalities of power, from the economic to the bureaucratic, from neo-liberal capitalism to the juridical. Rather than defending the sovereign boundaries of the discipline from the unruly outside constituted by critical studies of development, political structures, economy and law, not to mention the analysis of social/political phenomena like those undertaken by always-already interdisciplinary feminist scholarship, IR could refuse to fix its own boundaries, and refuse to exercise sovereign power, in terms of authority, over the meanings of its objects of analysis. Future research on global politics could look very different if it were not for the inscription of ultimately arbitrary disciplinary borderlines that function to constrain rather than facilitate understanding. It may seem that there is a tension between espousing a feminist poststructural politics and undertaking research that seeks to detail, through deconstruction, the ways in which particular discourses have failed to manifest the reforms needed to address security and violence in the context of gendered subjectivity and the constitution of political community. In keeping with the ontological position I hold, I argue that there is nothing inherent in the concepts of (international) security and (gender) violence that necessitated their being made meaningful in the way they have been. Those working on policy and advocacy in the area of security and violence can use the reconceptualisation I offer 'to enable people to imagine how their being-in-the-world is not only changeable, but perhaps, ought to be changed' (Milliken 1999, 244). As a researcher, the question I have grown most used to hearing is not 'What?' or 'How?' but 'Why?'. At every level of the research process, from securing funding to relating to the academic community, it is necessary to be able to construct a convincing and coherent argument as to why this research is valuable, indeed vital, to the field in which I situate myself. A discursive approach acknowledges that my legitimacy as a knowing subject is constructed through discursive practices that privilege some forms of being over others. In the study of security, because of the discursive power of the concept, and of violence, which can quite literally be an issue of life and death, these considerations are particularly important. Furthermore, as a result of the invigorating and investigative research conducted by exemplary feminist scholars in the field of IR,17 I felt encouraged to reclaim the space to conduct research at the margins of a discipline that itself functions under a misnomer, being concerned as it is with relations inter-state rather than inter-national. As Cynthia Enloe has expressed it, To study the powerful is not autocratic, it is simply reasonable. Really? ... It presumes a priori that margins, silences and bottom rungs are so naturally marginal, silent and far from power that exactly how they are kept there could not possibly be of interest to the reasoning, reasonable explainer (Enloe 1996, 188, emphasis in original). If this is the case, I am more than happy to be unreasonable, and I am in excellent company.

***LINKS
LINK – INTERNATIONAL POLITICS/IR/PEACEKEEPING
The construction of an ever present threat, through State and Realist discourses within International Relations are shaped through Hegemonic masculinities. 

Steans 2006 ( jill steans, university of Birmingham, Gender and international relations, pp 35)

Realists have not reflected on how this (inherited) conceptual baggage, specifically how the conceptions of power, autonomy, sovereignty and world order, are gendered. Most have been content to take the masculinized nature of world politics as yet another natural and immutable 'fact'. In contrast, feminists have called for reflexivity on just such matters, pointing out that the use of gendered imagery in realist texts is highly significant. Thus, feminists have focused not on the 'objective facts' of an anarchic, dangerous world, but rather on how dominant discourses in IR have worked systematically to create a conception of international politics as a realm characterized by ever-present 'threats' and 'dangers' and, in this way, present the world as disorderly and hostile." In realist texts, the political community (nation-state) has been constructed as a community of men whose power and autonomy is predicated upon the ability to control and/or dominate those 'outside'. The realist conception of the autonomous state has been juxtapositioned against images of anarchy or a disorderly international 'state of nature'. The use of such imagery has to be seen in terms of a deeply rooted fear of the 'feminine'. Thus, Ann Runyan has argued that:Whether the state has been viewed as continuous with nature, or juxtaposed to nature, its metaphysics has read order, unity, and an intolerance of difference, into both nature and the body politic. This has lead to a suppression and exploitation of all those things defined as 'natural' (including women) and that do not fit into the designs of the white, Western man and his state.While Machiavelli did not explicitly personify nature, the masculine world of human agency in history and autonomy was juxtapositioned against the world of women and relations of dominance and dependence. The 'feminine' in Machiavelli represented the 'Other', that force opposed to the masculinized world of order and discipline. The founder of the republic personified most completely the autonomous self-governing rnan.? Pitkin has argued that the masculine world of order and virtu was haunted from behind the scenes by female forces of great power. Fortuna was a woman, a force that threatened the overextended state or overambitious ruler and the male world of order, law and liberty.

 International law and politics actively exclude feminist thinking through lack of representation, gendered assumptions, male-oriented logic, normative political structures and rhetoric, and disregard for “female issues.”
Joyner and Little, 96 (Chrisopher Joyner - Professor of Government and Foreign Service at Georgetown University and George Little - Adjunct Professor of Government at Georgetown University, “It's Not Nice to Fool Mother Nature- The Mystique of Feminist Approaches to International Environmental Law,” Boston University International Law Journal vol. 14, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/builj14&id=241&type=text&collection=journals, CM) 
The prism of international law does not appear to offer a female friendly manner of jurisprudential thinking.3" The law of nations, which traditionally mirrors many practices in municipal law, seeks to establish agreed upon rules, norms, principles, regimes, and institutions in order to fix regularized patterns of behavior for sovereign actors engaged in international intercourse.39 These legal entities, called states, are viewed by feminists as promoting a dominance of men over women in law on the global level. A leading international legal scholar in the early Cold War period described international law as "the system of assumptions and logical deductions that have characterized modem civilization."'40 Feminists would likely revise this formulation to read something more akin to "international law is the male system of gendered assumptions and male oriented logical deductions that have characterized modem biased civilization." Until only recently, men have contributed nearly everything to the philosophy and creation of international law. Men founded, developed, and interpreted the theoretical foundations and historical tradition of international law. Francisco de Vitoria,4I Francisco Suarez,' Hugo Grotius, Samuel Pufendorf,4 Emerich de Vattel,45 Hans Kelsen,41 Michael Akehurst,47 Ian Brownlie,8 Louis Henkin,49 and Myres McDougal50 stand out as some of international law's many giant scholars. Contributions of female scholars are conspicuous by their absence. The past four hundred years of international legal thought clearly suggest that men have cornered the market on the law of nations - as statesmen and legal practitioners, as well as scholars. This is not to say that male international law scholars are incapable of understanding female concerns. Nor is it to imply that these male-oriented tendencies were out-of-sync with their times. Rather, it merely points to a bold historical fact that gives feminists reason to question the nature and philosophical bases of international law, and thus to view it with gendered skepticism. Within the past four decades, however, women have made considerable and important contributions to international legal discourse.51 Feminists no doubt are pleased with this development. Still, they continue to ques tion a worldwide legal order that men ensconced long ago. International law, feminists presume, still contains many traces of sex-based bias and partiality in favor of males. Not surprisingly, the same fatal flaws can be inferred to taint international environmental law, which has been negoti ated, agreed upon, and promulgated by men, through an inherently male biased international legal system. Feminists criticize the normative structure and rhetoric of international law as reflecting and reinforcing a system that serves the priorities of men in power and subordinates women."2 Notwithstanding this indictment, feminists believe that international law can be expanded to incorporate a feminist perspective.63 The initial step in a feminist reconstruction of the international legal system is to achieve equal representation in the decision-making roles within states and international organizations. Attaining a one-to-one ratio of female-to-male representatives, some feminists assert, would bring women's concerns more readily to the table for discussion. The current proportion in which male representatives greatly outnumber female representatives provides a political environment in which "female" issues (e.g., sex discrimination, domestic violence and socio-eco nomic inequity) are relegated to a separate sphere and tend to be set aside."4 The reason why is clear: saliency of such issues is low for men, who have little vested interest in pursuing drastic policies of change. Thus, a paramount goal of feminist legal thought is to create an interna tional legal system that represents not just women and the concerns of women, but rather one that addresses the concerns of both women and men as human beings. 
Policymaking and peacemaking processes inherently exclude women due to militaristic traditions, customs, or ignorance. Only changing holistic mindsets solves

Chinkin 2003  (Christine, professor of international law at the London School of Economics and Political Science, 18 Ohio State Journal on Dispute Resolution 867, lexis.) AK

Commitment to gender balance and mainstreaming requires us to identify the obstacles to women's participation in peace talks and to consider the difference it might make to the process if women were included. Some obstacles can be readily identified. Far fewer women have yielded the guns, and the allocation of power envisaged in peace agreements is limited to those who have been fighting for it. However even when women have fought and been part of the fighting units, as for example in Eritrea and Colombia, they are made invisible again at this point. Negotiating teams are usually drawn from government, diplomatic or military echelons. Women are largely absent from all these existing national power structures and thus are not considered for inclusion in international negotiations. But the problem is deeper than just under-representation in the political arena at the national level. Women may be excluded from public life by local custom and tradition. Even where they are not deliberately excluded, women's activities are not seen as political and/or even as directly engaging in public welfare. Stereotyped assumptions about women's roles means that their activities, including those of survival, coping, and building networks throughout the conflict, are simply not perceived by those conducting negotiations as relevant to organization and leadership in the post-conflict society. Those involved in negotiations may pay lip service to the need by including a broad range of people with knowledge of the conflict, but this does not extend to women who have lived through it. To achieve gender balance, international negotiators must change their biased mindsets and look holistically and from a critical gender perspective at the skills and expertise available from all sections of the community. Logistic and security issues also serve to exclude women. The practice of holding peace negotiations far from the local community, for example those held in Dayton with respect to the war in Bosnia, in Rome for that in Mozambique, in Paris for that in Cambodia, in Rambouillet for that in Kosovo, in Bonn for that in Afghanistan and in Lusaka, Sun City and Pretoria for that in the Democratic Republic of the Congo, makes participation by local people difficult. Where women have been targeted throughout the conflict and where there has been a high incidence of sexual violence, women may have security concerns about attending any negotiations which include representatives of their abusers. Other constraints might include the inability to access resources to attend or their caring commitments. Those responsible for the organization of peace talks should ensure that appropriate women are identified, that visible and suitable security arrangements for women are put in place, and that provision is made for their needs. 
IR contains deeply gendered hierarchies and oppressive systems based on precedent, creating other problems for female IR theorists, further discouraging change

Keohane, 98 (Robert Keohane – professor of Political Science at Duke, 1998, “Beyond Dichotomy: Conversations Between International Relations and Feminist Theory,” International Studies Quarterly, vol. 42, issue 1, p. 193, CM)

Ann Tickner’s article in this journal, “You Just Don’t Understand: Troubled Engagements Between Feminists and IR Theorists,” seeks to generate a missing debate: between feminist students of international relations and what she denotes (1997:613) as “methodologically conventional IR scholars,” who seek knowledge through scientific, or positivist, methodologies. Professor Tickner points out that the states at the heart of international relations theory are deeply gendered hierarchies, and that such hierarchies also structure transnational relations. Conventional definitions of “security” miss the real personal insecurity suffered by people, especially women, who are excluded from power, autonomy, and even from respect, as a result of gendered patterns of social relations. Tickner suggests a research agenda for understanding the connections that she asserts between these unequal social relations, on the one hand, and distributional outcomes and external security-seeking behavior, on the other. These are important contributions, and I hope that Tickner’s thoughtful argument will provoke deep reflection and wide discussion. The absence of sustained responses by established IR theorists frustrates Professor Tickner, for good reason. She suggests that one of the reasons for IR theorists’ silence is ignorance of the contributions that feminist thinking has made. Another reason, however,may be that the politicization of debate on issues related to feminist scholarship has meant that IR scholars fear that if they engage seriously in this debate, they will not provoke a serious discussion but will instead become targets for ad hominem attacks on their motives. My own experience unfortunately provides some support for such fears. On the whole, feminist scholars met my own 1989 efforts to point up connections between institutionalist theory and feminist analysis with silence; the most prominent discussion (to my knowledge) accused me of attempts at manipulation and cooptation, but failed to deal with the substantive issues that I had raised (Weber, 1994). Weber’s rhetoric about “good girls and bad girls” was amusing, but it did not constitute a serious attempt to discuss real issues. Since the issues are important ones, and Tickner’s article is a major statement, I have accepted the editors’ invitation to engage once again in this conversation. My first response is to welcome work that has introduced concepts of gender into international relations. Clearly, gender permeates social life, and is likely therefore to have profound, and largely unnoticed, effects on the actions of states and on transnational relations. Tickner’s book, Gender in International Relations (1992), is probably the most important work about gender and international relations to date, and certainly the pioneering feminist statement on the issue. Ann Tickner is a bridge-builder between scholars with broadly common purposes but very different preoccupations. Her work helps in an insightful way to cross barriers to synergistic syntheses of orientations in the study of world politics. At what is called, ironically in light of feminist theory, the “domestic” level, societies construct gendered roles, whose impact on international and transnational behavior is virtually unknown to us, because we haven’t studied it. Tickner is right to tell us that we need to do so. At the end of this essay, I will return to the research program that Tickner suggests and outline some possible directions that I think scholarly work, informed both by IR theory and by feminism, could take.
The aff utilizes inherently masculine institutions, perpetuating the patriarchal international system and preventing any effective peace

Pankhurst 2K (Masculinity is key in creating violence and the negative peace rhetoric of the status quo. By changing masculinity we create positive peace. (Donna, “Women, Gender, and Peacebuilding”, August 2000, http://www.brad.ac.uk/acad/confres/assets/CCR5.pdf) AK

Following on from this analysis, feminist research has shown the ways in which many large institutions across the world are not gender neutral, but tend to be masculine in culture and practice. State bureaucracies and security services, and international bodies, all tend to be structured and function according to norms of masculinity, rather than to have a gender neutral culture of their own. For instance, they tend to be hierarchical in structure, and to militate against cooperative and consultative working patterns, and to encourage individualistic, competitive behaviour. They also typically have top- down leadership and management styles to match. Such institutions are also seen to depend on differences between women and men's economic and political roles remaining in place, and also being reinforced by the active use of symbols of masculinity and femininity, where the images of success and achievement tend to be those associated with masculine images of force and strength. The key institutions which are responsible for organising war, as well as those which are meant to manage the peace, are also structured and function according to such norms of masculinity in these ways. If one accepts that masculinity has a lot to do with the violent expression of conflict, then this is a very serious problem which needs to be addressed in peacebuilding. The logical policy implication is that transformation of the masculine nature of such institutions is of central importance in any peacebuilding strategy.

Masculine-dominated world politics empirically rejects feminism and excludes and subjugates women to the private sphere

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 51-4, JB)

Masculinism pervades politics. Wendy Brown writes: “More than any other kind of human activity, politics has historically born an explicitly masculine identity. It has been more exclusively limited to men than any  other realm of endeavor and has been more intensely, self-consciously masculine than most other social practices. In IR, as in political science, power is usually defined as “power over"--specifically, the ability to get someone to do what you want. It is usually measured by control of resources especially those supporting physical coercion. This definition emphasizes separation and competition: Those who have power use it (or its threat) to keep others from securing enough to threaten them. The emphasis on material resources and coercive ability obscures the fact that power reckoning is embedded in socio-cultural dynamics and value systems. Also obscured is the way that power presupposes relations among actors, resources, meaning, situation and its inability to be accurately understood when separated from these relationships.  In IR, the concept of "political actor"-the legitimate wielder of society’s power is derived from classical political theory. Common to constructions of "political man"-from Plato and Aristotle to Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau-is the privileging of man's capacity for reason. This unique ability distinguishes man from other animals and explains his pursuit of freedom-from nature as well as from tyranny. Feminists argue that the models of human nature underpinning constructions of “political man” are not in fact gender neutral but are models of "male nature” generated by exclusively male experience. They are not universal claims about humankind but masculinist claims about gendered divisions of labor and identify that effectively and sometimes explicitly exclude women from definitions of "human," "moral agent” “rational actor”, “political man." A conceptually, "woman', is excluded primarily by denying her the rationality that marks "man" as the highest animal. Concretely, women have historically been excluded from political power by states’ limiting of citizenship to those who perform military duty and are property owners. Under these conditions, most women are structurally excluded from formal politics, even though individual women, in exceptional circumstances, have wielded considerable political power. In this century, women have largely won the battle for the vote, though definitions of citizenship continue to limit women's access to public power, and their political power is circumscribed by a variety of indirect means (discussed elsewhere in this text). Most obvious are the continued effects of the dichotomy of public-private that separates men's productive and “political" activities from women's reproductive and "personal” activities.  These constructions-of power, "political man,' citizenship, public private, and so on--reproduce, often unconsciously, masculinist and androcentric assumptions. For example, sovereign man and sovereign states redefined- not by connection or relationships but by autonomy in decision-making and freedom from the power of others. And security is not in terms of celebrating and sustaining life but as the capacity to be indifferent to "others" and, if necessary, to harm them. Hobbes’s androcentrism is revealed simply when we ask how helpless infants ever are adults if human nature is universally competitive and hostile. The perspective of child-rearing practices—necessary for live everywhere--it makes more sense to argue that humans are naturally cooperative without the cooperation that is required to nurture children, there should be no men or women. And although Aristotle acknowledged that the public sphere depends upon the production of rite's necessity in this sphere, he denied the power relations or politics that this implies. 
Current IR views the world through an androcentric lens, leading to the thought that gender is irrelevant to international politics.

Peterson 4 (associate professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona (Feminist Theories Within, Invisible To, and Beyond IR, Winter/Spring 2004) http://www.watsoninstitute.org/bjwa/archive/10.2/Feminist%20Theory/Peterson.pdf,) AK

Moreover, the theory and practice of IR is dominated by men who engage in and study masculinized activities, and do so through androcentric lenses. As already noted, women can be added to this picture without necessarily disturbing what is foregrounded in it. But analytically and structurally exposing how gender operates to constitute the theory and practice of IR is thoroughly disruptive. It disturbs foundational concepts, conventional dichotomies, familiar explanations, and even the discipline’s boundaries. It effectively demasculinizes the discipline. I believe that many who sense these systemic implications resist feminism not because they deny its truths but because they prefer their investment in the current arrangements of sex, gender, IR, and theory. In regard to analytical elements, I will make three points. First, IR is not noted for its metatheoretical rigor or critical self-reflection. Advocates of mainstream theories and methods seem content to leave epistemological and ontological debates to the margins of IR or to philosophers outside of the discipline. One widely-noted result is a lack of actual debate and dialogue regarding theoretical claims; the most we manage is talking past each other. Another is the relative lack of familiarity with social theory debates more generally, including those that animate feminisms and generate their most transformative insights. Second and closely related, insofar as mainstream theorists are unfamiliar with and perhaps resistant to theoretical debates, they are rarely well-informed about them. This exacerbates a tendency to ignore, misunderstand, or prematurely dismiss theoretical developments at odds with mainstream orthodoxy. Feminists are not necessarily singled out here; all critiques of dominant theories and methods appear subject to this marginalization or dismissal. But insofar as feminist theories are the least familiar and raise the most unorthodox questions, they are especially subject to this fate. Third and related to the disturbance effect noted above, insofar as mainstream theorists do grasp the systemic implications of taking gender seriously, they may resist the disruption of disciplinary givens (and career trajectories!?) that extensive rethinking entails. This may involve resistance to problematizing objectivity, abandoning disciplinary givens, rethinking models and methods, reframing research agendas, recognizing complicity, or taking responsibility for the power wielded by theorists. Resistance may be more or less conscious and more or less fueled by personal, professional, analytical and political investments. But the collective and cumulative effect is that only a narrow understanding of feminist theories occurs within the discipline. The empirical move of ‘adding women’ to existing frameworks is relatively accept- able and legitimate: it conforms to positivist/empiricist commitments and appears to add knowledge without disrupting the discipline’s fundamentals. The liberal move of creating space for women in the discipline, for feminist panels at conferences, and for gender- oriented chapters in edited volumes is welcome and important. And like adding women to masculinist constructs, these moves too have more radical, transformative potential. 
The Aff’s participation in politics fails to incorporate feminist ideology that is necessary to empower the feminine

Sylvester 4 (Christine Sylvester professor of international relations at Lancaster Universtiy PhD. “Feminist International Relations: an unfinished journey 2004) AK

The rationality assumption, which figures so prominently in neorealism, may derive from a deep and unexamined cultural expectation that “men are supposed to be motivated by calculation of instrumental or other ‘rational’ considerations” (Harding, 1986:86). States, economic zones, bureaucracies, trade regimes, and so on appear in theory and case-studies as personifications of Real (White) Men, that is, as receptacles of idealized western, masculine qualities. To the degree that core concepts of the field may be framed and selected for analysis because they make sense to men, this could constitute a hidden ecological fallacy of serious proportions. And that fallacy could go undetected as long as feminist women are few in number within theoretical circles and public domains that theorists of international relations study. They have been few in number too, because there is another side to the rationality of man’s assumptions, a side that seems to justify the bias: women, it has been said time and again, are private beings who are motivated by conscious or unconscious emotions and feelings rather than by brain power. With this pervasive and double-edged bias – men are rational and rationality characterizes the behavior of important social entities – states become gendered: they are autonomous and unitary actors that thrust, penetrate, and calculate their moves like high-stakes billiard players. As long as women do not occupy the high decision-making posts that aggregate into state behaviors, assumptions of rationality in politics can interact with and reinforce the socially acceptable view that politics is a men’s activity. Meanwhile, examples of irrationality will be interpreted as anomalous or as really new types of rationality; for example, states become positive or negative altruists (Gowa, 1986). In that twisting way, emotional aspects of decisions are underplayed and, in a final coup de grace, theory is judged on its usefulness and falsifiability, not on the degree to which the assumptions used to build it are correct (see Staniland, 1985).
The affirmative participates in the patriarchal system of IR security, amounting to a “boys only club,” perpetuating patriarchy.
Ruiz 04 (Tricia Ruiz, BS Geography and International Studies, California State University-Hayward 2004 Feminist Theory and International Relations: The Feminist Challenge to Realism and Liberalism) AK

Lorraine Code helps us to understand the second term critical to feminist theory, patriarchy, which she defines as a system in which females are subordinate to men, in terms of power and status, and which is based on the belief that it is right and proper for men to command and women to obey.Patriarchal roots, she notes, can be found as far back as Aristotle’s assertion that women’s biological inferiority is akin to her reasoning capabilities; later such systems became perpetuated by the Judaeo-Christian world as under most other world religions.2 How do feminists use gender and patriarchy to describe the field of international relations (IR)? Overall, feminist theory says that most of the key players in IR, such as diplomats, policymakers, heads of government, and academic professionals, have been, and still are, males who come from patriarchal social and political backgrounds. Thus, discussions within IR remain largely constrained by those who lack consideration of women’s roles in world politics (because they have not been trained to value and include the perspective of women). Should IR perpetuate the exclusion of women from its discipline, along with their potential contributions and additional viewpoints, IR will remain a prime example of patriarchy, in both its practice and accomplishments. Indeed, IR is frequently referred to as the last bastion of the social sciences, indicating how rigid it remains in reconsidering itself through the gender lens. Feminists also apply the terms gender and patriarchy when analyzing how situations have been shaped to exclude women from the international political arena. For example, Eric M. Blanchard refers to a catch-22 situation, in which a candidate seeking political office will highly depend on past military service as qualification for the position, putting women at a disadvantage since they generally have less military experience. This significantly limits a woman’s chances to attain a national government position directly involved with international issues of defense and security. From this example alone, we can understand how the areas of domestic politics, the military, and even the topic of education (which is directly related to this example), are issues with respect to which feminists would argue that gender and patriarchy do not allow women equal access to power positions in world politics.
In all forms of political life, women are excluded and are placed in a marginalized state isolated from the fraternity of the nationalist state. 

Allen, 2000 – prof. of American Studies at Middlebury College (Holly Allen, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “13. Gender, Sexuality and the Military Model of U.S. National Community,” ed by Mayer) (PAGE 310)

In all of these ways, the military is central to U.S. national imaginings. it is precisely because of this centrality that advocates for female combat­ and gay and lesbian soldiers have sought access to military roles. Like Americans and other groups before them, women and homosexuals that military service is an important route to membership in U.S. community. Moreover, they recognize that exclusion from military sets a standard of inequality that carries over into other aspects of political life. Yet if women and homosexuals have sought full membership in U.S. Additional community by participating in the military, their efforts have been powerfully resisted by officers, politicians, and others who have sought to preserve the military status quo. Opponents of gender and sexual diversity the military have argued that the inclusion of women and homosexuals compromise American national values, particularly the nation's to heterosexuality and traditional gender roles. Moreover, according to opponents, altering current policies would change the military being a testing ground for transcendent national citizenship into just "government-sponsored jobs program," since neither women nor homosexuals possess the traits necessary to become exemplary soldiers. Finally, presence of female combatants and gay and lesbian soldiers would compro­ mise the male bonding that is crucial to military effectiveness. Witnesses maintain that without the strong, fraternal ties that bind American soldiers together, the military would cease to function as the embodiment of U.S. national community. Yet if the fraternal model of U.S. national community privileges heterosexual men, it also makes strategic use of women and homosexuals. They are important not as equal members of the military fraternity, but rather as marginal groups whose outsider status helps to define the terms of U.S. national belonging. Judith Hicks Stiehm (1982) observes that if men are the "protectors" of the nation, then women are the "protected." Their inability to defend themselves, much less the nation, helps give meaning to the contrasting selflessness, strength and national devotion of male soldiers. Homosexuals perform a similarly negative function in defining the terms of U.S. national belonging. As with women, homosexuals' ostensible selfishness and preoccupation with particular concerns contrasts with the presumptive selflessness and national commitment demonstrated by America's fighting men. Moreover, as Congressional testimony reveals, homosexuals are likened a foreign enemy. The threat they pose tangibly demonstrates the need national defense. The military status of both women and homosexuals suggests that, without a politics of exclusion, the fraternal model of U.S. national community would cease to function effectively. In recent decades, both women and homosexuals have made important.

Mainstream international politics perpetuates the gender identities inherent in the nation-state.

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 3-4, MR)

In mainstream IR, the nation-state has served as the primary locus for political identity and political solidarity. This reflects the dominance of nationalism (from the eighteenth century onwards) as a discourse on political identity. Nationalism provides a narrative that allows citizens and nationals to 'imagine' themselves to be a community17 and thus share meanings through which collective identities are constructed and boundaries drawn through practices of 'Othering'. Focusing on processes of inclusion and exclusion in both the theory and practice of IR highlights the way in which state-centric analytical frameworks reduce questions of identity to identification with the state and nation. Chapters 3 and 4 focus on how the boundaries of the state have been carved out and reproduced, notably in war, and how certain constructions of political identity have, consequently, been produced and reproduced in both IR theory and in the actual practice of international relations. In part, chapter 5 is also concerned with how the fusion of 'secure individual identity' and 'secure state identity' has shaped mainstream thinking about security. The domain of international politics is a site in which gendered identities are produced and reproduced. Feminist work illustrates the complex ways in which gender is central to understanding how political spaces are carved out, how the boundaries of community are demarcated and how identities are constructed in practices of 'state- making', a theme addressed explicitly in chapter 3. Gender is central to the construction of the 'inclusive' and 'exclusive' categories that establish rights of citizenship, while the linkage between the state, political loyalty and combat means that traditional conceptions of loyalty have been highly gendered.1s When the state is revisioned as a dynamic entity, made through practices that construct and police political and territorial borders, it is possible to see that the actual business of international politics is profoundly masculinized. Chapter 4 explores the ways in which particular constructions of masculinity and femininity are embedded in and reproduced within the military. Just as war and combat have been conventionally viewed as 'masculine' activities, peace has been associated with the 'feminine'. Therefore, this chapter also includes a discussion of the historical connections between peace and female-identified roles and values, which have been particularly prevalent in the international peace movement. 

The aff participates in the international politics that are all structured and function in a masculine nature. This prevents any real peacebuilding strategy.

Pankhurst 2K (Masculinity is key in creating violence and the negative peace rhetoric of the status quo. By changing masculinity we create positive peace. (Donna, “Women, Gender, and Peacebuilding”, August 2000, http://www.brad.ac.uk/acad/confres/assets/CCR5.pdf) AK

Following on from this analysis, feminist research has shown the ways in which many large institutions across the world are not gender neutral, but tend to be masculine in culture and practice. State bureaucracies and security services, and international bodies, all tend to be structured and function according to norms of masculinity, rather than to have a gender neutral culture of their own. For instance, they tend to be hierarchical in structure, and to militate against cooperative and consultative working patterns, and to encourage individualistic, competitive behaviour. They also typically have top- down leadership and management styles to match. Such institutions are also seen to depend on differences between women and men's economic and political roles remaining in place, and also being reinforced by the active use of symbols of masculinity and femininity, where the images of success and achievement tend to be those associated with masculine images of force and strength. The key institutions which are responsible for organising war, as well as those which are meant to manage the peace, are also structured and function according to such norms of masculinity in these ways. If one accepts that masculinity has a lot to do with the violent expression of conflict, then this is a very serious problem which needs to be addressed in peacebuilding. The logical policy implication is that transformation of the masculine nature of such institutions is of central importance in any peacebuilding strategy.

International law is patriarchal and leads to denial of women’s rights

Ray, 97 (Amy, “The Shame of it: Gender-Based Terrorism in the Former Yugoslavia and the Failure of International Human Rights Law to Comprehend the Injuries”, HeinOnline, JPW)

From this analysis of the application of international human rights law to the perpetrators of sexual terrorism in the Balkans, it is clear that it is not the experience of women that grounds that law. Furthermore, the absence of women’s experiences from human rights doctrine means the future denial of our rights: Legal language does more than express thoughts. It reinforces certain world views and understandings of events. Its terms and its reasoning structure are the procrustean bed into which supplicants before the law must express their needs. Through its definitions and the way it talks about events, law has the power to silence alternative meanings—to suppress other stories. In reconstructing human rights law such that it can respond effectively to violations of women’s human rights, the experiences of women in all their diversity must ground our approach. We must ensure that a new formulation of human rights law does not suppress stories, by beginning with those stories and working toward a doctrine capable of recognizing real injuries as they actually are lived. The sexual victimization experienced by women in the former Yugoslavia and the failure of international human rights law to comprehend the women’s injuries is the place to begin. From there we can move into a broader analysis of the ways in which the failure of international law in comprehending the injuries of Bosnian and Croatian women is representative of its failure to comprehend gender-specific injuries both in war and during times of so-called peace.

The public sphere has been constructed as a male dominated space. 

Hawkesworth 01 (Mary E. Professor of Women’s and Gender Studies and Senior Scholar at the Center for American Women and Politics at Rutgers University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, pg. 223-228, SW)


The institutionalization of a particular liberal conception of civil society, the incorporation of women into civil society through NGOs, and the promotion of accommodationist political parties as the central elements of democratization are routinely depicted as progressive developments, but this may be another instance where structures that count as progressive for men have markedly different consequences for women. Indeed, it might be helpful to understand the resurrection of civil society and the accreditation of accommodationist parties as active processes of gendering public space. By valorizing institutions at odds with women's hopes for participatory politics and long associated with the exclusion of women as the key components of democratization, public space is symbolically reclaimed as male space.

The affirmative’s attempts to create peace exclude and marginalize women, deeming them second to their male counterparts

Pankhurst 2K (Masculinity is key in creating violence and the negative peace rhetoric of the status quo. By changing masculinity we create positive peace. (Donna, “Women, Gender, and Peacebuilding”, August 2000, http://www.brad.ac.uk/acad/confres/assets/CCR5.pdf) AK

Supporting women as groups of individuals (rather than in organisations) is also a common strategy in trying to promote peacebuilding44. A common request from peace activists and commentators (as cited in 4.1) is that there should be more of a female presence at the sites of peace-making, as well as at discussions which may take place as part of peacebuilding45. There is a general tendency for the leaders of institutions and political organisations to be the only participants at peace settlements, with very little grassroots participation. Women in general are thus marginalised, as they are always poorly represented at leadership level. Outside parties have had some limited success in enabling women to participate in peace talks. For instance, the Life and Peace Institute was successful in ensuring that women's peace groups gained access to some of the Somalia peace and reconciliation talks (even though they only gained observer status).

International Relations social scientists fail to analyze genders influence on the public sphere 

Hawkesworth 01 (Mary E. Professor of Women’s and Gender Studies and Senior Scholar at the Center for American Women and Politics at Rutgers University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, SW)

The failure of social scientists to notice growing political and economic inequities may be related to an ideological immunity afforded by certain analytic concepts accredited within the social science disciplirles. A gulf separates popular understandings of key political concepts such as democracy from social science definitions of these concepts. Since the eighteenth century, for example, liberal political theorists have routinely argued that pragmatic considerations such as population size, time constraints, limited citizen knowledge or irlterest, and the need for stability, necessitate that democracy be understood as a system of representative government. Within social science, the conception of democracy as "rule of the people, by the people, and for the people" has been supplanted by a conception of democratic elitism, rule by an elite chosen through popular participation in free and fair elections. Mainstream social scientists confidently assert that prime ministerial/parliamentary systems and presidential/republican systems converge on this point: meaningful democracy in the late twentieth century is synonymous with rule by a popularly elected elite. Thus as operational indicators of democratization, social scientists tend to focus upon the existence of "free and fair elections." But in focusing on "popular participation in elections," mainstream social scientists have been remarkably gender-blind. Examining the political behavior of men but advancing claims about citizens, women's participation as voters, candidates, or elected officials disappears. Assumptions about the normalcy of hierarchy and research methods insensitive to gender may explain why democratization's gendered dislocations fail to be noticed by mainstream scholars, or by the press and politicians who ground their analyses in scholarly accounts of political transformations. But how are we to make sense of the gendered is locations themselves? Why is democratization making women worse off?

Femininity represents a threat to historically realist IR theories—relegates women to the domestic sphere

Blanchard 3—PhD Candidate in the School of International. Relations at USC (Eric, “Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory”, Summer 2003, JSTOR, p. 1292-3, JB) 

However, the FST critique is not limited to strategies for getting more women access to corridors of power; feminists also direct our attention to the gendered structure of IR theory. As the title of a classic IR text indicates, the study of international politics has been concerned first and foremost with Man, the State, and War(Waltz 1959). In this book, neorealist Kenneth Waltz turns to the canons of political philosophy for an explanation of the causes of war by asking whether wars are caused by human nature, by the internal structure of states, or by the international system. An important component of the study of IRis a self-positioning in the tradition of Western political theory-tracing an intellectual lineage to Machiavelli and Hobbes-particularly as it concerns the state. Feminist analysis of this pedigree shows that the feminine has long served as a symbolic threat to militarized Western conceptualizations of political community, from the ancient Greeks to the twentieth century; Aeschylus's Furies and Machiavelli's Fortuna are but two examples (Harstock 1983). Rebecca Grant (1991) argues that a gender bias in IR, transmitted unproblematically from Western political thought to the study of IR, results in the question of gender being taken as irrelevant. For Grant, IR's interpretation of Hobbes allows "no room for the question of how gender relations affect the transition out of the brutish state of nature and into society," while Jean-Jacques Rousseau's famous stag hunt, often invoked as a parable of the problems of security, ignores the familial relations that control the hunter's defection from the hunting circle (10-15). Taking men as the sole political actors and citizens, the political theory borrowed by IR postulates a domestic/international divide premised on the private/public distinction that relegates women to a space outside politics (9).

By operating in the realm of status quo masculine epistemology of IR, the AFF crushes the rehabilitation of the feminine thinking process.

Charlesworth, Chinkin, and Wright, 91 (Christine Chinkin - Professor of International Law at the London School of Economics and Political Science, Shelley Wright - Senior Lecturer, University of Melbourne Law School, Hilary Charlesworth, 1991, “Feminist Approaches to International Law,” American Journal of International Law, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?page=613&handle=hein.journals/ajil85&collection=journals#633, CM)
In this section we examine the notion of a "different voice" in the international context: first, the relationship between feminist and Third World challenges to international law; and second, whether the voices of women from the developed and developing worlds have anything in common. Much feminist scholarship has been concerned with the identification of a distinctive women's voice that has been overwhelmed and underestimated in traditional epistemologies.8 Rehabilitation of this voice challenges the objectivity and authority of male-designed disciplines. Feminist legal scholars have drawn in particular on the work of psychologist Carol Gilligan' to investigate whether there is a distinctively feminine way of thinking or solving problems: do women have a "different voice," a different way of reasoning, from that of men?
Squo IR is flawed and massively patriarchal

Byron and Thorburn, 98 (Jessica and Diana, “Gender and International Relations: A Global Perspective and Issues for the Caribbean”, 59 Feminist Review 232, JPW)

First, International Relations theory depends on beliefs about how individuals behave in society and in the state. Following Hobbes’ and Rousseau’s approach, states are perceived to be anarchical and bellicose and concerned only with their own survival. Individual behavior, according to realist theory, personifies state behavior and is stereotypically masculine. The female gender is omitted, and the masculine gender, which is constructed on female subordination, is the standard and norm. Second, the concept of the state, a fundamental tenet of International Relations theory, is also heavily gendered. The Greek or Athenian state is considered the model for the Western democratic state. Rebecca Grant (1991) reminds us that the formation of the ancient Grecian state was a patriarchal endeavour to subordinate women’s labour within the family, which would then allow the state to concentrate resources on strengthening its economic power. Thus the foundations and persistence of the patriarchial state itself rest on a gendered sexual division of labour which devalues the domestic sphere, at the same time as it relegates women into these spheres. Third, as Grant points out, the gendered concept of the state of nature – the state of nature being the model of the international arena – entirely excludes women, and, as Tickner maintains, is constructed in opposition to women. Yet it is this concept which is considered the basis of ‘man’s’ behavior in the international arena.

LINK- Techno Strategic Discourse
The affirmative utilizes TechnoStrategic Discourse in their discussion of warfare. The ways in which defense intellectuals, and military experts talk about the world begins from masculine epistemologies.

Cohn 1987 (Carol, Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights, “Sex and Death in the Rational World of Defense Intellectuals,” Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society, vol. 12, no. 4) BN.
Sexual imagery has, of course, been a part of the world of warfare since long before nuclear weapons were even a gleam in a physicist's eye. The history of the atomic bomb project itself is rife with overt images of competitive male sexuality, as is the discourse of the early nuclear physi​cists, strategists, and SAC commanders.15 Both the military itself and the arms manufacturers are constantly exploiting the phallic imagery and promise of sexual domination that their weapons so conveniently suggest. A quick glance at the publications that constitute some of the research sources for defense intellectuals makes the depth and pervasiveness of the imagery evident.Air Force Magazine's advertisements for new weapons, for example, rival Playboy as a catalog of men's sexual anxieties and fantasies. Consider the following, from the June 1985 issue: emblazoned in bold letters across the top of a two-page advertisement for the AV-8B Harrier II—"Speak Softly and Carry a Big Stick." The copy below boasts "an exceptional thrust to weight ratio" and "vectored thrust capability that makes the . . . unique rapid response possible." Then, just in case we've failed to get the mes​sage, the last line reminds us, "Just the sort of'Big Stick' Teddy Roosevelt had in mind way back in 1901."ISAn ad for the BKEP (BLU-1067B) reads:The Only Way to Solve Some Problems is to Dig Deep.  THE BOMB, KINETIC ENEBGYPENETRATOR"Will provide the tactical air commander with efficient power to deny or significantly delay enemy airfield operations." "Designed to maximize runway cratering by optimizing penetration dynamics and utilizing the most efficient warhead yet designed.""(In case the symbolism of "cratering" seems far-fetched, I must point out that I am not the first to see it. The French use the Mururoa Atoll in the South Pacific for their nuclear tests and assign a woman's name to each of the craters they gouge out of the earth.)Another, truly extraordinary, source of phallic imagery is to be found in descriptions of nuclear blasts themselves. Here, for example, is one by journalist William Laurence, who was brought to Nagasaki by the Air Force to witness the bombing. "Then, just when it appeared as though the thing had settled down in to a state of permanence, there came shooting out of the top a giant mushroom that increased the size of the pillar to a total of 45,000 feet. The mushroom top was even more alive than the pillar, seething and boiling in a white fury of creamy foam, sizzling upward and then descending earthward, a thousand geysers rolled into one. It kept struggling in an elemental fury, like a creature in the act of breaking the bonds that held it down."18Given the degree to which it suffuses their world, that defense intellec​tuals themselves use a lot of sexual imagery does not seem especially surprising. Nor does it, by itself, constitute grounds for imputing motiva​tion. For me, the interesting issue is not so much the imagery's psychody-namic origins, as how it functions. How does it serve to make it possible for strategic planners and other defense intellectuals to do their macabre work? How does it function in their construction of a work world that feels tenable? Several stories illustrate the complexity.During the summer program, a group of us visited the New London Navy base where nuclear submarines are homeported and the General Dynamics Electric Boat boatyards where a new Trident submarine was being constructed. At one point during the trip we took a tour of a nuclear powered submarine. When we reached the part of the sub where the missiles are housed, the officer accompanying us turned with a grin and asked if we wanted to stick our hands through a hole to "pat the missile." Pat the missile?The image reappeared the next week, when a lecturer scornfully declared that the only real reason for deploying cruise and Pershing II missiles in Western Europe was "so that our allies can pat them." Some months later, another group of us went to be briefed at NORAD (the North American Aerospace Defense Command). On the way back, our plane went to refuel at Offut Air Force Base, the Strategic Air Command head​quarters near Omaha, Nebraska. When word leaked out that our landing would be delayed because the new B-l bomber was in the area, the plane became charged with a tangible excitement that built as we flew in our holding pattern, people craning their necks to try to catch a glimpse of the B-l in the skies, and climaxed as we touched down on the runway and hurtled past it. Later, when I returned to the Center I encountered a man who, unable to go on the trip, said to me enviously, "I hear you got to pat a B-l."What is all this "patting"? What are men doing when they "pat" these high-tech phalluses? Patting is an assertion of intimacy, sexual possession, affectionate domination. The thrill and pleasure of "patting the missile" is the proximity of all that phallic power, the possibility of vicariously appro​priating it as one's own.But if the predilection for patting phallic objects indicates something of the homoerotic excitement suggested by the language, it also has another side. For patting is not only an act of sexual intimacy. It is also what one does to babies, small children, the pet dog. One pats that which is small, cute, and harmless—not terrifyingly destructive. Pat it, and its lethality disappears.Much of the sexual imagery I heard  was rife with the sort of ambiguity suggested by "patting the missiles." The imagery can be construed as a deadly serious display of the connections between masculine sexuality and the arms race. At the same time, it can also be heard as a way of minimizing the seriousness of militarist endeavors, of denying their deadly conse​quences. A former Pentagon target analyst, in telling me why he thought plans for "limited nuclear war" were ridiculous, said, "Look, you gotta understand that it's a pissing contest—you gotta expect them to use every​thing they've got." What does this image say? Most obviously, that this is all about competition for manhood, and thus there is tremendous danger. But at the same time, the image diminishes the contest and its outcomes, by representing it as an act of boyish mischief.
LINK – Rationality 
Instrumental rationality is created through the competitive order of Western men.

Tickner, 2005 (J. Ann, professor at the School of International Relations, University of Southern California, “Gendering a Discipline: Some Feminist Methodological Contributions to International Relations,” Signs, Vol. 30, No. 4, New Feminist Approaches to Social Science Methodologies, pp. 2173-2188) BN.    

Feminist scholarship entered IR at the end of the 1980s at about the same time as the third debate.9 Most IR feminists have rejected positivist methodologies in the sense I have defined them, preferring hermeneutic, historically contingent, sociological, and/or ethnographically based methodologies to those influenced by the natural sciences and economics. Like feminists in other disciplines, IR feminists have claimed that instrumental rationality, based on rational choice theory, is a model extrapolated from the highly individualistic competitive behavior of Western men in the marketplace, which IR theorists have generalized to the behavior of states. Rather than uncritically assume the state as a given unit of analysis, IR feminists have investigated the constitutive features and identities of “gendered states” and their implications for women’s and men’s lives (Peterson 1992). Feminists have asked whether it makes a difference that most foreign policy leaders in the world are men and why women remain so fundamentally disempowered in matters of foreign and military policy. They have questioned why states’ foreign policies are so often legitimated in terms of typically hegemonic masculine characteristics and why wars have been fought mostly by men. These constitutive questions have rarely been asked in IR; they are questions that probably could not be asked within the epistemological and methodological boundaries of positivist social science. 

Quantitative data and statistics work for the system, muting anything that is not wanted. 

Tickner 2005 (J. Ann, professor at the School of International Relations, University of Southern California, “What Is Your Research Program? Some Feminist Answers to International Relations Methodological Questions” International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 49, No. 1, pp. 1-21) BN.
These two cases, as with most feminist IR research, have avoided quantitative methods. In fact, many feminist researchers across the disciplines have manifested an open hostility to statistics and quantitative methods deeming them part of patriarchal culture’s monolithic of “hard facts” (Reinharz, 1992:87). It is certainly true that, 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.32 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 for structuring reality in certain ways; she claims that she is not against every form of statistics but rather 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). 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 bus inesses, and caregivers is frequently overlooked in the compilation of labor statistics. Crime statistics underreport 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. These concerns, along with the methodological predispositions that I discussed in the first part of this paper, raise important issues concerning statistical measures of gender (in)equality, measures that are important for the research question asked by Keohane as to whether states with highly unequal gendered hierarchies would behave differently internationally from those with less unequal domestic social structures. Since Keohane raised this question in 1998 there have been attempts to answer it using quantitative methods. For example, Mary Caprioli and Mark Boyer have used quantitative social science data and statistical methods – the International Crises Behavior data set and multinomial logistic regression – to attempt to answer the question as to whether there is a relationship between domestic gender equality and states’ use of violence internationally. Gender equality is measured in terms of percentage of women in parliament and number of years that women had the right to vote at the time of the beginning of the conflict. While they admit that there have not been enough female leaders to establish any correlation between women’s leadership roles and states’ lessened use of violence, their results do show that, according to their measures of gender equality, the severity of violence used by states in international crises decreases as domestic gender equality increases. 
LINK – Rationality 
Claims of rationality are inherently masculine

Nagl-Docekal 1999 (Herta, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Vienna, “The Feminist Critique of Reason Revisited”, Hypatia, Volume 14, Issue 1, Project Muse, HC)
In contemporary feminist theory, many authors share the view that the concept of rationality in modern science and technology is, nevertheless, inseparably bound with masculine gender identity. Additional support for this thesis is sought in psychoanalytical theory, and this way of arguing is characteristic of the second type of critique of reason I'll investigate.  Primarily object-relations theory is used as the conceptual framework in this context—in particular the investigations focusing on the differences between the development of male and female children. 4 I will briefly outline the relevant findings concerning the way the ability to perceive reality is generated: At first, the child does not distinguish between the inner and the outer world; the external environment, which for most children in this early stage consists of the mother, is experienced by the child as the extension of itself. Only gradually does the child learn to distinguish the self from the not-self. What is crucial for this process is the separation from the mother: when the mother comes to appear as an independent being, the child experiences the painful recognition of its own autonomous existence. At first, ambivalent feelings arise from this experience: there is, on the one hand, a drive to reinstate the original unity and, on the other, a desire for autonomy. The complex process of development that is thereby set into motion ultimately leads to the child's acknowledgement of a world external to, and independent from, itself. The child then sees itself confronted with objects, and a self-consciousness begins to take shape—one established in opposition to the mother. Yet the child still does not reach the mature stage. Maturity is rather a matter of learning that the separation can be overcome without a return to an earlier stage: "Out of this recognition and acceptance of one's aloneness in the world, it becomes possible to transcend one's isolation, to truly love another" (Keller 1985, 82).  Generally speaking, this pattern of development is valid for all children: [End Page 53] boys and girls both must learn to distinguish between the self and the other. Nonetheless, differences begin to take shape, partly because boys must undergo double disidentification from the mother: 5 first for the construction of a self-identity and then for the consolidation of a masculine gender identity. Boys therefore tend toward an excessive detachment, resulting in distant behavior, autonomy, and objectivism—all characteristics generally taken to be masculine. On the other hand, a girl's ongoing identification with the mother hinders to a certain extent the development of a sense of separation. Accordingly, closeness, dependancy, and subjectivity are taken to be typically feminine characteristics.  In feminist theory, this differentiation between male and female characteristics is brought to bear in the interpretation of science. For Evelyn Fox Keller, a continuity exists between a boy's aggressive separation and a science defined by confrontation between subject and object: "A science that advertises itself by the promise of a cool and objective remove from the object of study selects for those individuals for whom such a promise provides emotional comfort" (1985, 124). 6 According to her, the same applies to the power aspect of science; consequently, "the dream of domination over Nature, shared by so many scientists, echoes the dream that the stereotypic son hopes to realize by identifying with the authority of his father" (1985, 124-25). This is the very point of Keller's understanding of science. She characterizes the deficiency of science in the following way: "But such dreams are by their very nature self-limiting. They prevent the son from ever getting to know the real mother. And so, it could be argued, they similarly obstruct the scientist's efforts to know the 'real' Nature" (1985, 125).
 LINK- Framework/ Policy Making
Policymaking Ignores Feminine Perspectives

Marshall 1997 (Catherine, professor at the University of North Carolina, Feminist Critical Policy Analysis: A perspective from post-secondary education, pg. ix-x, HC) 

Policy researchers and analysts have gained and retained legitimacy by focusing on the problems and methods identified by powerful people. Those with a different focus are silenced, declared irrelevant, postponed, coopted, put on the back burner, assigned responsibilities with no training, budget, personnel or time, or otherwise ignored. Policies, -- authoritative agreements among powerful people about how things should be – have been made without a feminist critical glance. These two volumes focus on those areas of silence, on the policy issues at the fringe and on the kinds of policy analysis methods, findings and recommendations that will disrupt but will also open possibilities. The two volumes identify theories and tools for dismantling and replacing the politics, theories and modes of policy analysis that built ‘the master’s house’. The individual chapters illustrate how and why to expand policy questions and policy analysis methods to incorporate critical and feminist lenses, demonstrating the promise of politics, analysis and policymaking that thoughtfully and thoroughly works to uncover any source of oppression, domination or marginalization and to create policies to meet the lived realities, needs, aspirations and values of women and girls and others kept on the margin. The volumes name and develop a new field: Feminist critical Policy Analysis. The promise of this field lies in its incorporation of perspective that ‘write against the grain’: the feminist, critical stance, with policy analysis that includes methods for focusing on the cultural values bases of policies; deconstruction of policy documents; analysis of a policy intention and its potential effects, such as affirmative Action and Title IX; studies of the micropolitical, for example, the dynamics of a school board task force for sexual harassment, a tenure system’s effect on women academics, or the role of girls’ access to computers in the implementation of computer policies; and analyses of policies, programs and political stances that do focus on neglected needs in schooling. Policymakers and analysts need to pause in order to recognize how issues of gender, the needs of particular groups like the urban poor, women and non-dominant nationalities are left out of education policy analyses. In order to connect effectively, women need to take a hard look at the structures and arenas of policy. By presenting literatures, methods and examples, these books name the field: feminist critical policy analysis leap at the challenge. 

LINK: Proliferation
Proliferation is based within Western discourses of nuclear power while provoking dichotomies of normalization
Gusterson,99  associate professor of Anthropology,  (Hugh Gusterson, Associate Professor of Anthropology, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Nuclear Weapons and the Other in Western Imagination, CULTURAL ANTHROPOLOGY, February 1999, JSTOR)
In the following pages I examine four popular arguments against horizontal nuclear proliferation and suggest that all four are ideological and orientalist. The arguments are that (1) Third World countries are too poor to afford nuclear weapons; (2) deterrence will be unstable in the Third World; (3) Third World regimes lack the technical maturity to be trusted with nuclear weapons; and (4) Third World regimes lack the political maturity to be trusted with nuclear weapons. Each of these four arguments could as easily be turned backwards and used to delegitimate Western nuclear weapons, as I show in the following commentary. Sometimes, in the specialized literature of defense experts, one finds frank discussion of near accidents, weaknesses, and anomalies in deterrence as it has been practiced by the established nuclear powers, but these admissions tend to be quarantined in specialized discursive spaces where the general public has little access to them and where it is hard to connect them to the broader public discourse on nuclear proliferation. In this article I retrieve some of these discussions of flaws in deterrence from their quarantined spaces and juxtapose them with the dominant discourse on the dangers of proliferation in order to destabilize its foundational assumption of a secure binary distinction between "the West" and "the Third World." It is my argument that, in the production of this binary distinction, possible fears and ambivalences about Western nuclear weapons are purged and recast as intolerable aspects of the Other. This purging and recasting occurs in a discourse characterized by gaps and silences in its representation of our own nuclear weapons and exaggerations in its representation of the Other's. Our discourse on proliferation is a piece of ideological machinery that transforms anxiety-provoking ambiguities into secure dichotomies. I should clarify two points here. First, I am not arguing that there are, finally, no differences between countries in terms of their reliability as custodians of nuclear weapons. I am arguing that those differences are complex, ambiguous, and crosscutting in ways that are not captured by a simple binary division between, on the one hand, a few countries that have nuclear weapons and insist they are safe and, on the other hand, those countries that do not have nuclear weapons and are told they cannot safely acquire them. It is my goal here to demonstrate the ways in which this simple binary distinction works as an ideological mechanism to impede a more nuanced and realistic assessment of the polymorphous dangers posed by nuclear weapons in all countries and to obscure recognition of the ways in which our own policies in the West have often exacerbated dangers in the Third World that, far from being simply the problems of the Other, are problems produced by a world system dominated by First World institutions and states.

Proliferation discourse constructs some WMD’s as unproblematic producing a hierarchy of state power

Cohn in 2003 Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights, & Ruddick, taught philosophy, peace studies, and feminist theory at the New School University, 03 (Carol & Sara, ‘A Feminist Ethical Perspective on Weapons of Mass Destruction’, Boston Consortium on Gender, Security, and Human Rights, www.genderandsecurity.umb.edu/director.htm
“Proliferation, ” as used in Western political discourse, does not simply refer to the “multiplication” of weapons of mass destruction on the planet. Rather, it constructs some WMD as a problem, and others as unproblematic. It does so by assuming pre-existing, legitimate possessors of the weapons, implicitly not only entitled to those weapons, but to “modernize” and develop new “generations” of them as well. The “problematic” WMD are only those that “spread” into the arsenals of other, formerly non-possessor states. This is presumably the basis for the “licit/illicit” distinction in the question; it does not refer to the nature of the weapons themselves, nor even to the purposes for which they are intended – only, in the case of nuclear weapons, to who the possessor is, where “licitness” is based on the treaty-enshrined “we got there first.” Thus, use of the term “proliferation” tends to locate the person who uses it within a possessor state, and aligns him or her with the political stance favoring the hierarchy of state power enshrined in the current distribution of WMD. The framing of Question Four. “... is it proper to deny [WMD] possession to others for the same purposes?”, seems similarly based in a possessor state perspective, as it is presumably the possessor states who must decide whether it is proper to deny possession to others.  

LINK – MIDDLE EAST

The wars in Afghanistan and Iraq are highly masculinized and patriarchal

Blanchard, 03 Professor at USC School of International Relations (Eric, “International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3175856, JPW)

As state managers in the West and elsewhere struggle to capture and contain the diffuse threat of terrorism using the tools of statecraft, FST must work to recover the experiences of women after September 11, not only as (he)roes but in their multiple roles across levels and borders. As the more "private," domestic element of the September 11 phenomenon, the anthrax attacks from within the United States on the postal system and its everyday recipients have gone without official blame, explanation, or sustained media coverage, yet they affected the lives of anyone who opens a mailbox daily. The war in Afghanistan demonstrated both gender's power to legitimate national security goals and the easy acceptance of remasculinization during times of war (Tickner 2002). The vital, often gendered, negotiation of cultural relations between the West and Islam and the effects of state antiterror campaigns on civilians are problems that military campaigns in Afghanistan or Iraq are not designed to address and traditional nonfeminist theories of IR are not entirely equipped to handle. The U.S.-led global war on terror seems to exemplify the type of gendered, multilevel insecurity that IR feminists have raised to our critical attention. 

LINK – KUWAIT
Women are blatantly ignored in Kuwait international relations with the United States. 

Ruiz, No Date Given. University of Washington. Graduate Student, Department of Geography (Tricia Ruiz, “Feminist Theory and International Relations: The Feminist Challenge to Realism and Liberalism”, No Date Given, p. 4, AW)

This leads to the next question: what are the main topics in IR, and what do feminists have to say about these issues? Theories of realism and liberalism will be considered in presenting feminist critiques of how IR issues are traditionally framed and addressed. Realism centers its theoretical structure on how the state seeks power and defends its national interests against other competing states within a global anarchy, or where there is the lack of authority higher than the state. States seek security through a balance of power in the international arena, primarily through military means, and resorting to war, if necessary. Realists generally view the state as the key actor in international politics, and de-emphasize – or, as feminist theory argues, ignore -- the role of the individual. Much feminist IR theory stems from a critique of realism, whose “socially constructed worldview continues to guide much thought about world politics.”14First, feminists argue that realists overvalue the role of the state in defining international relations, without questioning how the state itself is internally structured, politically and socially. Feminist theory would consider how the state includes, or excludes, the views of its individual citizens, and how, in turn, the state’s domestic views translate into foreign policies. In challenging the concepts of a state defending its national interests, feminists would ask: who is defining the national interests? If women were included in such discussions, would the national interest be interpreted differently, and if so, how? How would such an outlook change foreign policy?How would the definition of ‘security’ change? Would military and defense capabilities still be atop the agenda? Would women necessarily be less militaristic in their approach to IR issues? An example of how gender studies might reflect a state’s sociopolitical construction is reflected in a recent empirical study completed by Mark Tessler and Ina Warriner. To discover links between gender, feminism, and international relations within and among societies, Tessler and Warriner based their analysis on survey data from four areas in the Middle East, each quite different from one another socially, politically, and ideologically: Israel, Egypt, Palestine, and Kuwait. Seeing as how the Middle East offers an ideal example of states acting as realist actors, their findings are quite relevant to feminist IR theory. Three points deserve emphasis: “women are not more pacific than men in their
attitudes toward international conflict” “regardless of the sex...[of the survey participant], persons who express greater concern for the status and role of women, and particularly for equality between women and men, are more likely than other[s]...to believe that the international disputes in which their country is involved should be resolved through diplomacy and compromise” “the promotion of progressive values...is likely to increase support in the Middle East for peace through diplomacy and compromise.”15 Though the authors note these relationships can be better understood by including other countries in such studies,16 their analysis shows that first, women are not necessarily pacifists by nature, and second, having key actors in the state system who believe in gender equality can be linked to increased use of diplomacy and compromise in their state’s foreign policy. Another feminist critique of realism concerns how realists define and emphasize power in IR discussions. Feminists would ask: who defines power, who has it, and how is it used? If power is defined by a patriarchal and realist society, which seeks global balances of power, then power is equated with military and economic strength. But how would this change if the discussion included women’s viewpoints? Would the indicators of power be measured differently? Would power be seen as leadership in peace agreements, or might it be measured in terms of the ability to achieve transnational cooperation? In relation to realism, feminist theory is clear: realism is the antithesis to achieving gender equality, both in discussion and practice, and even in its tools of war and security, patriarchy remains the central theme. States are the actors and the individual is of little importance. When the individual is de- emphasized, there is even less acknowledgement of a female individual, which effectively excludes feminist discussion.
LINK – SOUTH KOREA

Government and management officials coopt and suppress South Korean women’s demands against an exploitative environment. 

Yoon 01 (Bang-Soon L. Department of Political Science Central Washington University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, Pg 181, SW)
Unlike the popular image of Asian women, whose femininity, motherhood, sexuality, passivity, docility, and hard-working nature at the workplace may capture the observer's immediate attention, female factory workers were at the forefront of industrial labor activism in South Korea. Particularly in the mid-1970s until the democratization movement in the mid-1980s, the industrial labor movement was sustained by female factory workers who stood against exploitative working conditions (e.g., poor wages, hazardous work environments, and violation of human rights), repressive labor policies, and abusive government agencies such as the police (Lee, Hyo-Jae 1996,263-267). Despite their roles as Sanop or Suchul Jonsa (industrial or export soldiers) euphemistically praised by the export regime and corporate leaders, young women factory workers' wages barely allowed a subsistence living (Cumings 1997: 370). Their struggles were threefold-against repressive government, against management, and against male labor union leaders who, often coopted by government, suppressed women workers' demands (Launius 1991). Young women factory workers in the export industries were a true vanguard of industrial labor activism, and they contributed to the eventual collapse of the military-authoritarian regime of Park, Chung Hee and to the massive democratization movement in the 1980s. The Y. H. Trading Company's (manufacturing wigs and garments) women workers' labor activism in the late 1970s is a good case in point. When the company planned to close due to mismanagement, women workers seized the leading opposition political party's building (lead by Kim, Young-Sam Park). A women worker's death caused by excessive use of physical force by police ignited larger anti-government social unrest (labor and student demonstrations), particularly in Seoul, Masan, and in Pusan, where the opposition leader Kim's political home is based. Disputes among President Park's entourage over how to handle such social unrest led to Park's assassination by his own intelligence director in 1979, which ended Park, Chung-Hee's eighteen-year tenure in power and terminated the anti-democratic Yushin system. Young women's struggle for factory workers' rights was more powerful in overthrowing the Yushin regime than any other social groups or NA members. 

Although patronage has played a role in incorporating women into the public sphere, because of South Korean culture these roles have been merely tokenistic. 

Yoon 01 (Bang-Soon L. Department of Political Science Central Washington University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, Pg 177-78, SW)
Patronage is an important part of South Korea's political culture that has deeply permeated both the public and private sectors, government institutions, as well as political parties, and both men and women have been subject to it. However, the patterns of patronage show a gender difference. For males, their functional merit attracted the patron's attention as "task elites," whereas for women, sexuality per se appears as a crucial factor rather than their expertise. A few elite women were recruited as NA members (in the national constituency seat category) or party leaders essentially for their symbolic value, irrespective of their functional merits. For example, although women college professors have been sought-after targets of political recruitment, their "Kleenex tissue paper" role clearly indicates their value is no more than tokenistic. Informal rules are also forceful in patronage politics, as one feminist activist put it: "For women to be recruited by male patrons in the government or political party, they should somehow appeal to that male patron either due to their physical beauty or other character such as being smart without losing femininity, and so on. Anyhow, you should be liked by the male patron to be selected. Money is another important criterion. Despite the fact that male "task elites" were institutionally recognized by power elites as junior partners, women elites under the patronage politics system lack such recognition. Their identity is blurred, and they do not have their own power bases for further career development in politics. In sum, while patronage has played a crucial role in the inclusion of women in the formal political sphere, few elite women have been selectively admitted to government and political party organizations on their own initiation. Almost all have been beneficiaries of gendered patronage politics. Therefore, their space within formal institutions has been very vulnerable. When gaps arise between the government's agenda and women's agenda, these token women often sided with the government transmitting government values to the society rather than the reverse. This gendered structure facilitated very few opportunities to promote women's interests and to expand women's political space at the societal level. 

The jobs that women were giving in the South Korean industrialization were low-wage and long-houred. 

Yoon 01 (Bang-Soon L. Department of Political Science Central Washington University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, Pg 179, SW)
The global economy has had a tremendous impact on women's work and on women's political activism in South Korea. The initial surge of women's employment took place in the 1960s when the government aggressively launched industrialization plans, and henceforth there has been positive linear progress in women's employment. The labor force participation rate of women of fifteen years old and above steadily increased so that nearly 50 percent of women now work outside the home. Women's employment in the 1960s and 1970s was primarily in the low-wage, low-skill-based export manufacturing sector, and unmarried young women were a major labor force. In 1960, of the total female labor force, only 6.3 percent of women worked in the manufacturing sector, but in just the two decades of Park's export regime, the number swelled to about 22 percent (the male versus female ratio rose from 73:27 in 1960 to 64:36 in 1980). Within the manufacturing sector, women's work was highly concentrated in low-wage and labor-intensive processing or assembly industries for exports such as textiles, clothing, leather processing, and fabricated metals. As of the 1980s, 71 percent of women in the manufacturing sector were employed in such industries (Kim, SooKon, 1984, 19-21). Such feminization of export industries was the direct result of South Korea's export-led industrialization strategies, and young, unmarried female workers with low education levels were aggressively drawn into the labor market in order to take competitive advantages in the international division of labor. Female workers were particularly preferred for their willingness to work for lower wages (Cho, Seehwa 1993,96-97). Female workers in fact worked longer hours for less than half of males' wages (42 percent in 1975,44 percent in 1982). Since the late 19708 labor shortages in export industries have opened up employment opportunities for married women in the manufacturing sector. Over time, South Korea's tertiary sector industry also expanded remarkably, absorbing large numbers of women workers.

Women industrial workers in South Korea brought new agenda items to the women’s movement to negotiate with power holders, but were still used mainly because of the advantage of wage control. 

Yoon 01 (Bang-Soon L. Department of Political Science Central Washington University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, Pg 182, SW)
Women-centered labor activism in the 1970s stemmed from many factors. First there was the feminization of the export industry. For an export-regime, sensitive to the changing nature of international labor markets, a feminized labor force in the export sector was functionally necessary to maintain South Korea's comparative advantage via wage control or limit on labor unionization. This situation made women workers "semi-proletarianized," and they became ever more vulnerable to structural changes of the world economy and positioned il) unstable employment status on the margins of society (Chang, Kyung-Sup 1995). Labor control in the export industries or other strategic industries, such as steel, oil refinery, machinery, shipbuilding, and so forth, was crucially important for the sake of a stable supply of workers, and at the deeper level, for maintaining regime stability for these power elites (e.g., Park, Chung Hee and Chun, Doo-Whan) who suffered from lack of political legitimacy. Second, although women workers lacked other resources of power with no support from outside their social class (e.g., middle class, women's organizations), collective bargaining was a viable tool to fight for their rights and improve their working conditions. Significantly, women industrial workers brought new agenda items such as rights and equality issues that had been lacking in South Korea's traditional women's movement. They also introduced new tactics in the women's protest movement and further opened new political space for negotiation with the government and male power holders (business owners) for reforms with positive results in many cases. Due to government's tight control on labor, throughout the 1960s and 1970s, labor protests occurred infrequently (about one hundred cases each year), but they were militant once they occurred. Women's labor activism occurred within this context and it has several characteristics. First, South Korea's labor movement in the 1970s was characterized by production line factory women, especially in labor-intensive, feminized export factories. The death of a male worker, Chun, Tae-Il, who self-immolated in protest of abusive labor practices by his company, in the Chunggye garment industry energized the female garment industry workers' labor union movement. Chun's mother, Lee, So-Sun, a housewife, emerged as the leader in organizing labor activism in the garment industry. Her leadership role in labor and human rights continues to the present in collaboration with other mothers whose sons and daughters became political activists for social reforms. As some other highly visible cases indicate, womenclustered export industries were the main arena for women's labor movement: Haetae Cookie Company (1972), Dong-il Textile (1972-78), Taekwang Industry (a sweater factory, 1973-74), Bando Trading (garments, 1974-81), Y. H. Trading Company (1975-79), Namyoung Nylon (1977), Chonggye Union (garments, 1980-.85), Wonpoong Union (worsted and woolens, 1980-92), and Motorola (a t:.D.S. firm, 1987-88).

LINK – ECONOMICS
The aff’s attempts to use peacemaking as economic policy reinforce traditional engendered economics.

Pankhurst 2K (Masculinity is key in creating violence and the negative peace rhetoric of the status quo. By changing masculinity we create positive peace. (Donna, “Women, Gender, and Peacebuilding”, August 2000, http://www.brad.ac.uk/acad/confres/assets/CCR5.pdf) AK

It is very difficult to distinguish between economic policies which are to be promoted as part of peacebuilding and general economic policies, as unfortunately it is normal for little account to be taken of the particular difficulties and needs of post-conflict economies when policies are developed (by governments and international agencies). It is also normal for a gender analysis and perspective to be completely absent in economic policies, even though it is clearly necessary57. A few governments and international organisations have recently begun to `engender' budgets to ensure that at least there are no unforeseen consequences of tax and expenditure plans which penalise women more than men58, but there is considerable potential for further development in this area.The relevance of different kinds of economic policy for peacebuilding varies a lot with context, but there are some areas of policy which often have obvious implications for gender issues. For instance, it is very common for some kind of land reform to be considered necessary for peacebuilding. Nowhere in the world has a land reform been implemented where gender was not an issue, in spite of the fact that many studies on land reform have shown that there are economic advantages for society as a whole to granting women rights59. At worst, women's rights are non-existent, with land titles being granted to men. More commonly, women have some access in their own right but this is less secure and dependent on their marital status. International donors have often been very influential in deciding the type of land reform which should be adopted and so there is a great deal of potential for gender to be taken up as an issue where land reform is considered as part of peacebuilding (as it ` will be in Rwanda for instance).

Free Trade excludes women and supports and spreads patriarchal systems

Ruiz 04 (Tricia Ruiz, BS Geography and International Studies, California State University-Hayward 2004 Feminist Theory and International Relations: The Feminist Challenge to Realism and Liberalism) AK

Feminist critiques of liberalism address the economic inequalities inherent to free trade, which disproportionately affect women. Jacqui True argues that male-centered macroeconomic indicators, such as the Gross National Product undervalue the work of women. True also reports that on a world scale, women are a disadvantaged group: they own one per cent of the world’s property and resources, perform sixty per cent of the labour, [and] are the majority of refugees, illiterate and poor persons. (Ibid) This suggests that the capitalist structure is a patriarchal one, effectively marginalizing the participation and contributions of women in the economy, since much of their work is reflected in unpaid illegal or domestic settings that are not included in economic assessments. Indeed, liberalist institutions such as the WTO and multinational corporations have tended to create free trade agreements that weaken state protections on labor rights19 and public social funds, which has served to negatively affect the large proportion of women in the labor force. This in turn camouflages issues of female exploitation, such as the gendered division of labor and the increase in sex trafficking worldwide. Feminists also challenge liberalism’s claim that international institutions provide for ways in which women can be become more politically and socially acknowledged and empowered. Since the leaders and the processes of formal international organizations come from patriarchal systems, their work can keep women at a disadvantage. Hilary Charlesworth critiques some of the recent formal international conferences, such as the Beijing Declaration and Agenda 21 in Rio. She notes that the wording in the documents shows that while some consensus was achieved in progressing issues critical to women, not enough was achieved to arrive at the real changes proposed by feminists.

LINK – POLICYMAKING

The ivory tower idealism of policymaking creates a dichotomy between privileged and disadvantaged

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 45, JB)

Complicating the picture is our frequent ignorance of structural hierarchies and our varying positions within them. In particular, when we occupy positions of privilege or advantage (in relation to hierarchies of class, ethnicity, physical ability, age, religion, nationality, sexual orientation, etc.) we rarely recognize how that structural positioning grants us power and/or resources that the disadvantaged are denied. For example, although not all whites endorse racism, all men masculinism, or all heterosexuals homophobia, all whites, men, and heterosexuals benefit from their positions of relative privilege within the structures of racism, sexism, and heterosexism. It is in this sense that the hierarchies are structural and not simply individual or idiosyncratic. In an eye-opening essay, Peggy McIntosh provides telling examples of how much those in privilege take for granted, how much they do not have to think about (or be angered, hurt, or impoverished by) the effects of structural hierarchy (see Box 2.1). 
LINK – STATE

The state uses the public and private spheres as promotions for masculine IR

Peterson 4 (associate professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona (Feminist Theories Within, Invisible To, and Beyond IR, Winter/Spring 2004) http://www.watsoninstitute.org/bjwa/archive/10.2/Feminist%20Theory/Peterson.pdf,) AK

Given the assumption (since Aristotle) that public and private are internal to states, and the assumption that IR is about relations among, not within, states, what relevance does the dichotomy have to IR? On the one hand, as a foundational dichotomy in Western thought, public and private shape our discourse generally, and IR is no exception. And insofar as states are central to the discourse of IR, reference to them incorporates, implicitly and explicitly, constructions of public and private. On the other hand, I make two related points regarding the dichotomy as ideological. First, one powerful effect of foundational dichotomies is that they are typically deployed as abstractions (disembedded from context) even as they carry ideological force by valorizing one term at the expense of the other. Second, feminists argue that the dichotomy of public and private is historically and conceptually gendered; it privileges the public sphere as masculine. Abstract references to public and private then serve to privilege and legitimize that which is associated with the masculine over that which is associated with the feminine, and this has material effects. With these brief points in mind, I offer a reading of two variants of public and private in relation to conventional IR discourse. In both variants, the state/government constitutes the public and is associated with masculine characteristics of politics, reason, order, and autonomy. The first variant takes the territorial state as given and looks inward. This version resembles Aristotle’s dichotomy, with the state/politics as the public distinguished from private sphere activities and relationships, cast as domestic.

 
Nations incorporate, control, and have been constructed upon sexuality and sexism.

Mayer, 2000 – college prof. at Middlebury College (Tamar Mayer, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “1. Gender Ironies of Nationalism: Setting the Stage,” ed by Mayer, pg ½, AW)

The title of this book, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, is meant to convey the idea that the links between “gender” and “nation” tell us about some of the more profound ironies of modern social life. Despite its rhetoric of equality for all who partake in the “national project”, nation remains, like other feminized entities - emphatically, historically and globally - the property of men. At the same time, if it is gendered, nation remains - quite like gender and sexuality - a construction that speaks to the conflicted urges of human community. For both “nation” and “gender” help construct a fiction of “innateness” in which the name of bonds whose fragile, endangered status is evidenced in the fierceness with which they are defended - and in the fierceness with which the role of the imagination in the construction of transcendent categories and the urge to reify those categories are both, at once, revealed and denied. The subtitle Sexing the Nation emphasizes, further, that when sexed bodies compromise the nation we can no longer think of the nation as sexless. Rather, by exploring the gender ironies of nationalism we expose the fact that sexuality plays a key role in nation-building and in sustaining national identity. The chapters in this volume demonstrate the many complex intimacies between gender and nation and sexuality. They show, in particular, that control over access to the benefits of belonging to the nation is virtually always gendered; that through control over reproduction, sexuality and the means of representation the authority to define the nation lies mainly with men. Finally, these chapters emphatically establish the relationship between gender boundaries and the nation: for they demonstrate that while it is men who claim to prerogatives of nation and nation-building it is for the most part women who actually tend to accept the obligation of nation and nation-building. 
LINK – OMISSION
The affirmative’s ignorance towards gender in their attempts at international diplomacy is an attempt to assert the irrelevance of gender

Chinkin 2003  (Christine, professor of international law at the of Economics and Political Science, Ohio State Journal on Dispute Resolution 867, lexis.) AK


Experts in many issues are frequently brought into negotiating teams, but not those with gender expertise. This should be redressed by bringing into the international team identified persons whose role it is to facilitate the inclusion of women and consideration of gender issues throughout the process. The current reality is that gender relations and the empowerment of women are not perceived as essential to the terms of any peace settlement, even when the need to go beyond military to civilian matters is recognized. Taking account gender is not on anyone’s agenda, nor is such expertise sought alongside experts in a broad range of other fields. However to ignore these particular issues is simply to assert their irrelevance. 

LINK – PORTRAYAL OF WAR/PEACE
Themes of conflict and security are tools to subordinate women and promote the international patriarchal order

Byron and Thorburn, 98 (Jessica and Diana, “Gender and International Relations: A Global Perspective and Issues for the Caribbean”, 59 Feminist Review 232, JPW)
The themes of conflict and security have attracted sustained scrutiny from feminist scholars because of their centrality to IR theory and practice, and because of their particularly strong masculine bias. Many, including Rebecca Grant, have identified national security structures and the attendant ways of thinking as the sources of much of the gender bias in international relations theory as a whole (Grant 1991). She argues that the initial gendered separation of the public and private spheres in the organization of state and society produced an exclusively male concept of citizenship. Men were given the military role of defenders off the state, thereby acquiring a privileged and active status in national life. Women were invisible, did not have access to the state machinery and did not participate in national decision making. Domestic concerns played little part in shaping ‘the national interest’. Marysia Zalewski (1995) and Cynthia Enloe (1993) point out the extent to which beliefs about gender differences have been deliberately constructed in the security sphere. The idea of the masculinity of war and the image of the macho soldier have reinforced the patriarchal order. The traditional exclusion of women from armed combat was a mechanism designed not primarily to protect them, but to protect male privileges (Zalewski, 1995). Beliefs and myths about masculinity and femininity act on their own, or are consciously manipulated by the authorities, in the process of escalating or terminating armed conflict.
The affirmative’s notion of “post-conflict peace” is gendered – women still have to deal with violence and oppression after the male-centered IR claims “peace”.

Chinkin 2003  (Christine, professor of international law at the London School of Economics and Political Science, 18 Ohio State Journal on Dispute Resolution 867, lexis.) AK
The very concepts of post-conflict, reconstruction, and rehabilitation may be problematic. Just as women experience war differently so too are their experiences of post-conflict gendered. There can be no assumption that the violence stops for women with a formal ceasefire. Rather the forms and location of gendered violence change. Their relations with war-traumatized children, family members, and former fighters all place gendered demands upon them. Demographic changes flow from the conflict. The disproportionate number of women impacts upon issues such as access to land, housing and social benefits, and return after internal or international displacement. Priority in social and health services may be proposed for those (primarily males) who fought in the conflict, contributing to hardship and poverty for those with social responsibility for the care of others. Focus upon addressing the ethnic or religious difference that fuelled the conflict can obscure continued sex-based discrimination. In turn, the intersections of ethnic or religious discrimination with sex should be identified and considered. Women's experiences throughout the conflict will have been diverse and there can be no assumption that all women will share the same ideologies or priorities. For example, for some there may be very specific health care needs, such as treatment for sexually transmitted disease and other consequences of rape; for others, finding information about missing relatives, sons and husbands who have disappeared may be their foremost concern; for others, this may be attempting to restore normality for their children; for all, economic survival will be essential. Particular categories of women may have specific needs. For example, former combatants may face difficulties in reintegration, especially where preferential measures are directed towards male combatants. Not only is "post-conflict" n24 a misnomer for women, so too are the notions of reconstruction and rehabilitation. Both concepts assume an element of going back, restoring the status quo. But this is not necessarily what women seek. n25 The goal is not restored dependence and subordination but rather an enhanced social position that accords full citizenship, social justice, and empowerment based upon respect for women's human dignity and human rights standards that may never previously have existed.

Both war and peace seen through a patriarchal conceptual framework develop into “isms of domination” that replicate structural violence 

Warren and Cady 94—Warren is the Chair of the Philosophy Department at Macalester College and Cady is  Professor of Philosophy at Hamline University (Karen and Duane, “Feminism and Peace: Seeing Connections”, p. 7, JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3810167.pdf, JB)

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,4 naturism5 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). Feminist philosophers regard conceptual considerations to be at the core of peace issues because many of the other women-peace connections can be explained theoretically with an analysis of patriarchal conceptual frameworks in place. The evidence for the existence of such conceptual connections comes from a wide variety of sources: empirical data and history; art, literature, and religion; politics, ethics, and epistemology; language and science. Although we cannot discuss all of these sources here, we do consider several. They are evidence of woman-peace connections that, in turn, help to establish the nature and significance of the conceptual connections. 

LINK – WAR DISCOURSE
The discourse of war results in social conflict and the overlooking of gender

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,”p. 47 , MR)

This chapter provides an overview of feminist perspectives on war and peace. Wars have been and continue to be central to the struggle to carve out territorial spaces, forge collective identities and to mark out the boundaries of political communities. IR, a discipline born out of the experience of war, has understood war in social and political terms, resulting from social conflict and connected to the construction of political identities and the pursuit of 'national interests'.l Gender has rarely been seen as relevant to the analysis of war. Similarly, IR scholars have expressed no curiosity about the near male exclusivity of the military, believing this to be a consequence of 'natural' gender distinctions and differing characteristics and capabilities between men and women. Work is now appearing on gender and war. Joshua Goldstein has argued that gender can be and should be employed in IR to understand 'real world issues of war in and between states'.2 Adam Jones has also sought to make men as men visible in the study of conflicts.3 Goldstein and Jones argue that gender can be viewed as a variable that might be integrated into a social constructivist or mainstream analysis of war. Feminists eschew the integration of a 'gender variable' into the study of war in favour of elucidating the multifaceted ways in which masculinities and femininities have been constructed and reproduced in warfare. 
War/peace dichotomies legitimize structural inequalities—victims internalize the violence and it becomes depoliticized and unsolvable

Blanchard 3—PhD Candidate in the School of International. Relations at USC (Eric, “Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory”, Summer 2003, JSTOR, p. 1303, JB)
The issue of rape forces feminist security theorists to ask tough questions about the war/peace dichotomy, questioning whether peacetime provides peace for women. Perpetrators of violence against women often stay close, continuing to threaten women in the post-civil-war or post-state-terror rebuilding process (Pettman 1996, 105). However, war-related violence should not obscure women's everyday insecurity under global systems of patriarchy. Examining Pakistani honor killings and the societal threats of retribution that often silence women who voice their insecurity, Lene Hansen argues that debate as to whether security "happens" at the individual or collective level is misplaced; in their national, religious, political, and cultural contexts, practices such as honor killings and rape effectively transfer insecurity to the individual, thus privatizing and depoliticizing gender insecurity (2000). 

The aff’s security and war rhetoric are tools to subordinate women and promote the international patriarchal order

Byron and Thorburn, 98 Jessica Byron is a Senior Lecturer in International Relations at the University of the West Indies, she holds a PhD from the University of Geneva. Diana Thorburn is a lecturer in international relations in the Department of Government at the University of the West Indies, she holds a doctorate in international relations and international economics from Johns Hopkins University (Jessica and Diana, "Gender and International Relations: A Global Perspective and Issues for the Carribean", 59 Feminist Review 232, JPW)
The themes of conflict and security have attracted sustained scrutiny from feminist scholars because of their centrality to IR theory and practice, and because of their particularly strong masculine bias. Many, including Rebecca Grant, have identified national security structures and the attendant ways of thinking as the sources of much of the gender bias in international relations theory as a whole (Grant 1991). She argues that the initial gendered separation of the public and private spheres in the organization of state and society produced an exclusively male concept of citizenship. Men were given the military role of defenders off the state, thereby acquiring a privileged and active status in national life. Women were invisible, did not have access to the state machinery and did not participate in national decision making. Domestic concerns played little part in shaping ‘the national interest’.
Marysia Zalewski (1995) and Cynthia Enloe (1993) point out the extent to which beliefs about gender differences have been deliberately constructed in the security sphere. The idea of the masculinity of war and the image of the macho soldier have reinforced the patriarchal order. The traditional exclusion of women from armed combat was a mechanism designed not primarily to protect them, but to protect male privileges (Zalewski, 1995). Beliefs and myths about masculinity and femininity act on their own, or are consciously manipulated by the authorities, in the process of escalating or terminating armed conflict.

Military discourse perpetuates gender inequalities 

Klein 1999 (Uta, University of Münster, Germany. “The contribution of the military and military discourse to the construction of masculinity in society” http://www.eurowrc.org/13.institutions/3.coe/en-violence-coe/11.en-coe-oct99.htm, EB)

The violent development in former Yugoslavia revealed gender-related aspects of nationalism, of conflict and of war. Whereas women usually remain invisible in situations of armed conflict and military policy-making, recent years have proved that thorough analysis has to go beyond the "old" formula, that war is "men's business". Serious facts are troubling those who are interested in peaceful societies: sexual attacks and mass rapes of women and girls in wartime; control of women's sexuality and reproduction; wartime prostitution; the increase of domestic violence in wartime; the uncontrolled influx of weapons in society; the impact of combat experience on men; the loss of family members; the cultural acceptance of violence in society and the dominance of military discourse. In the following, I'm going to deal with militarisation of a society as a gendered process. The example of Israel shows how in a region of conflict (ethnic or/and political conflict): A gender dichotomy develops which sees defense and fight as the national duty of men, and reproduction (in a biological as well as in a cultural way) as the national duty of women. Military socialisation can be understood as a rite of passage to male adulthood. The dominance of military discourse leads to gender inequality in society at large.

LINK – NUCLEAR DISCOURSE

The normative ideology behind maintaining nuclear arsenals and threatening nations with war without an understanding of the human effects of this violence beyond extinction severs morality  from hypermasculine politics

Blanchard 3—PhD Candidate in the School of International. Relations at USC (Eric, “Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory”, Summer 2003, JSTOR, p. 1293-4, JB)
Jean Bethke Elshtain's rich blend of political theory, personal narrative, and history, Women and War ([1987] 1995), serves as a rejoinder to the discipline's philosophical conceit and issues a key challenge to the domestic/ international divide that Grant identifies. In a sweeping survey of the discourse of war from the Greeks onward, Elshtain details women's complex relationships to the body politic, and thus to war, as they emerge from the narratives (war stories) that are constitutive of war. Elshtain focuses on the ways in which war's "productive destructiveness" inscribes and reinscribes men's and women's identities and thus the boundaries of community: "War creates the people. War produces power, individual and collective" (166-67). Reacting to what she sees as the onset of scientism and hyperrationality in academic IR, Elshtain critiques the retreat into abstraction that the quest for scientific certainty produced in "professionalized" war discourse and attempts to revive the bond between politics and morality broken by Machiavelli. By reifying state behavior, Elshtain argues, the realist narrative ignores human agency and identity: "No children are ever born, and nobody ever dies, in this constructed world. There are states, and they are what is" (91).4 Sensitive to the importance of language and narrative in matters of security, Elshtain critiques what she calls the "strategic voice," an authoritative discourse that is "cool, objective, scientific, and overwhelmingly male" ([1987] 1995, 245). According to Elshtain, this realm of expert language, with its talk of "peacekeeping" missiles and village "pacification," separates ordinary citizens from civic life. Drawing on fieldwork initiated at a summer program for nuclear strategists during the last decade of the cold war, Carol Cohn's (1987) analysis of the "technostrategic" discourse of nuclear defense intellectuals casts a feminist eye on the thinking that shapes the practices of national security. Using an ethnographic, participant-observer strategy, Cohn shows how the planners' use of gendered euphemisms, exemplified by the talk of nuclear virginity and the association of disarmament with emasculation, contributed to a willful, discursive denial of the strategists' accountability to "reality"-the potential cost of strategic decisions in terms of human life (1987, 1990). While denial of the horrors of nuclear war may be an occupational hazard of nuclear planning, to achieve success (in terms of professional standing and collegial status) participants must legitimate their positions by assuming the masculine-that is, tough, rational, logicalposition in the gendered security discourse. The masculine position is also available to (and must be taken by) women who want to be taken seriously, while they limit their "feminine" contributions for the sake of legitimacy (1993, 238). Cohn thus shows how both men and women are implicated in, constituted through, and positioned by gendered security discourse. Realizing that merely adding women to the profession will not eliminate the degradation of "feminine" ideas, Cohn suggests that the task ahead is a revaluation of gender discourse (1993). 

Nuclear discourse in politics is inherently gendered and renders the feminine as the victim

Warren and Cady 94—Warren is the Chair of the Philosophy Department at Macalester College and Cady is  Professor of Philosophy at Hamline University (Karen and Duane, “Feminism and Peace: Seeing Connections”, p. 12-13, JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3810167.pdf, JB)

The adoption of sexist-naturist language in military and nuclear parlance carries the inequity to new heights (Warren N.d.). Nuclear missiles are on "farms," "in silos." That part of the submarine where twenty-four multiple warhead nuclear missiles are lined up, ready for launching, is called "the Christmas tree farm"; BAMBI is the acronym developed for an early version of an antiballistic missile system (for Ballistic Missile Boost Intercept). In her article "Sex and Death in the Rational World of Defense Intellectuals," Carol Cohn describes her one-year immersion in a university's center on defense technology and arms control. She relates a professor's explanation of why the MX missile is to be placed in the silos of the new Minuteman missiles, instead of replacing the older, less accurate ones "because they're in the nicest hole-you're not going to take the nicest missile you have and put it in a crummy hole." Cohn describes a linguistic world of vertical erector launchers, thrust-to-weight ratios, soft lay downs, deep penetration, penetration aids (also known as "penaids", devices that help bombers of missiles get past the "enemy's" defensive system)," the comparative advantages of protracted versus spasm attacks"-or what one military advisor to the National Security Council has called "releasing 70 to 80 percent of our megatonnage in one orgasmic whump"-where India's explosion of a nuclear bomb is spoken of as "losing her virginity" and New Zealand's refusal to allow nuclear-arms or nuclear-powered warships into its ports is described as "nuclear virginity" (Cohn 1989, 133-37). Such language and imagery creates, reinforces, and justifies nuclear weapons as a kind of male sexual dominance of females. 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). 

Masculine preoccupation with nuclear armament is caused by a phallic worship and urge for sexual domination. 

Cohn, 87 –Ph.D., Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights. (Summer 1987, Carol, Sex and Death in the of Defense Intellectuals Source: Signs, Vol. 12, No. 4, Within and Without: Women, Gender, and Theory, pp. 687-718. Press Stable URL: 
 http://www.jstor.org/stable/3174209, JSTOR, SW). 
Feminists have often suggested that an important aspect of the arms race is phallic worship, that "missile envy" is a significant motivating force in the nuclear build-up.12 I have always found this an uncomfortably reductionist explanation and hoped that my research at the Center would yield a more complex analysis. But still, I was curious about the extent to which I might find a sexual subtext in the defense professionals' discourse. I was not prepared for what I found. I think I had naively imagined myself as a feminist spy in the house of death-that I would need to sneak around and eavesdrop on what men said in unguarded moments, using all my subtlety and cunning to unearth whatever sexual imagery might be underneath how they thought and spoke. I had naively believed that these men, at least in public, would appear to be aware of feminist critiques. If they had not changed their language, I thought that at least at some point in a long talk about "penetration aids," someone would suddenly look up, slightly embarrassed to be caught in such blatant confirmation of feminist analyses of What's Going On Here.'3 Of course, I was wrong. There was no evidence that any feminist critiques had ever reached the ears, much less the minds, of these men. American military dependence on nuclear weapons was explained as "irresistible, because you get more bang for the buck." Another lecturer solemnly and scientifically announced "to disarm is to get rid of all your stuff." (This may, in turn, explain why they see serious talk of nuclear disarmament as perfectly resistable, not to mention foolish. If disarmament is emasculation, how could any real man even consider it?) A professor's explanation of why the MX missile is to be placed in the silos of the newest Minuteman missiles, instead of replacing the older, less accurate ones, was "because they're in the nicest hole-you're not going to take the nicest missile you have and put it in a crummy hole." Other lectures were filled with discussion of vertical erector launchers, thrust-to-weight ratios, soft lay downs, deep penetration, and the comparative advantages of protracted versus spasm attacks-or what one military adviser to the National Security Council has called "releasing 70 to 80 percent of our megatonnage in one orgasmic whump."14 There was serious concern about the need to harden our missiles and the need to "face it, the Russians are a little harder than we are." Disbelieving glances would occasionally pass between me and my one ally in the summer program, another woman, but no one else seemed to notice. If the imagery is transparent, its significance may be less so. The temptation is to draw some conclusions about the defense intellectuals themselves-about what they are really talking about, or their motivations; but the temptation is worth resisting. Individual motivations cannot necessarily be read directly from imagery; the imagery itself does not originate in these particular individuals but in a broader cultural context. Sexual imagery has, of course, been a part of the world of warfare since long before nuclear weapons were even a gleam in a physicist's eye. The history of the atomic bomb project itself is rife with overt images of competitive male sexuality, as is the discourse of the early nuclear physicists, strategists, and SAC commanders.'5 Both the military itself and the arms manufacturers are constantly exploiting the phallic imagery and promise of sexual domination that their weapons so conveniently suggest. A quick glance at the publications that constitute some of the research sources for defense intellectuals makes the depth and pervasiveness of the imagery evident. Air Force Magazine's advertisements for new weapons, for example, rival Playboy as a catalog of men's sexual anxieties and fantasies. Consider the following, from the June 1985 issue: emblazoned in bold letters across the top of a two-page advertisement for the AV-8B Harrier II-"Speak Softly and Carry a Big Stick." The copy below boasts "an exceptional thrust to weight ratio" and "vectored thrust capability that makes the . .. unique rapid response possible." Then, just in case we've failed to get the message, the last line reminds us, "Just the sort of' Big Stick' Teddy Roosevelt had in mind way back in 1901. "16 An ad for the BKEP (BLU-106/B) reads: The Only Way to Solve Some Problems is to Dig Deep. THE BOMB, KINETIC ENERGY PENETRATOR "Will provide the tactical air commander with efficient power to deny or significantly delay enemy airfield operations." "Designed to maximize runway cratering by optimizing penetration dynamics and utilizing the most efficient warhead yet designed."17 (In case the symbolism of "cratering" seems far-fetched, I must point out that I am not the first to see it. The French use the Mururoa Atoll in the South Pacific for their nuclear tests and assign a woman's name to each of the craters they gouge out of the earth.) Another, truly extraordinary, source of phallic imagery is to be found in descriptions of nuclear blasts themselves. Here, for example, is one by journalist William Laurence, who was brought to Nagasaki by the Air Force to witness the bombing. "Then, just when it appeared as though the thing had settled down in to a state of permanence, there came shooting out of the top a giant mushroom that increased the size of the pillar to a total of 45,000 feet. The mushroom top was even more alive than the pillar, seething and boiling in a white fury of creamy foam, sizzling upward and " then descending earthward, a thousand geysers rolled into one. It kept struggling in an elemental fury, like a creature in the act of breaking the bonds that held it down."'8 Given the degree to which it suffuses their world, that defense intellectuals themselves use a lot of sexual imagery does not seem especially surprising. Nor does it, by itself, constitute grounds for imputing motivation. For me, the interesting issue is not so much the imagery's psychodynamic origins, as how it functions. How does it serve to make it possible for strategic planners and other defense intellectuals to do their macabre work? How does it function in their construction of a work world that feels tenable? Several stories illustrate the complexity. During the summer program, a group of us visited the New London Navy base where nuclear submarines are homeported and the General Dynamics Electric Boat boatyards where a new Trident submarine was being constructed. At one point during the trip we took a tour of a nuclear powered submarine. When we reached the part of the sub where the missiles are housed, the officer accompanying us turned with a grin and asked if we wanted to stick our hands through a hole to "pat the missile." Pat the missile? The image reappeared the next week, when a lecturer scornfully declared that the only real reason for deploying cruise and Pershing II missiles in Western Europe was "so that our allies can pat them." Some months later, another group of us went to be briefed at NORAD (the North American Aerospace Defense Command). On the way back, our plane went to refuel at Offut Air Force Base, the Strategic Air Command headquarters near Omaha, Nebraska. When word leaked out that our landing would be delayed because the new B-1 bomber was in the area, the plane became charged with a tangible excitement that built as we flew in our holding pattern, people craning their necks to try to catch a glimpse of the B-1 in the skies, and climaxed as we touched down on the runway and hurtled past it. Later, when I returned to the Center I encountered a man who, unable to go on the trip, said to me enviously
[CONTINUED]
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, "I hear you got to pat a B-I." What is all this "patting"? What are men doing when they "pat" these high-tech phalluses? Patting is an assertion of intimacy, sexual possession, affectionate domination. The thrill and pleasure of "patting the missile" is the proximity of all that phallic power, the possibility of vicariously appropriating it as one's own. But if the predilection for patting phallic objects indicates something of the homoerotic excitement suggested by the language, it also has another side. For patting is not only an act of sexual intimacy. It is also what one does to babies, small children, the pet dog. One pats that which is small, cute, and harmless-not terrifyingly destructive. Pat it, and its lethality disappears. Much of the sexual imagery I heard was rife with the sort of ambiguity suggested by "patting the missiles." The imagery can be construed as a deadly serious display of the connections between masculine sexuality and the arms race. At the same time, it can also be heard as a way of minimizing the seriousness of militarist endeavors, of denying their deadly consequences. A former Pentagon target analyst, in telling me why he thought plans for "limited nuclear war" were ridiculous, said, "Look, you gotta understand that it's a pissing contest-you gotta expect them to use everything they've got." What does this image say? Most obviously, that this is all about competition for manhood, and thus there is tremendous danger. But at the same time, the image diminishes the contest and its outcomes, by representing it as an act of boyish mischief. 

The US trying to control nuclear armament is an expression of masculine control. 

Cohn, 87 –Ph.D., Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights. (Summer 1987, Carol, Sex and Death in the of Defense Intellectuals Source: Signs, Vol. 12, No. 4, Within and Without: Women, Gender, and Theory, pp. 687-718. Press Stable URL: 
 http://www.jstor.org/stable/3174209, JSTOR, SW). 
Rhetoric of nuclear deterrence entrenches the US’s masculine domination of the nuclear control. "Virginity" also made frequent, arresting, appearances in nuclear discourse. In the summer program, one professor spoke of India's explosion of a nuclear bomb as "losing her virginity"; the question of how the United States should react was posed as whether or not we should "throw her away." It is a complicated use of metaphor. Initiation into the nuclear world involves being deflowered, losing one's innocence, knowing sin, all wrapped up into one. Although the manly United States is no virgin, and proud of it, the double standard raises its head in the question of whether or not a woman is still worth anything to a man once she has lost her virginity. New Zealand's refusal to allow nuclear-armed or nuclear-powered warships into its ports prompted similar reflections on virginity. A good example is provided by Retired U.S. Air Force General Ross Milton's angry column in Air Force Magazine, entitled, "Nuclear Virginity." His tone is that of a man whose advances have been spurned. He is contemptuous of the woman's protestation that she wants to remain pure, innocent of nuclear weapons; her moral reluctance is a quaint and ridiculous throwback. But beyond contempt, he also feels outraged-after all, this is a woman we have paid for, who still will not come across. He suggests that we withdraw our goods and services-and then we will see just how long she tries to hold onto her virtue. 19

Rhetoric of nuclear deterrence entrenches the US’s masculine domination of the nuclear control. 

Cohn, 87 –Ph.D., Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights. (Summer 1987, Carol, Sex and Death in the of Defense Intellectuals Source: Signs, Vol. 12, No. 4, Within and Without: Women, Gender, and Theory, pp. 687-718. Press Stable URL: 
 http://www.jstor.org/stable/3174209, JSTOR, SW). 
The patriarchal bargain could not be laid out more clearly. Another striking metaphor of patriarchal power came early in the summer program, when one of the faculty was giving a lecture on deterrence. To give us a concrete example from outside the world of military strategy, he described having a seventeen-year-old son of whose TVwatching habits he disapproves. He deals with the situation by threatening to break his son's arm if he turns on the TV again. "That's deterrence!" he said triumphantly. What is so striking about this analogy is that at first it seems so inappropriate. After all, we have been taught to believe that nuclear deterrence is a relation between two countries of more or less equal strength, in which one is only able to deter the other from doing it great harm by threatening to do the same in return. But in this case, the partners are unequal, and the stronger one is using his superior force not to protect himself or others from grave injury but to coerce. But if the analogy seems to be a flawed expression of deterrence as we have been taught to view it, it is nonetheless extremely revealing about U.S. nuclear deterrence as an operational, rather than rhetorical or declaratory policy. What it suggests is the speciousness of the defensive rhetoric that surrounds deterrence-of the idea that we face an implacable enemy and that we stockpile nuclear weapons only in an attempt to defend ourselves. Instead, what we see is the drive to superior power as a means to exercise one's will and a readiness to threaten the disproportionate use of force in order to achieve one's own ends. There is no question here of recognizing competing but legitimate needs, no desire to negotiate, discuss, or compromise, and most important, no necessity for that recognition or desire, since the father carries the bigger stick.
Nuclear rhetoric is romanticized to demotionalize the ramifications of atomic weapons

Cohn, 87 –Ph.D., Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights. (Summer 1987, Carol, Sex and Death in the of Defense Intellectuals Source: Signs, Vol. 12, No. 4, Within and Without: Women, Gender, and Theory, pp. 687-718. Press Stable URL: 
 http://www.jstor.org/stable/3174209, JSTOR, SW). 
The United States frequently appeared in discussions about international politics as "father," sometimes coercive, sometimes benevolent, but always knowing best. The single time that any mention was made of countries other than the United States, our NATO allies, or the USSR was in a lecture on nuclear proliferation. The point was made that younger countries simply could not be trusted to know what was good for them, nor were they yet fully responsible, so nuclear weapons in their hands would be much more dangerous than in ours. The metaphor used was that of parents needing to set limits for their children. Domestic bliss Sanitized abstraction and sexual and patriarchal imagery, even if disturbing, seemed to fit easily into the masculinist world of nuclear war planning. What did not fit, what surprised and puzzled me most when I first heard it, was the set of metaphors that evoked images that can only be called domestic. 20 I am grateful to Margaret Cerullo, a participant in the first summer program, for reporting the use of this analogy to me and sharing her thoughts about this and other events in the program. The interpretation I give here draws strongly on hers. Nuclear missiles are based in "silos." On a Trident submarine, which carries twenty-four multiple warhead nuclear missiles, crew members call the part of the submarine where the missiles are lined up in their silos ready for launching "the Christmas tree farm." What could be more bucolic-farms, silos, Christmas trees? In the ever-friendly, even romantic world of nuclear weaponry, enemies "exchange" warheads; one missile "takes out" another; weapons systems can "marry up"; "coupling" is sometimes used to refer to the wiring between mechanisms of warning and response, or to the psychopolitical links between strategic (intercontinental) and theater (Europeanbased) weapons. The patterns in which a MIRVed missile's nuclear warheads land is known as a "footprint."21 These nuclear explosives are not dropped; a "bus" "delivers" them. In addition, nuclear bombs are not referred to as bombs or even warheads; they are referred to as "reentry vehicles," a term far more bland and benign, which is then shortened to "RVs," a term not only totally abstract and removed from the reality of a bomb but also resonant with the image of the recreational vehicles of the ideal family vacation. These domestic images must be more than simply one more form of distancing, one more way to remove oneself from the grisly reality behind the words; ordinary abstraction is adequate to that task. Something else, something very peculiar, is going on here. Calling the pattern in which bombs fall a "footprint" almost seems a willful distorting process, a playful, perverse refusal of accountability-because to be accountable to reality is to be unable to do this work. These words may also serve to domesticate, to tame the wild and uncontrollable forces of nuclear destruction. The metaphors minimize; they are a way to make phenomena that are beyond what the mind can encompass smaller and safer, and thus they are a way of gaining mastery over the unmasterable. The fire-breathing dragon under the bed, the one who threatens to incinerate your family, your town, your planet, becomes a pet you can pat. Using language evocative of everyday experiences also may simply serve to make the nuclear strategic community more comfortable with what they are doing. "PAL" (permissive action links) is the carefully constructed, friendly acronym for the electronic system designed to prevent the unauthorized firing of nuclear warheads. "BAMBI" was the acronym developed for an early version of an antiballistic missile system (for Ballistic Missile Boost Intercept). The president's Annual Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum, which outlines both short- and longrange plans for production of new nuclear weapons, is benignly referred to a1 MIRV stands for "multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicles." A MIRVed missile not only carries more than one warhead; its warheads can be aimed at different targets. 698 Summer 1987 / SIGNS as "the shopping list." The National Command Authorities choose from a "menu of options" when deciding among different targeting plans. The "cookie cutter" is a phrase used to describe a particular model of nuclear attack. Apparently it is also used at the Department of Defense to refer to the neutron bomb.a2 The imagery that domesticates, that humanizes insentient weapons, may also serve, paradoxically, to make it all right to ignore sentient human bodies, human lives.2' Perhaps it is possible to spend one's time thinking about scenarios for the use of destructive technology and to have human bodies remain invisible in that technological world precisely because that world itself now includes the domestic, the human, the warm, and playfulthe Christmas trees, the RVs, the affectionate pats. It is a world that is in some sense complete unto itself; it even includes death and loss.

Discourse around nuclear weapons attempts to manipulate man’s destruction into rebirth. 

Cohn, 87 –Ph.D., Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights. (Summer 1987, Carol, Sex and Death in the of Defense Intellectuals Source: Signs, Vol. 12, No. 4, Within and Without: Women, Gender, and Theory, pp. 687-718. Press Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3174209, JSTOR, SW).

The neutron bomb is notable for the active political contention that has occurred over its use and naming. It is a small warhead that produces six times the prompt radiation but slightly less blast and heat than typical fission warheads of the same yield. Pentagon planners see neutron bombs as useful in killing Soviet tank crews while theoretically leaving the buildings near the tanks intact. Of course, the civilians in the nearby buildings, however, would be killed by the same "enhanced radiation" as the tank crews. It is this design for protecting property while killing civilians along with soldiers that has led people in the antinuclear movement to call the neutron bomb "the ultimate capitalist weapon." However, in official parlance the neutron bomb is not called a weapon at all; it is an "enhanced radiation device." It is worth noting, however, that the designer of the neutron bomb did not conceive of it as an anti-tank personnel weapon to be used against the Russians. Instead, he thought it would be useful in an area where the enemy did not have nuclear weapons to use. (Samuel T. Cohen, in an interview on National Public Radio, as reported in Fred Kaplan, "The Neutron Bomb: What It Is, the Way It Works," Bulletin of Atomic Scientists [October 1981], 6.) 2 For a discussion of the functions of imagery that reverses sentient and insentient matter, that "exchange[s] . .. idioms between weapons and bodies," see Elaine Scarry, The Body in Pain: The Making and Unmaking of the World (New York: Oxford University Press, 1985), 60-157, esp. 67. 24 For further discussion of men's desire to appropriate from women the power of giving life and death, and its implications for men's war-making activities, see Dorothy Dinnerstein, 699 Cohn / DEFENSEI NTELLECTUALS telegram to the physicists at Chicago read, "Congratulations to the new parents. Can hardly wait to see the new arrival. "a At Los Alamos, the atom bomb was referred to as "Oppenheimer's baby." One of the physicists working at Los Alamos, Richard Feynman, writes that when he was temporarily on leave after his wife's death, he received a telegram saying, "The baby is expected on such and such a day. "6 At Lawrence Livermore, the hydrogen bomb was referred to as "Teller's baby," although those who wanted to disparage Edward Teller's contribution claimed he was not the bomb's father but its mother. They claimed that Stanislaw Ulam was the real father; he had the all important idea and inseminated Teller with it. Teller only "carried it" after that.27 Forty years later, this idea of male birth and its accompanying belittling of maternity-the denial of women's role in the process of creation and the reduction of "motherhood" to the provision of nurturance (apparently Teller did not need to provide an egg, only a womb)-seems thoroughly incorporated into the nuclear mentality, as I learned on a subsequent visit to U.S. Space Command in Colorado Springs. One of the briefings I attended included discussion of a new satellite system, the not yet "on line" MILSTAR system.2 The officer doing the briefing gave an excited recitation of its technical capabilities and then an explanation of the new Unified Space Command's role in the system. Self-effacingly he said, "We'll do the motherhood role-telemetry, tracking, and control-the maintenance." The Mermaid and the Minotaur (New York: Harper & Row, 1977). For further analysis of male birth imagery in the atomic bomb project, see Evelyn Fox Keller, "From Secrets of Life to Secrets of Death" (paper delivered at the Kansas Seminar, Yale University, New Haven, Conn., November 1986); and Easlea (n. 15 above), 81-116. a Lawrence is quoted by Herbert Childs in An American Genius: The Life of Ernest Orlando Lawrence (New York: E. P. Dutton, 1968), 340. ai Feynman writes about the telegram in Richard P. Feynman, "Los Alamos from Below," in Reminiscences of Los Alamos, 1943-1945, ed. Lawrence Badash, Joseph 0. Hirshfelder, and Herbert P. Broida (Dordrecht: D. Reidel Publishing Co., 1980), 130. 27 Hans Bethe is quoted as saying that "Ulam was the father of the hydrogen bomb and Edward was the mother, because he carried the baby for quite a while" (J. Bernstein, Hans Bethe: Prophet of Energy [New York: Basic Books, 1980], 95). 8 The MILSTAR system is a communications satellite system that is jam resistant, as well as having an "EMP-hardened capability." (This means that the electromagnetic pulse set off by a nuclear explosion would theoretically not destroy the satellites' electronic systems.) There are, of course, many things to say about the sanity and morality of the idea of the MILSTAR system and of spending the millions of dollars necessary to EMP-harden it. The most obvious point is that this is a system designed to enable the United States to fight a "protracted" nuclear war-the EMP-hardening is to allow it to act as a conduit for command and control of successive nuclear shots, long after the initial exchange. The practicality of the idea would also appear to merit some discussion-who and what is going to be communicating to and from after the initial exchange? And why bother to harden it against EMP when all an opponent has to do to prevent the system from functioning is to blow it up, a feat certain to become technologically feasible in a short time? But, needless to say, exploration of these questions was not part of the briefing. 700 Summer 1987 / SCGNS In light of the imagery of male birth, the extraordinary names given to the bombs that reduced Hiroshima and Nagasaki to ash and rubble"Little Boy" and "Fat Man"-at last become intelligible. These ultimate destroyers were the progeny of the atomic scientists-and emphatically 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.29 General Grove's triumphant cable to Secretary of War Henry Stimson at the Potsdam conference, informing him that the first atomic bomb test was successful read, after decoding: "Doctor has just returned most enthusiastic and confident that the little boy is as husky as his big brother. The light in his eyes discernible from here to Highhold and I could have heard his screams from here to my farm."30S timson, in turn, informed Churchill by writing him a note that read, "Babies satisfactorily born."31 In 1952, Teller's exultant telegram to Los Alamos announcing the successful test of the hydrogen bomb, "Mike," at Eniwetok Atoll in the Marshall Islands, read, "It's a boy."32 The nuclear scientists gave birth to male progeny with the ultimate power of violent domination over female Nature. The defense intellectuals' project is the creation of abstract formulations to control the forces the scientists created-and to participate thereby in their world-creating/destroying power. 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. 

Technostratigic language allows for emotional distance from the actions of nuclear war. 

Cohn, 87 –Ph.D., Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights. (Summer 1987, Carol, Sex and Death in the of Defense Intellectuals Source: Signs, Vol. 12, No. 4, Within and Without: Women, Gender, and Theory, pp. 687-718. Press Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3174209, JSTOR, SW).

A more subtle, but perhaps more important, element of learning the language is that, when you speak it, you feel in control. The experience of mastering the words infuses your relation to the material. You can get so good at manipulating the words that it almost feels as though the whole thing is under control. Learning the language gives a sense of what I would call cognitive mastery; the feeling of mastery of technology that is finally not controllable but is instead powerful beyond human comprehension, powerful in a way that stretches and even thrills the imagination. The more conversations I participated in using this language, the less frightened I was of nuclear war. How can learning to speak a language have such a powerful effect? One answer, I believe, is that the process of learning the language is itself a part of what removes you from the reality of nuclear war. I entered a world where people spoke what amounted to a foreign 704 Summer 1987 / SIGNS language, a language I had to learn if we were to communicate with one another. So I became engaged in the challenge of it-of decoding the acronyms and figuring out which were the proper verbs to use. My focus was on the task of solving the puzzles, developing language competencynot on the weapons and wars behind the words. Although my interest was in thinking about nuclear war and its prevention, my energy was elsewhere. By the time I was through, I had learned far more than a set of abstract words that refers to grisly subjects, for even when the subjects of a standard English and nukespeak description seem to be the same, they are, in fact, about utterly different phenomena. Consider the following descriptions, in each of which the subject is the aftermath of a nuclear attack: Everything was black, had vanished into the black dust, was destroyed. Only the flames that were beginning to lick their way up had any color. From the dust that was like a fog, figures began to loom up, black, hairless, faceless. They screamed with voices that were no longer human. Their screams drowned out the groans rising everywhere from the rubble, groans that seemed to rise from the very earth itself.37 [You have to have ways to maintain communications in a] nuclear environment, a situation bound to include EMP blackout, brute force damage to systems, a heavy jamming environment, and so on.38 There are no ways to describe the phenomena represented in the first with the language of the second. Learning to speak the language of defense analysts is not a conscious, cold-blooded decision to ignore the effects of nuclear weapons on real live human beings, to ignore the sensory, the emotional experience, the human impact. It is simply learning a new language, but by the time you are through, the content of what you can talk about is monumentally different, as is the perspective from which you speak. In the example above, the differences in the two descriptions of a "nuclear environment" stem partly from a difference in the vividness of the words themselves-the words of the first intensely immediate and evoca37 Hisako Matsubara, Cranes at Dusk (Garden City, N.Y.: Dial Press, 1985). The author was a child in Kyoto at the time the atomic bomb was dropped. Her description is based on the memories of survivors. 8 General Robert Rosenberg (formerly on the National Security Council staff during the Carter Administration), "The Influence of Policymaking on C31," Incidental Paper, Seminar on C3I (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University, Center for Information Policy Research, Spring 1980), 59. 705 Cohn / DEFENSEI NTELLECTUALS tive, the words of the second abstract and distancing. The passages also differ in their content; the first describes the effects of a nuclear blast on human beings, the second describes the impact of a nuclear blast on technical systems designed to assure the "command and control" of nuclear weapons. Both of these differences may stem from the difference of perspective: the speaker in the first is a victim of nuclear weapons, the speaker in the second is a user. The speaker in the first is using words to try to name and contain the horror of human suffering all around her; the speaker in the second is using words to ensure the possibility of launching the next nuclear attack. Technostrategic language can be used only to articulate the perspective of the users of nuclear weapons, not that of the victims.39 Thus, speaking the expert language not only offers distance, a feeling of control, and an alternative focus for one's energies; it also offers escapeescape from thinking of oneself as a victim of nuclear war. I do not mean this on the level of individual consciousness; it is not that defense analysts somehow convince themselves that they would not be among the victims of nuclear war, should it occur. But I do mean it in terms of the structural position the speakers of the language occupy and the perspective they get from that position. Structurally, speaking technostrategic language removes them from the position of victim and puts them in the position of the planner, the user, the actor. From that position, there is neither need nor way to see oneself as a victim; no matter what one deeply knows or believes about the likelihood of nuclear war, and no matter what sort of terror or despair the knowledge of nuclear war's reality might inspire, the speakers of technostrategic language are positionally allowed, even forced, to escape that awareness, to escape viewing nuclear war from the position of the victim, by virtue of their linguistic stance as users, rather than victims, of nuclear weaponry

The discourse of war is structured around nuclear weapons shifting the focus to loss of weapons and making loss of human life “collateral damage”.

Cohn, 87 –Ph.D., Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights. (Summer 1987, Carol, Sex and Death in the of Defense Intellectuals Source: Signs, Vol. 12, No. 4, Within and Without: Women, Gender, and Theory, pp. 687-718. Press Stable URL: 
 http://www.jstor.org/stable/3174209, JSTOR, SW). 
Their justification for continuing to use these models is that "other people" (unnamed, and on asking, unnameable) believe in them and that they therefore have an important reality ("Nuclear Nonsense," Foreign Policy, no. 58 [Spring 1985], 28-52). 44 Charles Krauthammer, "Will Star Wars Kill Arms Control?" New Republic, no. 3,653 (January 21, 1985), 12-16. 710 Summer1 987/ SIGNS powerful than the bomb dropped on Hiroshima, and the aggressor, whose homeland is still untouched, "ends up worse off"? How is it possible to think this? Even abstract language and abstract thinking do not seem to be a sufficient explanation. I was only able to "make sense of it" when I finally asked myself the question that feminists have been asking about theories in every discipline: What is the reference point? Who (or what) is the subject here? In other disciplines, we have frequently found that the reference point for theories about "universal human phenomena" has actually been white men. In technostrategic discourse, the reference point is not white men, it is not human beings at all; it is the weapons themselves. The aggressor thus ends up worse off than the aggressed because he has fewer weapons left; human factors are irrelevant to the calculus of gain and loss. In "regime A" and throughout strategic discourse, the concept of "incentive" is similarly distorted by the fact that weapons are the subjects of strategic paradigms. Incentive to strike first is present or absent according to a mathematical calculus of numbers of "surviving" weapons. That is, incentive to start a nuclear war is discussed not in terms of what possible military or political ends it might serve but, instead, in terms of numbers of weapons, with the goal being to make sure that you are the guy who still has the most left at the end. Hence, it is frequently stated that MIRVed missiles create strategic instability because they "give you the incentive to strike first." Calculating that two warheads must be targeted on each enemy missile, one MIRVed missile with ten warheads would, in theory, be able to destroy five enemy missiles in their silos; you destroy more of theirs than you have expended of your own. You win the numbers game. In addition, if you do not strike first, it would theoretically take relatively few of their MIRVed missiles to destroy a larger number of your own-so you must, as they say in the business, "use 'em or lose 'em." Many strategic analysts fear that in a period of escalating political tensions, when it begins to look as though war may be inevitable, this combination makes "the incentive to strike first" well nigh irresistible. Incentive to launch a nuclear war arises from a particular configuration of weapons and their hypothetical mathematical interaction. Incentive can only be so narrowly defined because the referents of technostrategic paradigms are weapons-not human lives, not even states and state power. The fact that the subjects of strategic paradigms are weapons has several important implications. First, and perhaps most critically, there simply is no way to talk about human death or human societies when you are using a language designed to talk about weapons. Human death simply is "collateral damage"-collateral to the real subject, which is the weapons themselves. Second, if human lives are not the reference point, then it is not only impossible to talk about humans in this language, it also becomes in some 711 Cohn / DEFENSEI NTELLECTUALS sense illegitimate to ask the paradigm to reflect human concerns. Hence, questions that break through the numbing language of strategic analysis and raise issues in human terms can be dismissed easily. No one will claim that the questions are unimportant, but they are inexpert, unprofessional, irrelevant to the business at hand to ask. The discourse among the experts remains hermetically sealed. The problem, then, is not only that the language is narrow but also that it is seen by its speakers as complete or whole unto itself-as representing a body of truths that exist independently of any other truth or knowledge. The isolation of this technical knowledge from social or psychological or moral thought, or feelings, is all seen as legitimate and necessary. The outcome is that defense intellectuals can talk about the weapons that are supposed to protect particular political entities, particular peoples and their way of life, without actually asking if weapons can do it, or if they are the best way to do it, or whether they may even damage the entities you are supposedly protecting. It is not that the men I spoke with would say that these are invalid questions. They would, however, simply say that they are separate questions, questions that are outside what they do, outside their realm of expertise. So their deliberations go on quite independently, as though with a life of their own, disconnected from the functions and values they are supposedly to serve. Finally, the third problem is that this discourse has become virtually the only legitimate form of response to the question of how to achieve security. If the language of weaponry was one competing voice in the discussion, or one that was integrated with others, the fact that the referents of strategic paradigms are only weapons would be of little note. But when we realize that the only language and expertise offered to those interested in pursuing peace refers to nothing but weapons, its limits become staggering, and its entrapping qualities-the way in which, once you adopt it, it becomes so hard to stay connected to human concernsbecome more comprehensible. 

LINK – REALIST DISCOURSE

The realist discourse of the AFF renders women invisible in the political sphere and legitimizes a gender dichotomy

Blanchard 3—PhD Candidate in the School of International. Relations at USC (Eric, “Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory”, Summer 2003, JSTOR, p. 1292, JB)
Feminists in IR argue that realism, dominated by elite, white, male practitioners, is a patriarchal discourse that renders women invisible from the high politics of IR even as it depends on women's subjugation as a "'domesticated' figure whose 'feminine' sensibilities are both at odds with and inconsequential to the harsh 'realities' of the public world of men and states" (Runyan and Peterson 1991, 68-69). Feminists in IR explain the exclusion of women from foreign policy decision making by pointing to the "extent to which international politics is such a thoroughly masculinized sphere of activity that women's voices are considered inauthentic" (Tickner 1992, 4). Women's traditional exclusion from the military and continuing lack of access to political power at times presents women with a "catch-22" situation. For example, the importance of a candidate's military service as a qualification for government office in U.S. political campaigns puts women, who cannot appeal to this experience, at a disadvantage in obtaining the elite status of national office and thus the ability to affect defense and security policies (Tobias 1990; cf. Elshtain 2000, 445). 

LINK – HUMAN RIGHTS DISCOURSE

Link and Impact Turn - your human rights rhetoric actually limits women’s rights.

Bunch, 90 She founded the Center for Women's Global Leadership,  recipient of the Eleanor Roosevelt Award for Human Rights,  currently a member of the Advisory Committee for the Human Rights Watch Women's Rights Division,  recently served on the Advisory Committee for the Secretary General’s 2006 Report to the General Assembly on Violence against Women (Charlotte, “Women’s Rights as Human Rights: Towards a Re-Vision of Human Rights”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/762496, JPW)

Among nongovernmental organizations, women are rarely a priority, and Human Rights Day programs on 10 December seldom include discussion of issues like violence against women or reproductive rights. When it is suggested that governments and human rights organizations should respond to women's rights as concerns that deserve such attention, a number of excuses are offered for why this cannot be done. The responses tend to follow one or more of these lines: (1) sex discrimination is too trivial, or not as important, or will come after larger issues of survival that require more serious attention; (2) abuse of women, while regrettable, is a cultural, private, or individual issue and not a political matter requiring state action; (3) while appropriate or other action, women's rights are not human rights per se; or (4) when the abuse of women is recognized, it is considered inevitable or so pervasive that any consideration of it is futile or will overwhelm other human rights questions. It is important to challenge these responses. The narrow definition of human rights, recognized by many in the West as solely a matter of state violation of civil and political liberties, impedes consideration of women's rights. In the United States the concept has been further limited by some who have used it as a weapon in the cold war almost exclusively to challenge human rights abuses perpetrated in communist countries. Even then, many abuses that affected women, such as forced pregnancy in Romania, were ignored.

LINK – SECURITIZATION/MILITARISM

Masculine militarization and securitization entrenches subordinated groups in dichotomies and structural  violence—the constant state of emergency legitimizes the war against the feminine

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 56=57, JB)

A willingness to engage in violence is built into our constructions of masculinitv and is exacerbated by militarization-the extension of military practices into civilian life. And to the extent that we define national security as the duty: and protection of sovereignty, militarization becomes hard to avoid. Believing that peace requires preparation for war, we become locked into arms races and other self-perpetuating cycles. These involve sacrificing social welfare objectives in in favor of defense spending and training young people—men and women—to risk lives and practice violence in the name of putatively higher objectives. There are no simple formulas for determining appropriate trade-offs "butter” and “guns,” and we are not suggesting that security concerns are illusory or easily resolved .But not suggesting that violence because the actual costs are very great. Moreover, the  security in a climate of militarization, we must be careful to assess the ostensible gains from encouraging  s e:unty in military terms-understood the systemic  insecurity of indirect or structural violence. The latter arises from social, economic, and political structures that increase the vulnerability of particular groups to forms of harm.(eg, greater infant mortality among  poor women who have reduced access to hearth-cares services). Structural violence especially affects the lives of women and other subordinated groups. When we ignore this fact, we ignore the security of the majority of the planet’s occupants. Finally, because violence is gendered, militarization has a reciprocal relationship to masculinist ideologies: the macho effects of military activities, the objectifying effects of military technologies, and the violent effects of military spending interact, escalating not only arms races but also direct and indirect sexual violence. What the gendered division of violence constructs is a world shaped by hostile force and the naturalization of war against “the feminine.” In a self-repeating cycle, threats (real or fictive) increase preparations for defense and/or retaliation that are inextricable from conditions of structural violence. An oppositional lens magnifies and legitimates self-other, us-them, friend-enemy, aggressive-passive, soldier-victim, and protector-protected dichotomies. The latter dichotomy is institutionalized in protection rackets: creating a threat and then charging for protection against it. Some theorists argue that nation-states engage in such rackets by creating a system of mutually threatening centralized governments and charging citizens taxes and military service to support defense of state boundaries. Feminists have similarly identified marriage as a protection racket. Under conditions of systemic male violence, women are forced to seek protection by entering into disadvantageous marriages to individual men. People often fail to see the repetition of the same pattern in different situations, to recognize the self-perpetuating and costly nature of this violence, and to seek a way to break theses elf-destructive cycles. 
The Aff’s participation in realist securitization ignores the individual and focuses on the state, thus excluding women
Ruiz 04 (Tricia Ruiz, BS Geography and International Studies, California State University-Hayward 2004 Feminist Theory and International Relations: The Feminist Challenge to Realism and Liberalism) AK

This leads to the next question: what are the main topics in IR, and what do feminists have to say about these issues? Theories of realism and liberalism will be considered in presenting feminist critiques of how IR issues are traditionally framed and addressed. Realism centers its theoretical structure on how the state seeks power and defends its national interests against other competing states within a global anarchy, or where there is the lack of authority higher than the state. States seek security through a balance of power in the international arena, primarily through military means, and resorting to war, if necessary. Realists generally view the state as the key actor in international politics, and de-emphasize – or, as feminist theory argues, ignore -- the role of the individual. Much feminist IR theory stems from a critique of realism, whose socially constructed worldview continues to guide much thought about world politics. First, feminists argue that realists overvalue the role of the state in defining international relations, without questioning how the state itself is internally structured, politically and socially. Feminist theory would consider how the state includes, or excludes, the views of its individual citizens, and how, in turn, the state’s domestic views translate into foreign policies. In challenging the concepts of a state defending its national interests, feminists would ask: who is defining the national interests? If women were included in such discussions, would the national interest be interpreted differently, and if so, how? How would such an outlook change foreign policy? How would the definition of security change? Would military and defense capabilities still be atop the agenda? Would women necessarily be less militaristic in their approach to IR issues? An example of how gender studies might reflect a state’s sociopolitical construction is reflected in a recent empirical study completed by Mark Tessler and Ina Warriner. To discover links between gender, feminism, and international relations within and among societies, Tessler and Warriner based their analysis on survey data from four areas in the Middle East, each quite different from one another socially, politically, and ideologically: Israel, Egypt, Palestine, and Kuwait. Seeing as how the Middle East offers an ideal example of states acting as realist actors, their findings are quite relevant to feminist IR theory. Three points deserve emphasis: women are not more pacific than men in their attitudes toward international conflict regardless of the sex...[of the survey participant], persons who express greater concern for the status and role of women, and particularly for equality between women and men, are more likely than other[s]...to believe that the international disputes in which their country is involved should be resolved through diplomacy and compromise the promotion of progressive values...is likely to increase support in the Middle East for peace through diplomacy and compromise.15 Though the authors note these relationships can be better understood by including other countries in such studies,16 their analysis shows that first, women are not necessarily pacifists by nature, and second, having key actors in the state system who believe in gender equality can be linked to increased use of diplomacy and compromise in their state’s foreign policy. Another feminist critique of realism concerns how realists define and emphasize power in IR discussions. Feminists would ask: who defines power, who has it, and how is it used? If power is defined by a patriarchal and realist society, which seeks global balances of power, then power is equated with military and economic strength. But how would this change if the discussion included women’s viewpoints? Would the indicators of power be measured differently? Would power be seen as leadership in peace agreements, or might it be measured in terms of the ability to achieve transnational cooperation? In relation to realism, feminist theory is clear: realism is the antithesis to achieving gender equality, both in discussion and practice, and even in its tools of war and security, patriarchy remains the central theme. States are the actors and the individual is of little importance. When the individual is de- emphasized, there is even less acknowledgement of a female individual, which effectively excludes feminist discussion.

LINK – Security
Security discourse is gendered and reproduces the conflicts it identifies – a gendered understanding of IR is essential to overcome these inevitable conflicts

Shepherd 07 [Laura J., Dept of Political Science and International Studies, U of Birmingham (UK), “'Victims, Perpetrators and Actors' Revisited:1 Exploring the Potential for a Feminist Reconceptualisation of (International) Security and (Gender) Violence” British Journal of Politics and International Relations, Volume 9 Issue 2]

I offer a feminist reconceptualisation of (international) security and (gender) violence because the current conceptualisations are not adequate for the task of thinking gender differently in the context of violence and security. They do not allow for the development of theory or practice that is capable of addressing the complexities inherent in these issues. As Wendy Brown argues, 'What suspicion about the naturalness of gender subordination persists when feminism addresses only the wrongs done to women and not the socially produced capacity for women to be wronged, to be victims?' (Brown 2003, 11). In the context of security, investigating this capacity manifests in a curiosity about 'what Foucault would have called the overall discursive fact that security is spoken about at all' (Dillon 1996, 14) and the ways in which performances of security discourse function to (re)produce particular configurations of social/political reality. From Existence to Violent Reproduction Surveying two bodies of literature, one concerned with security situated firmly in the discipline of International Relations and the other more broadly sociological, addressing violence and gender, demands that careful consideration is given to the links between them. In the discussion of the literature on violence, I draw out the ways in which the various approaches conceptualise the referent object of their analyses, and how they conceive of threat—in this case, violence. Similarly, in the discussion of the security literature, I question how different approaches to security conceive of the referent object of security, and how they too conceive of threat. In both cases, I offer a discourse-theoretic account that emphasises the (re)productive function of violence in the ordering of social/political reality. However, the critique is structured such that the links between the literatures can be effectively highlighted, rather than proceeding with each literature in turn, as illustrated in Table 1. Sovereign Individuals, Sovereign States The foundational assumptions of every body of literature are often implicit, or taken to be unproblematic. Each literature, in this case that which addresses 'violence against women' and that which addresses 'national security', speaks to a specific manifestation of violence and is informed by a particular logic of gender and security. On its own terms, each literature is internally both coherent and consistent, although there are significant differences between the ways in which this coherence and consistency is constructed. In this section, I proceed as outlined in Table 1, exploring the literature on 'violence against women' and 'national security' to investigate the ways in which (gender) violence and (international) security are conceptualised within these works. Jill Radford, Liz Kelly and Marianne Hester are prominent researchers concerned with 'violence against women' and they situate their work in a context of the debates within wider feminist theorising, stating that 'throughout the 1980s a series of separations occurred, of women's studies from feminism; of theoretical writing from women's lived experiences; of knowledge creation from activism' (Radford et al. 1996, 8). Their implicit placement within these dualities is on the side of an activist feminism concerned with 'women's lived experiences'. Researching and writing about 'violence against women' has a particular, albeit internally differentiated, politics that differs in several key ways from researching and writing about 'gender violence', and one aspect of this is the location articulated by Radford, Kelly and Hester above. Researching 'violence against women' is an explicit challenge to the self-proclaimed objectivist and value-free research programmes of mainstream social science. This can be understood as a political undertaking in two main ways; research was conducted 'with the aim of achieving a description as well as a comprehensive understanding of the problem' (Dobash and Dobash 1992, 283, emphasis added). These two aspects—the description and the understanding—were conceived as separable and separate. It is vital to note that the academic study of 'violence against women' claims as its intellectual heritage critically important activity and activism in communities throughout the UK and the US. 'Starting at the grass roots level, feminists named its existence ... and began to put into place an underground network of shelters and safe houses for women. Only then did significant numbers of mental health professionals, social science researchers ... and policy makers begin to notice' (Bograd 1988, 11). Research that focuses on 'violence against women' posits women as coherent and stable subjects whose life experiences can be ameliorated by appropriate policy practice. This approach identifies materially determined gendered individuals as a result of its empirical approach to the study of politics and social life. The notion of sovereignty is central here, and provides an important link to the literature on international security. The subject constructed through the discourse of 'violence against women' is assumed sovereign, the 'women' affected by violence have sovereign rights over their own material forms and should not therefore be subjected to violence. Moreover, this sovereignty is pre-constituted and taken to be an empirical 'reality'. In a similar manner, the assumed sovereignty of the state is the foundational truth claim of literature on 'national security', which I discuss in the following paragraphs. Both internal and external sovereignty are central to the conception of the state that informs conventional IR security literature, and the logical corollary of this conception constructs the state system as anarchic. Realist IR theory 'sees' the state as its object of analysis and therefore '[s]tates are the principle referent objects of security because they are both the framework of order and the highest sources of governing authority' (Buzan 1991, 22). Within both classical (or 'political') realism and neo-realism (or 'structural realism'), the state is represented as a unitary actor.10 Both variants proceed according to the assumption that all human existence is bounded by states, according to the assertion that states are the primary object of analysis. If, as Kenneth Waltz claims, '[s]tatesmen and military leaders are responsible for the security of their states ... no one at all is responsible for humanity' (Waltz 1959, 416), then states are further assumed to be the object to which security policy and practice refers and humans can only be secured to the extent that they are citizens of a given state. John Herz's conception of the 'security dilemma' is explicitly premised on assumptions regarding the potential of human nature, and therefore state behaviour, to provide circumstances of collaboration and co-operation. The 'human nature' under discussion is, on closer inspection, the nature of 'man' (see Morgenthau 1973, 15–16), and is thus problematic in its partiality as well as its pessimism. Insecurity, according to Herz, stems from a fundamental social constellation ... where groups live alongside each other without being organised into a higher unity ... Since none can ever feel entirely secure in such a world ... power competition ensues and the vicious circle of security and power accumulation is on (Herz 1950, 157). The 'fundamental social constellation' posited by classical realists is a population of rational, unitary, masculine entities that will never, and can never, be otherwise. The concept of security driving these prescriptions is premised on a particular vision of the social relations between states, and furthermore constructs a particular notion of what is considered to be a security threat within this conceptualisation, as eternal and external to the state. While 'human nature' drives state behaviours according to classical realists, neo-realist assumptions concerning the construction of security in an anarchic system appeal to a structural logic of uncertainty. 'Uncertainty is a synonym for life, and nowhere is uncertainty greater than in international politics' (Waltz 1993, 58). The necessity of security behaviours is thus derived from the anarchic system and 'rests on the argument that the distribution and character of military power are the root causes of war and peace' (Mearsheimer 1990, 6). Thus threats, reduced to external violences and ultimately war between states, are perpetual, a theoretical move that serves to perpetuate the understanding of security as reducible to military force. This functions to blind those working within a conceptualisation of 'national security' to the possibility that threats are variously constructed depending on context. Moreover, the structural context of anarchy that is taken to be a foundational reality within this conceptualisation prescribes and proscribes certain behaviours that are then never opened to critical scrutiny, a point to which I return in the conclusion of this article. The Social Construction of Individuals and States Although researchers working on 'violence against women' would identify (patriarchal) power structures that 

Continued below...

LINK – Security 
facilitate the continuation of violence against women, thinking about 'gender violence' enables a more sensitive understanding of the representation of women as simultaneously 'victims, perpetrators [and] ... actors' (Moser and Clark 2001) and the different conceptualisation of power that this representation entails. The conceptualisation of power that underpins work on 'gender violence' is implicated in the conceptualisation of violence. Caroline Moser suggests that there is a 'gendered continuum of conflict and violence' (Moser 2001, 31), and, moreover, that this continuum is a result of the ways in which 'gender is embedded in relations of power/powerlessness' (ibid., 37). While I sustain the challenge to a unidirectional power–violence relationship as offered by work on 'violence against women', the 'embedded' nature of gender in power as suggested by Moser and others does not fully problematise the links between masculinity and violence that are assumed by the previous literature. In an attempt to move beyond what she terms 'gender traditionalism', in which gender is readable from sex and differences between genders are thus biological, and 'gender liberalism', which stresses the equality of the genders despite differences between them, both of which 'can combine in unfortunate ways ... to prevent gender from being seen as significant or explanatory' (Cockburn 2001, 14), Cynthia Cockburn develops a subtle and thoughtful account of gender violence with specific reference to situations of armed conflict. Centralising the power inherent in gender relations enables the 'uncovering [of] the differentiation and asymmetry of masculine and feminine as governing principles, idealized qualities, practices or symbols' (ibid., 16). However, Cockburn 'calls, first, for a sensitivity to gender difference' (ibid., 28, emphasis in original) that I believe may undermine the utility of this approach. It does, in a way, put the empirical cart before the theoretical horse. If difference between the genders is taken as a starting point for the analysis of gender, then the (re)production of this difference is obscured from critical attention. However, this approach, in contrast to research addressing 'violence against women', does not assume sovereignty of a stable subject. Attention is paid to the ways in which individuals are both product and productive of their social environments, positing a socially constructed individual within a similarly socially constructed matrix of gender relations. Gender is therefore not assumed to be a transhistorical or universal system of identity production, nor is it assumed that individuals experience gender in the same way, even within a particular social/political context. This emphasises the ontological difference between research on 'violence against women' and 'gender violence'. The former assumes a material reality and, in the context of gender, gender can thus be read unproblematically from sexed bodies. The latter approach focuses on gender as a social construct, where sexed bodies are gendered in accordance to variable matrices of gender norms. Those who work within a conceptualisation of 'international security' are more loosely bound by their theoretical assumptions and research priorities than those who work on 'national security'. The literature on 'international security' incorporates work on 'human security', 'critical security' and 'common security'.11 The literature represents a variety of different theoretical frameworks, and draws heavily on representations of, and arguments concerning, 'global civil society' and cosmopolitanism, as I discuss further below. However, in this analysis I treat these works as minimally unitary, and label them 'international security' for three interconnected reasons.12 Primarily, the term 'international' easily differentiates this approach from the literature on 'national security'. Second, the use of the modifier 'international' denotes the association of this approach with global, or universal, values. Third, the term resonates with the discipline in which this literature is situated—International Relations. Often tracing its heritage back to the 1994 United Nations Development Program (UNDP) Human Development Report,13 which includes a chapter entitled 'New Dimensions of Human Security', work on 'international security' seeks to reconceptualise security such that the referent object is no longer conceived, as in 'national security', as the sovereign state (see Newman 2001, 240; Booth 2004, 5). As Matt McDonald explains, this reconceptualisation is 'a potential response to the growing insecurity of security' (McDonald 2002, 277) and incorporates several of the critiques discussed above. Roland Paris argues that this 'paradigm shift' does not necessarily represent a coherent research agenda (Paris 2001, 92–93), but recognises that this work comprises 'a distinct branch of security studies that explores the particular conditions that affect the survival of individuals, groups and societies' (Paris 2001, 102). Broadly, the analytical focus of 'international security' is 'we, the peoples' (Dunne and Wheeler 2004) and research within this conceptualisation requires the recognition of 'both the indivisibility of human rights and security, and the concomitant responsibility to rescue those trapped in situations of violence, poverty and ill-health' (ibid., 20). Theorists of 'international security' have argued that '[e]ven though state-based conceptions of security have taken precedence, alternative ways of thinking that give priority to individual and social dimensions of security' are also possible (Bilgin 2003, 203). If 'anarchy is what states make of it' (Wendt 1992, 395) and states are not constructed as the unproblematic unitary rational actors pursuing defensive policies, as assumed by theorists of 'national security', then co-operation is as likely as hostility in the domain of international relations. In fact, it is argued, conceiving of security as 'international' highlights the importance of relations between states and the salience of the construction of an 'international community' (McRae 2001, 19). However, just as the state is asserted as autonomous within the conceptualisation of 'national security', as I have described above, in this conceptualisation 'international security' is similarly asserted as relational. These assumptions are in opposition but are equally problematic, as both assumptions treat the state and the international as predetermined objective realities, which impacts on the ways in which it is possible to conceptualise security. Richard McRae (2001, 20), for example, argues that 'global civil society' needs to address the issues of insecurity facing those 'citizens of ... noncountries' (ibid., 19) whose governments are unable to provide adequate security measures. Tim Dunne and Nick Wheeler also cite the co-operation of 'an alliance of states and transnational civil society' (Dunne and Wheeler 2004, 10), needed to 'rescue those trapped in situations of poverty and violence' (ibid., 20). Recognising the 'structural inequalities generated by global capitalism' (ibid., 16) goes some way towards challenging the assumptions of 'national security' literature, in the same way as work on 'gender violence' offers sustainable critiques of the literature on 'violence against women'. However, theories of 'international security' neither take into account the implications of their representations of a 'global civil society' vs. citizens of 'noncountries' who need rescuing, nor engage in critical discussion of the very notion of 'global civil society'. The concept of 'global civil society' is ideologically and normatively loaded with implications of its global reach, its civilised nature and its social form. All of these characteristics are in opposition to their relevant 'others', the local/parochial, the uncivilised and the forms of behaviour associated with states and international institutions, all of which are conceived of as negative.14 Despite this, the construction of 'global civil society' is under-theorised, represented unproblematically in the literature on 'international security' and assumed to confer authority and legitimacy in the realms of morality, efficacy, democracy and social cohesion (Scholte 2002, 159–164). Furthermore, 'international security', in both broadening and deepening the concept of threat (Booth 2005b, 14–15), implicitly conveys the urgency and priority built into the concept of security propounded by work on 'national security', in which security is, as discussed above, 'the highest end' (Waltz 1979, 126). 'An implicit assumption ... is that the elevation of issues of human rights, economic inequality and environmental change, for example, to the realm of security will allow greater priority to these issues' (McDonald 2002, 277). Even as it problematises the conceptualisation of security evidenced in the conceptualisation of 'national security', literature on 'international security' tends to naturalise it, constructing security as a 'single continuum ... protected and enhanced by a series of interlocking instruments and policies' (McRae 2001, 22). This suggests that the approach to 'national security' is broadly valid, needing only supplementary analysis to fill in the gaps rather than a thorough reconceptualisation of its basic organisational concepts. The assumptions underpinning literature on 'international security' lead to policy prescriptions premised on the triumph of liberal values, implemented by 'a progressive alliance between ... cosmopolitan transnational civil society and enlightened state leaders' (Booth 2004, 6). The formation of an informed and activist global civil society, with all the problems inherent within that concept, is seen as a necessary step to the provision of security. Well-established international institutions and collectives capable of providing security and guaranteeing freedoms are also vital on this view. Ultimately, the critique I offer is concerned that the conceptualisation of 'international security' I discuss here 'constitutes a Western project, predicated on the values of the developing world' (McDonald 2002, 293). In the articulation of this conceptualisation of 'international security', the values upon which the prescriptions are founded are not opened to critical scrutiny, and effect closure on the ways in which it is possible to think not only about security but also international relations more broadly. The ontological assumptions of this second approach differentiate it from work on 'national security', as this approach posits the international as a socially constructed zone of co-operation rather than assuming the reality of an anarchic international domain. However, violence and threat are still ever-present in this conceptualisation,  but thoughtful security policy and practice can ameliorate the situations of individuals, societies, communities, states. ...15 These subjects are recognised as constructs of their social/political milieu on this view. Just as research on 'gender violence' does not see a universal  stability to matrices of gender norms, research on 'international security' investigates the ways in which norms and ideas function in international relations to construct the subjects of inquiry—states. In the following section I map out an alternative approach to the study of violence, security and the international, arguing that states and subjectivity can be conceived differently with potentially radical ramifications for the discipline of IR. Performances of State and Subjectivity I find it far more persuasive to conceptualise gender violence, of which violence against women is a part, as violences that are both gendered and gendering. Power is conceived of within this mode of analysis as productive, a conceptualisation that Peter Digeser has called 'the fourth face of power' (Digeser 1992, 980). Influenced by the theorising of Foucault, 'the critical issue is, "What kind of subject is being produced?" ' (ibid), and, through which discursive practices are these subjects being produced? Thinking about 'the violent reproduction of gender' allows for the consideration of the ways in which culturally and historically specific narratives or discourses produce particular understandings of notions of violence, gender and power, thus enabling the emergence of gendered subjects. By analysing the ways in which these subjects are temporarily 'fixed' 

Continued below..

LINK – Security 
through discursive practice, through their performance, it is possible to investigate 'the discursive practice by which matter is rendered irreducible'—that is, how it comes to be accepted that subjects embody a pre-given materiality—and to refuse the conceptual bracketing of the 'problematic gendered matrix' that organises the logic of this materiality (Butler 1993, 29). To illustrate this perspective, it is possible to make meaning of rape as an instance of the violent reproduction of gender. I am not disputing the 'reality' of rape as a crime; rather, I follow Sharon Marcus when she asserts that 'rape is a question of language, interpretation and subjectivity' (Marcus 1992, 387). Along with Marcus, I am working towards the formulation of a politics of rape, which conceives of the act itself, the circumstances which 'allow' for the act, the immediate and long-term legal procedures following the act and associated reportage and documentation as equally implicated and important in the theorising of rape, arguing 'against the political efficacy of seeing rape as the fixed reality of women's lives, against an identity politics which defines women by our violability' (ibid.). The legal definition of rape was amended under section 1 of the UK Sexual Offences Act 2003. Section 1 of the Sexual Offences Act 1956 stated that '[i]t is an offence for a man to rape a woman or another man'; the relevant legislation now rules that 'A person (A) commits an offence if—(i) he intentionally penetrates the vagina, anus or mouth of another person (B) with his penis; (ii) B does not consent to the penetration; and (iii) A does not reasonably believe that B consents' (OPSI 2003). This legal definition of rape is interesting on many levels, but for the purposes of this analysis I would like to consider the implications of closing off the discursive space for women to be agents of rape. Rape can be seen as a culturally sanctioned masculine realm; although the legislation talks of 'men' the assumption is that masculinities will map on to socially defined 'male' bodies, following the myths of a 'natural' gender order. In the UK, rape is discursively constructed as a resource of gender violence, a violent means of inscribing the boundaries between masculinities and femininities, apparent from the outset once the legal definition of rape has been examined. Research that addresses the 'violent reproduction of the international' conceives of security as a set of discourses rather than as something that can be achieved either in absolute or relative terms, and is also concerned with the demarcation of boundaries in the study and practice of I/international R/relations.16 Engaging with research that works within this conceptualisation can explore how these discourses function to reproduce, through various strategies, domains of the international with which IR is self-consciously concerned. Thus the violences and the threats, as much as the states and security itself, are interpreted though the practices that enable individuals as social beings to make sense of their social location and identity. Literature that addresses 'the violent reproduction of gender' conceives of violence as a site at which genders are reproduced; literature that addresses the 'violent reproduction of the international' conceives of violence, of which security practice and policy is an integral part, as sites at which the international is reproduced. Including not just acts of inter-state war, but also instances of civil conflict and oppressive practices within and between states, expanding further to problematise the legal structures, policy practices and the research that guides these, theorists are enabled to investigate the ways in which these acts of violence articulated through discourses of security function to perpetuate 'the international' as various spatial and conceptual realms. Thus, within this conceptualisation it is possible to say that states, acting as unitary authoritative entities, perform violences, but also that violences, in the name of security, perform states. Undertaking research within this conceptualisation allows for a holistic perspective on the ways in which discourses of security reproduce grammatically correct narratives of identity and being-in-the-world, of which in international relations the 'international' is a key organising concept. One aspect of the ways in which discourses of security, and the violences undertaken with reference to these discourses, function within international relations is to delimit the state as boundary between the domestic and the international realms. States are assumed to be unitary and authoritative, to maintain both internal and external sovereignty, and furthermore, it is assumed that the internal organisation of the state is undertaken in the best interests of the citizenship—to protect and serve the population. Unsettling 'the international' as an a priori unsafe/safe domain (in the discourses of 'national security' and 'international security', respectively) challenges this truth of security as propounded by the two conceptualisations outlined above. Considering the ways in which this domain is (re)produced is vital to understanding how security functions as a discourse. James Der Derian addresses the 'new technological practice' of simulation as a means of identifying 'the reality principle that international relations theory in general seeks to save' (Der Derian 1990, 300). The reality principle of the international as a conceptual domain is undermined by the intertextuality of simulation and policy procedure and discourses of security help to reassert the primacy of the international in the ways described above, through the identification of objective threats, the construction of international order and the perpetuation of the myth of the state. Towards a Feminist Reconceptualisation As Spike Peterson and Jacqui True comment, 'our sense of self-identity and security may seem disproportionately threatened by societal challenge to gender ordering' (Peterson and True 1998, 17). That is, the performance of gender is immanent in the performance of security and vice versa, both concern issues of ontological cohesion (as illustrated in Table 2). Taking this on board leads me to the conclusion that perhaps security is best conceived of as referring to ontological rather than existential identity effects. Security, if seen as performative of particular configurations of social/political order, is inherently gendered and inherently related to violence. Violence, on this view, performs an ordering function—not only in the theory/practice of security and the reproduction of the international, but also in the reproduction of gendered subjects. Butler acknowledges that 'violence is done in the name of preserving western values' (Butler 2004, 231); that is, the ordering function that is performed through the violences investigated here, as discussed above, organises political authority and subjectivity in an image that is in keeping with the values of the powerful, often at the expense of the marginalised. 'Clearly, the west does not author all violence, but it does, upon suffering or anticipating injury, marshal violence to preserve its borders, real or imaginary' (ibid.). While Butler refers to the violences undertaken in the protection of the sovereign state—violence in the name of security—the preservation of borders is also recognisable in the conceptual domain of the international and in the adherence to a binary materiality of gender. This adherence is evidenced in the desire to fix the meaning of concepts in ways that are not challenging to the current configuration of social/political  order and subjectivity, and is product/productive of 'the exclusionary presuppositions and foundations that shore up discursive practices insofar as those foreclose the heterogeneity, gender, class or race of the subject' (Hanssen 2000, 215). However, the terms used to describe political action and plan future policy could be otherwise imagined. They could 'remain that which is, in the present, never fully owned, but always and only redeployed, twisted, queered from prior usage and in the direction of urgent and expanding political purposes' (Butler 1993, 228). The concepts both produced by and productive of policy could reflect an aversion to essentialism, while recognising that strategic gains can be made through the temporary binding of identities to bodies and constraining of authority within the confines of the territorial state. This is, in short, an  appeal to a politics of both/and rather than either/or. Both the state (produced through representations of security and violence) and the subject (produced through representations of gender and violence) rely on a logic of sovereignty and ontological cohesion that must be problematised if alternative visions of authority and subjectivity are to become imaginable. International Relations as a discipline could seek to embrace the investigation of the multiple modalities of power, from the economic to the bureaucratic, from neo-liberal capitalism to the juridical. Rather than defending the sovereign boundaries of the discipline from the unruly outside constituted by critical studies of development, political structures, economy and law, not to mention the analysis of social/political phenomena like those undertaken 
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by always-already interdisciplinary feminist scholarship, IR could refuse to fix its own boundaries, and refuse to exercise sovereign power, in terms of authority, over the meanings of its objects of analysis. Future research on global politics could look very different if it were not for the inscription of ultimately arbitrary disciplinary borderlines that function to constrain rather than facilitate understanding. It may seem that there is a tension between espousing a feminist poststructural politics and undertaking research that seeks to detail, through deconstruction, the ways in which particular discourses have failed to manifest the reforms needed to address security and violence in the context of gendered subjectivity and the constitution of political community. In keeping with the ontological position I hold, I argue that there is nothing inherent in the concepts of (international) security and (gender) violence that necessitated their being made meaningful in the way they have been. Those working on policy and advocacy in the area of security and violence can use the reconceptualisation I offer 'to enable people to imagine how their being-in-the-world is not only changeable, but perhaps, ought to be changed' (Milliken 1999, 244). As a researcher, the question I have grown most used to hearing is not 'What?' or 'How?' but 'Why?'. At every level of the research process, from securing funding to relating to the academic community, it is necessary to be able to construct a convincing and coherent argument as to why this research is valuable, indeed vital, to the field in which I situate myself. A discursive approach acknowledges that my legitimacy as a knowing subject is constructed through discursive practices that privilege some forms of being over others. In the study of security, because of the discursive power of the concept, and of violence, which can quite literally be an issue of life and death, these considerations are particularly important. Furthermore, as a result of the invigorating and investigative research conducted by exemplary feminist scholars in the field of IR,17 I felt encouraged to reclaim the space to conduct research at the margins of a discipline that itself functions under a misnomer, being concerned as it is with relations inter-state rather than inter-national. As Cynthia Enloe has expressed it, To study the powerful is not autocratic, it is simply reasonable. Really? ... It presumes a priori that margins, silences and bottom rungs are so naturally marginal, silent and far from power that exactly how they are kept there could not possibly be of interest to the reasoning, reasonable explainer (Enloe 1996, 188, emphasis in original). If this is the case, I am more than happy to be unreasonable, and I am in excellent company.
Western security is derived on masculine politics who overwhelmingly cause war and disregard the feminine values- Securitized discourse utilizes terrorism, technology and body count to justify the existence of the system itself. 

Blanchard 03 (Eric, Professor of international relations at USC, Gender, “International Relations, and the 

National security discourses are typically part of the elite world of masculine high politics. Statesmen, diplomats, and the military con- duct the business of states, and too often war, imbuing the relations and processes of the society of nation-states with an atmosphere seemingly devoid of women and an interest in issues of concern to women. The academic discipline charged with theorizing this world, international relations (IR), has only recently made a place for feminist analysis,and then only grudgingly. Academic feminism and IR are contemporaries, each developing through the war-torn twentieth century and motivated by some of the same international events, although work in IR often over- looks women's contributions, such as the 1919 International Congress of Women, which ran parallel to Versailles(Grant 1992, 86). While in some respects estranged from the mainstream of IR, feminist and gender scholars have launched an important critique of the core issues of the discipline: war, peace, and the quest to secure the boundaries of the nation-state. In a rapidly changing, post-9/11world, feminist voices must be heard if the international system is to achieve a more comprehensive security in the face of terror networks, technowar, and mounting civilian casualties.  

The 1AC secures the self while constructing elements of otherness. We secure ourselves in order to control others.

Campbell, professor of international politics and the University of Newcastle 98 Writing Security, p. 47-48])

To talk of the endangered nature of the modern world and the enemies and threats that abound in it is thus not to offer a simple ethnographic description of our condition; it is to invoke a discourse of danger through which the incipient ambiguity of our world can be grounded in accordance with the insistences of identity. Danger (death, in its ultimate form) might therefore be thought of as the new god for the modern world of states, not because it is peculiar to our time, but because it replicates the logic of Christendom's evangelism of fear.Indeed, in a world in which state identity is secured through discourses of danger, some low tactics are employed to serve these high ideals. These tactics are not inherent to the logic of identity, which only requires the definition of difference. But securing an ordered self and an ordered world—particularly when the field upon which this process operates is as extensive as a state—involves defining elements that stand in the way of order as forms of "otherness."50 Such obstructions to order "become dirt, matter out of place, irrationality, abnormality, waste, sickness, perversity, incapacity, disorder, madness, unfreedom. They become material in need of rationalization, normalization, moralization, correction, punishment, discipline, disposal, realization, etc."51 In this way, the state project of security replicates the church project of salvation. The state grounds its legitimacy by offering the promise of security to its citizens who, it says, would otherwise face manifold dangers. The church justifies its role by guaranteeing salvation to its followers who, it says, would otherwise be destined to an unredeemed death. Both the state and the church require considerable effort to maintain order within and around themselves, and thereby engage in an evangelism of fear to ward off internal and external threats, succumbing in the process to the temptation to treat difference as otherness. In contrast to the statist discourse of international relations, this understanding proffers an entirely different orientation to the question of foreign policy. In addition to the historical discussion above, which suggested that it was possible to argue that the state was not prior to the interstate system, this interpretation means that instead of regarding foreign policy as the external view and rationalist orientation of a preestablished state, the identity of which is secure before it enters into relations with others, we can consider foreign policy as an integral part of the discourses of danger that serve to discipline the state. The state, and the identity of "man" located in the state, can therefore be regarded as the effects of discourses of danger that more often than not employ strategies of otherness. Foreign policy thus needs to be understood as giving rise to a boundary rather than acting as a bridge. (47-48)

LINK – NATIONALISM

The use of the nationalist relflects symbolically determined ideas in which women are bound and chained to a metaphoric limit of life.
Allen, 2000 – prof. of American Studies at Middlebury College (Holly Allen, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “13. Gender, Sexuality and the Military Model of U.S. National Community,” ed by Mayer, AW) (PAGE 309)
If we accept the notion that the military helps to represent U.S. national community, then women's historical exclusion from the military and particularly from combat tells us something about the gendered contours of the American nation. As Anne McClintock observes, "All nationalisms represent relations to political power and to the technologies of violence" (1995: 352). Whereas most nationalisms grant men greater access to the resources of the nation-state, and particularly to its technologies of violence, women's relation to the nation-state is altogether different. Indeed, according to McClintock, women are often "[e]excluded from direct action as citizens" and "subsumed symbolically into the body politic as its boundary and metaphoric limit" (1995: 353). American women's status as political objects rather than agents is nowhere more apparent than in the military. While women's military roles have expanded considerably in recent decades, so that 80 percent of all jobs in the armed forces are now open to women and women make up 13 percent of the total armed forces, female soldiers continue to be excluded from the most symbolically central of all military roles: direct ground combat. Significantly, American women also are not subject to conscription; they are not obligated as most men are to defend the nation from peril.
Genderized ideals of female duty have become deeply engrained in the idea of the nation

Allen, 2000 – prof. of American Studies at Middlebury College (Holly Allen, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “13. Gender, Sexuality and the Military Model of U.S. National Community,” ed by Mayer, AW) (PAGE 305)

Clearly, the prospect of female ground combatants disrupts cherished, nationally significant images of femininity. Yet the prospect of women's admission to combat also disrupts cherished images of masculinity. The testimony of several Congressional witnesses indicates that women's admission to ground combat would compromise widely held assumptions about the manliness of combat. The statement of one Congressman reveals how gendered images of combat have become. He commented, "[W]hen it comes to repelling of helicopters or slitting throats at night after scaling up a point to neutralize the German guns on D-Day, I don't see my three daughters or four grand­ daughters or any women[doing that]. . . do
you, gentlemen?"23 As witness's comment implies, women are not supposed to engage in military heroics; rather, they are supposed to be the daughters and granddaughters of men who do. Women's status as dependent family members helps to dignify the national role that male defenders play, yet it denies them equal opportunity to express their loyalty to the nation. Opponents of gender diversity in the military have cited women's physical and psychological inadequacy for combat. Jeff Tuten (1982), a military operations analyst and former infantry officer in the U.S. Army notes factors ranging from women's upper-body weakness to their lack urge to kill as justifications for their continued exclusion from combat. Yet one argument in favor of women's admission to combat is that technological change has dramatically altered the nature of combat, arguments that stress women's physical and psychological inadequacy. As Nancy Loring Goldman (1982) observes, "increased reliance on technology has led to an expansion of the military roles that women are defined as capable of performing." She adds, "The line between combat and non­ combat becomes more and more difficult to draw" (1982: 16). The technological transformation of combat has undermined many arguments against the inclusion of women in combat, but opponents continue to emphasize the negative consequences of female combatants for unit cohesiveness and male bonding.

LINK – DEMOCRATIZATION

The process of democratization is inherently generdered. 

Hawkesworth 01 (Mary E. Professor of Women’s and Gender Studies and Senior Scholar at the Center for American Women and Politics at Rutgers University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, pg. 223-228, SW)

Many of the processes associated with democratization are gendered. The model of liberal democracy that democratizing nations are urged to emulate is drawn from Euro-American experiences. The most advanced of the Western liberal democracies have very poor records in areas of gender equity. With the exception of the Scandinavian nations, which are perhaps better categorized as social democracies, women are drastically underrepresented in positions of power in liberal democratic nations, holding only 12-21 percent of the positions in the legislative bodies. In the most advanced capitalist economies (e.g., the Group of 7 nations-the United States, Canada, Great Britain, Germany, France, Italy, and Japan with Russia sitting as a nonvoting member), women are still confronting a glass ceiling that is remarkably low. Very few women are able to translate their education and professional experience into the positions in the highest ranks of the corporate sector. Less than 5 percent of the senior management positions in the corporate sector are held by women. At the opposite end of the economic spectrum within advanced capitalist nations, women are overrepresented among the poor. In the United States, for example, women and their children constitute 80 percent of the poor, a higher percentage than exists globally.

Democratization produces patterns of gender differences in political rights and opportunities. 

Hawkesworth 01 (Mary E. Professor of Women’s and Gender Studies and Senior Scholar at the Center for American Women and Politics at Rutgers University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, pg. 223-228, SW)
Modernization theory also fails to acknowledge the extent to which Westerners implementing development projects in the global South have replicated Western patterns of male dominance in their choice of trainees and employees in both industrial and agricultural development projects. Indeed, Western development "experts'" assumptions that farming is men's work led to the displacement of women subsistence farmers and the spread of mass starvation and environmental crises as land farmed by women for subsistence crops was taken over for male-controlled production of export crops. In addition to structural adjustment policies developed in response to the international debt crisis that require countries to increase productivity and exports while decreasing government spending on social welfare, and colonial land policies that accorded men legal entitlement to land, misguided development policies have created food, fuel, and water crises in rural areas in the global South that have made women's lives vastly more difficult. However erroneous the assumptions underlying modernization theory, feminist scholars point out that Western "experts" continue to recommend adoption of key tenets of modernization theory as part of the process of democratization. As a result, democratization is producing gendered patterns of skilling and deskilling, gendered differences in political rights and economic opportunities, genderspecific political visibility and invisibility, while subtly and un subtly regendering the identities of citizens (Alvarez 1990; Funk and Mueller 1993; Jaquette 1989; Miller 1991; Nelson and Chowdhury 1994; Peterson and Runyon 1999; Radcliffe Land Westwood 1993; Saint Germain 1994).

Focusing on democratization instead of women’s rights undermines women’s grassroot movements. 

Yoon 01 (Bang-Soon L. Department of Political Science Central Washington University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, Pg 189, SW)
Second, the women's movement per se is also responsible for the failure to convert women's grassroot power into formal political power. Women's activism has since the 1970s focused on democratization and rights issues, such as workers' and human rights, but their agenda was broad-based, not specifically focused on women's situation as women. The lack of feminist consciousness was a characteristic of the women's movement in the 1970s and 1980s regardless of whether a person was involved with traditional "conservative" organizations or "progressive, radical" organizations. When democratization was a larger social issue, women's activism was more influential. Yet, when it came to women-centered issues, few gains were obtained. This issue is particularly significant given South Korea's "transplacement" model of democratization, and man-centeredpolitical system as well as patriarchal political culture. Women's organizations pursued a nonpolitical involvement and a separatist strategy. KWAU, for example, had regulations to restrict its members from joining political parties (Yoon, Jung-Sook 1997: 15). Furthermore, there were other restrictions that have discouraged members from pursuing interests in formal politics.
LINK – CAPITALISM
Capitalism is patriarchal and perpetuates subordination of women worldwide

Byron and Thorburn, 98 Jessica Byron is a Senior Lecturer in International Relations at the University of the West Indies, she holds a PhD from the University of Geneva. Diana Thorburn is a lecturer in international relations in the Department of Government at the University of the West Indies, she holds a doctorate in international relations and international economics from Johns Hopkins University (Jessica and Diana, "Gender and International Relations: A Global Perspective and Issues for the Carribean", 59 Feminist Review 232, JPW)
So far it has been feminist theorists who have identified the capitalist system as based on and maintained by the subordination of women and their waged and unwaged labour. Maria Mies has given one of the first such analyses in Patriarchy and Accumulation on a World Scale (1986). Mies’s thesis posits that the existing international division of labour is built on the exploitation of women and colonized peoples, towards the maintenance of the capitalist patriarchal system which constitutes the world economy (Mies, 1986). Thus, while there exists an international division of labour that relegates the peripheral groups in peripheral countries (as well as the peripheral groups in core countries) to subordinate positions, that division of labour is fundamentally gendered so that women are, so to speak, doubly oppressed in the historical and contemporary machinations of the global capitalist economy.
In a neoliberalist society women are rejected from the political sphere in the name of “political realism”
Hawkesworth 01 (Mary E. Professor of Women’s and Gender Studies and Senior Scholar at the Center for American Women and Politics at Rutgers University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, pg. 223-228, SW)

Rather than rejecting the self-understandings of these courageous women activists and subsuming their political engagement under the rubric of some form of "enlightened self-interest" to fit democratization experts' model of civil society, it is useful to consider the implications of their self-understandings in relation to their glaring absence from later stages of democratization. Jaquette and Wolchik document the displacement of women in Latin America and Central and Eastern Europe from political activity after the downfall of the old regime and during the period of "democratic consolidation." In tracing this displacement of women, Jaquette and Wolchik note that women's growing absence can be tied to the resurrection of traditional party apparatus and politician-client relations, which supplant the large-scale, participatory, citizen coalitions crucial to the overthrow of the old regimes. While political parties come in many different varieties, the kinds of parties being fostered by U.S. democratization experts are the "nonideological," undisciplined, "pragmatic" interest-accommodating parties characteristic of American political life.4 Women and politics scholars have amassed a great deal of evidence that such political parries are more hostile to women's political participation than are average citizens. Thus the resurgence of interest-accommodationist party activity, mandated by democratization experts as essential to competitive elections, may help explain some of democratization's gendered dislocations, for it signifies an extinction of hopes. Women's hopes for a different kind of politics -more participatory, more oriented toward social justice and less dependent on self-interest and money -are eradicated with the institutionalization of an old (and traditionally hostile to women) political organization. As women's "interests" are aggregated by political parties, they are "tamed," stripped of any transformative content. Parties' efforts to aggregate interests, to devise platforms that can appeal to a wide range of voters, including conservative men and women, require the elimination of "non consensual issues," such as reproductive freedom and economic justice, from the partisan agenda (Valenzuela 1998). Indeed, the insistence of many autonomous women's movements that issues of justice must be addressed in politics has provided grounds for accommodationist political parties to resist the integration of women into politics, especially in key decision-making positions. Appealing to the need for "political realism" and the necessity of "compromise," male party elites can reject women candidates ostensibly for their lack of pragmatism. Praise for women's "superior ethical standards" can thus serve to marginalize women as traditional parties simultaneously insist that politics is not an arena for ethical purists. Under the banner of neoliberalism, seasoned party cadres can insist that the role of government is to foster "self-help strategies," not social justice (Craske 1998).

LINK – DETERRENCE
Deterrence theories are paralyzed by an ever-expanding elaborative language edifice which purports distinctive qualities between weapons systems.  Deterrence sets into play hypothetical scenarios for violence rather than assessments which account for the totality of human actions. 

Cohn in 2003 Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights, & Ruddick, taught philosophy, peace studies, and feminist theory at the New School University, 03 (Carol & Sara, ‘A Feminist Ethical Perspective on Weapons of Mass Destruction’, Boston Consortium on Gender, Security, and Human Rights, www.genderandsecurity.umb.edu/director.htm

Deterrence theory is an elaborate, abstract conceptual edifice, which posits a hypothetical relation between two different sets of weapons systems – or rather, between abstractions of two different sets of weapons systems, for in fact, as both common sense and military expertise tells us, human error and technological imperfection mean that one could not actually expect real weapons to function in the ways simply assumed in deterrence theory. Because deterrence theory sets in play the hypothetical representations of various weapons systems, rather than assessments of how they would actually perform or fail to perform in warfare, it can be nearly infinitely elaborated, in a never ending regression of intercontinental ballistic missile gaps and theater warfare gaps and tactical “mini- nuke” gaps, ad infinitum, thus legitimating both massive vertical proliferation and arms racing. 

Deterrence theories fails because they depend upon all actors being “rational agents” which fails to take into account distinct cultural, societal, political difference between groups of people.

Cohn in 2003 Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights, & Ruddick, taught philosophy, peace studies, and feminist theory at the New School University, 03 (Carol & Sara, ‘A Feminist Ethical Perspective on Weapons of Mass Destruction’, Boston Consortium on Gender, Security, and Human Rights, www.genderandsecurity.umb.edu/director.htm
Deterrence theory is also a fiction in that it depends upon “rational actors,” for whom what counts as “rational” is the same, independent of culture, history, or individual difference. It depends on those “rational actors” perfectly understanding the meaning of “signals” communicated by military actions, despite dependence on technologies that sometimes malfunction; despite cultural difference and the lack of communication that is part of being political enemies; despite the difficulties of ensuring mutual understanding even when best friends make direct face-to- face statements to each other. It depends on those same “rational actors” engaging in a very specific kind of calculus that includes one set of variables (e.g., weapons size, deliverability, survivability, as well as the “credibility” of their and their opponent’s threats), and excludes other variables (such as domestic political pressures, economics, or individual subjectivity). What is striking from a feminist perspective is that even while “realists” may worry that some opponents are so “insufficiently rational” as to be undeterrable, this does not lead them to search for a more reliable form of ensuring security, or an approach that is not so weapons-dependent.

LINK- National Identity/ Hegemony
1AC creates the United States and its military presence as a sign of significance. These forms of national homogenity are filtered through masculine discourses which organize behavior and social understanding.

Higate 2003 (Robert, Lecturer in Social Policy in the School for Policy Studies at the University of Bristol, Military Masculinities,, 208-211, HC)

TECHNOLOGY AND GENDER Morris Janowitz suggested that changes in technology influence both organizational behavior and the characteristics of combat within the military.-" Given that overall, technological developments have tended to erode the significance of physical strength and aggression, we might expect women to be more accepted in the role of "closing with the enemy." However, it is the embodied elements of their combat effectiveness that have constantly been questioned? It is claimed that this "blurring" of the "cyborg" soldier's gender is likely to intensify as technology develops. As Chris Hables-Gray states: "It seems the female soldier's identity is beginning to collapse into the archetype soldier persona creating a basically male vaguely female mechanical image,"41 though I would argue that this view exaggerates developments and is unrealistic about future possibilities. A vision of the future in these somewhat idealized postmodern terms could take technological transformations to their end point; here combatant women would come to be considered as wholly interchangeable with male soldiers. However, another derivative of the argument that women simply flare not up to" the physical exigencies of ground-based combat in respect to closing with the enemy, concerns conflicts between opposing forces that are broadly similar in respect to their technological capabilities. In these circumstances, the human equation remains; for example, what capacity do the troops have in terms of physical strength-how fast can ammunition be "man"-handled?42 More significantly, and within the context of the scenario introduced at the start of the chapter, I would argue that technological developments themselves will continue to be masculinized, and women's role within them considered somewhat peripheral. To take computer systems as one important example of vital current and future military technology: They are "masculine," in the full ideological sense of that word which includes, integrally, soldiering, and violence. There is nothing far-fetched in the suggestion that much AI [artificial intelligence] research reflects a social relationship: "intelligent" behavior means the instrumental power Western "man" has developed to an unprecedented extent under capitalism and which he has always wielded over woman. The gendering of science and war as masculine looks unlikely to change in the near or distant future. Indeed, could an example of the pinnacle of technological advance, the missile defense system proposed by George W. Bush, ever have been called the daughter of star wars? We are dealing with society-wide discourses that tend to close off the technological arena from women both structurally and culturally. SEXUAL ORIENTATION AND MILITARY MASCULINE CULTURE: CURRENT AND FUTURE TRENDS Mark Simpson and Steven Zeeland illuminate the homoerotic and homosexual rather than the straightforwardly heterosexual elements of life in the armed forces in the case of the British and U.S. militaries.' Further, anecdotal evidence suggests that a "significant proportion" of the more senior of the female officers in the British Army are homosexual. although this label tells us little of their explicit view and attitude toward the organization and how it might evolve, raising interesting questions about gay identities in the armed forces. David Morgan's autobiographical writing of British National Service includes reflection on an effeminate colleague who was presumed by some to be homosexual. He was described as a popular man whose camp and comical performances were celebrated rather than condemned." The notion that there exists a uniform culture of (hetero)sexuality in the British and other militaries functions at the level of rhetoric rather than reality. The inscription of heterosexuality into all aspects of culture ranging from language through leisure activities is deeply bound up with the cmw ethic. What of the future scenario outlined above in which sexuality, like gender, is no longer an issue within the military environment? Might not the already present inconsistencies flagged above give way to greater toleration in the future as civilian society becomes more disposed to subvert sexuality and as these less dichotomized ways of conceptualizing sexuality permeate the military mindset? The MoD's equal opportunities statement represents the formal face of the organization and explicitly links "sexual orientation" with "tolerance." Although future catalysts for change may be rooted in both formal policy and human rights legislation, it is difficult to envisage the ways in which advances toward equality at the level of culture can be satisfactorily achieved. Given the maliciousness that had characterized the identification and removal of homosexuals from the armed forces in the very recent past, future enlightened developments look unlikely." NATIONALITY AND MILITARY MASCULINE CULTURE Military masculinities are embedded into discourses of nationalism. Constructions of Englishness or Britishness, invoking past victories and resonating with the imperial and colonial trajectories of the United Kingdom, have remained tenacious for both the military and its host society. "Our boys" belong to us and not "the (foreign) other," and military service identity is constructed around this sharp dichotomy. The experience of being deployed overseas frequently amplifies this distinction, and expressions of nationality are refracted through military masculinity. In addition, we might note the ways in which social class structures these performances, with the more junior ranks embarking on high-profile drinking binges as a way in which to rowdily celebrate their nationality and mark themselves out from the local "Foreigners.' The squaddies' reputation of celebrating the masculinized ritual of high alcohol consumption is unlikely to disappear within the context of either a home posting or farther afield, since particular elements of civilian society continue to reinforce "lad culture.” Concern continues to be raised around the links between the presence of troops and the impact on the local sex industry. Are these patterns of exploitation-and legitimation by commanders 51 -likely to continue? Overseas deployments will almost certainly increase within the context of "reinforced international commitment" as it will with the formation of the European Rapid Reaction Force (RRF), dubbed by some as the Euroarmy. These developments are suggestive of an increase in overseas operations, albeit in less permanent bases than was evident during the Cold War. It is the more harmful spillover aspects of the cmw ethic that seem to flourish while servicemen are abroad. Given the new, more mobile roles of the armed forces, deployments overseas look set to continue, with a number of service personnel exporting the worst kind of 

Continued below…
LINK- National Identity/ Hegemony 
colonial and misogynist attitudes to cultures considered inferior to their own. CONCLUSION Institutions are highly effective at many things, including the ability to dehumanize, and their potential for destruction can take on an immanent and somewhat autonomous logic. In Modernity and the Holocaust, Zygmunt Bauman 53 argues that it was the authorized, routinized, and dehumanized characteristics of the Nazi genocide, rather than the inherent evil of all individuals involved, that should concern us most. The currency of contemporary and no doubt future terms such as "friendly fire," "collateral damage," and "smart weaponry" has a particular resonance within the context of the following: "The civilizing process is ... a process of divesting the use and deployment of violence from moral calculus, and of emancipating the desiderata of rationality from interference of ethical norms or moral inhibitions."54 In these terms, it is the impersonal, bureaucratic, and hierarchical aspects of an institution capable of "ultra rationality"-for example, of indiscriminate and, for those involved in the operations, relatively risk-free" carpet bombing" from 50,000 feet during the conflict in Kosov0 55 -that reinforce the fear Bauman articulates. Might not the military aspire to be more humane than the society from which it comes in respect to the spillover elements of military masculinity, rather than somewhat resignedly declare its microcosmic characteristics, replete with masculine excess? After all, its ability to socialize individuals into roles that are pursued with dedication, commitment, and, above all, self-discipline suggests powerful structural influences that could be used to challenge rather than collude with the darker aspects of masculinity. In terms of the broader context, Bob Connell reminds us that the category "men" is not monolithic: ape, most men do not. It is a fact of great importance, both theoretically and practically, that there are many non-violent men in the world. 56 Connell's observation is important, though it could be taken further to include the category 'soldier'; is there any potential here to mobilize and give legitimacy to the less hypermasculine elements that undoubtedly constitute this group? If it is the case that the term "military masculinity" represents progress in critically deconstructing the practice of men and the ideologies of men located within particular institutions, then considerable work remains to be done in the case of the military as the experience of women in the military and the spillover aspects of military masculinity demonstrate. If the present is able to offer a guide to the future-an increasingly difficult proposition given the detraditionalization of many institutions, not least the armed forces-then future gendered military cultures look set to retain many of the hypermasculine features we note today. The prevalence of domestic violence within military communities, sexual harassment within the military workplace, and the ongoing violence in and around military establishments continue, seemingly unabated, despite the oft-repeated message that the military has, and is, changing. Even if the gendered composition is transformed significantly, in the ways described in the first scenario at the head of the chapter, I remain pessimistic that the impact the organization confers symbolically and materially across society will follow suit, not least because militaries continue to relish their traditional status replete with the "naturalized" actions of military men.

LINK-National identity
The construction of a Nation state is not one based around a homogenized community that exclude the deviant, and feminine. The Other is excluded as the expensive of the majority.  

Steans 2006 (Jill steans, university of Birmingham, Gender and international relations, pp 39)
Feminist analysis raises questions about how identities are formed and transformed and about how power operates in the construction and ascription of identity. Historically, the creation of state boundaries in Europe was closely linked with the rise of nationalism as a powerful ideology and political force. The nation-state was seen as a form of political organization that allowed for the creation of 'centralized political institutions supported by a homogeneous national identity' and as such established 'a reasoned stable space for human improvements'. The constitution of the nation-state served to link political space to the creation of boundaries.l"Ideas about gender, sexuality and the family have been and continue to be of great symbolic import in the construction and reproduction of national identities and state boundaries and in ensuring the cultural continuity of specific cornmunities.i? Nationalist ideologies are based upon the idea that the imagined community of the nation is 'natural' because, irrespective of difference, there is a natural bond between members of the national group." However, the nation is not a natural entity but is constructed. Essential in the process of establishing a sense of identification with the nation and inculcating a nationalist consciousness has been the telling of a particular story aboutthe nation and its history." Feminist scholarship has shown the relevance of gender relations in our understanding of the construction of the nation and underlined the significance of women, sexuality and the family as symbols in the reproduction of the nation and its boundaries. They have also explored the significance of gendered symbolism and imagery that is employed in story-telling about the nation and itshistory. Benedict Anderson's account of nationalism emphasizes the importance of kinship. The nation is held to be something to which one is naturally tied. Indeed, it is not uncommon to find that the nation is depicted as the 'motherland'. The power of nationalism lies in its appeals to a sense of belonging - of being at home. The association of women with the private domain of the home and family reinforces the powerful imagery involved in merging the idea of national community with that of theselfless/devoted mother. This automatically triggers the response that one should ultimately be prepared to come to her defence or die for her.Mosse has suggested that the sense of belonging and attachment is actually centred on male bonding. As such,it has special affinities for male society. This special affinity for male society legitimizes male domination over women."

Link- Military Action
The affirmative's military discourse plays into the militaristic culture of masculinity. These forms of social construction shape politics, society and inter-personal interaction through gendered hierarchies. The systems of meanings which give masculinity it's truth co-opt the affirmative plan 

De Bere 2003 (Samantha Regan, lecturer at Peninsula College of Medicine and Dentistry, Military Masculinities Identity and the State, pgs. 92-94, HC
In discussing masculine identity formation and transformation in military cultures, we are concerned with the role of meaningful ideas and practices in a distinctive area of social life. Depending on the social context within which we find a man, he may be a serviceman or he may be a father, a sportsman, a husband, and so on. The identity of a man is contingent on the social situation and the particular type of social discourse that assigns meaning of "being" to him at that particular moment in time. Put plainly, compatible ideas, values, and ideologies may be articulated into various discursive frameworks or "interpretative repertoires" that help inform identities in different ways, at different times, and in different contexts. Howarth (1995) refers to discourses as "systems of meaning" that" shape the way people understand their roles in society and influence their activities ... the concept of discourse involves all types of social and political practice, as well as institutions and organisations within its frame of reference.?" People's attitudes and behaviors in different situations are directed by knowledge and practices derived from particular institutionalized discourses, that is, systems of meaning or frames of reference. Many career situations provide this wider frame of reference, constructing identities and appropriate attitudes and behaviors around the work role. Janowitz (1960) remarks that a form of" doctrination" to military organizational discourses occurs in the military, effected through the" daily routine of military existence" and resulting in the formation and maintenance of military identities." The military has its own institutions for training and continuous socialization, in which the person's work is felt to be his or her whole life, 8 and where the "presenting self" of new recruits is effectively destroyed as they are immersed in the naval routine and separated from the outside world. Many servicemen come to value this separation and develop a sense of pride and self esteem in their new and different role. Indeed, it is this separation and symbolic differentiation that helps to maintain naval identities both in work and out. This argument is adopted by Morgan in his exposition of hegemonic military masculinity; where he suggests that "the informal cultures that elaborate in the course of military training and beyond ... are linked to strong and hegemonic definitions of masculinity." Here, certain notions of masculinity are dominant in military culture, excluding, for example, the interests and acceptability of women and homosexuals. Morgan proposes that hegemonic masculinity is strengthened by two key factors: boundedness (from wider civilian society) and the pervasiveness of military values (into civilian society). In relation to the former, he refers to the boundedness of the military in terms of Goffman's "total institutions. '" Indeed, the British armed services may appear to share some common features with total institutions whereby institutional members are isolated from the wider society, although this definition refers mainly to army communities. Certainly, all military institution are bounded to varying degrees by their very nature: The need for an element of secrecy and, often, safety to members of the public mean military facilities and civilian society are kept at arm's length both socially and geographically. However, to say with confidence that the various military represent total institutions as Goffman defines them is problematic. Recent developments in relation to the civilianization of some traditionally military tasks, and the introduction of civilian personnel to military organizations, has had some impact on the boundedness of the military, as has the trend toward household owner-occupation in civilian areas.'! Access to the outside civilian world, though sometimes difficult, is hardly restricted in a total sense, although the exception is perhaps the time spent on ships at sea in the Royal Navy. Nevertheless, the high degree of isolation of service personnel is important in terms of socialization and the internalization of service culture, and, as such, boundedness does have some resonance here. The issue of pervasiveness relative to Britain's armed forces is perhaps less straightforward. In militaristic societies, military cultures will be visible to all and relevant to military personnel and civilians alike. However, in British society, pervasiveness is less extensive. Despite recent media coverage and fly-onthe-wall documentaries of military life, military institutions remain something of an unknown quantity to many in civilian life, even in towns with a strong military presence. Nevertheless, pervasiveness does appear to be highly relevant in terms of the extension of military discourses to the private sphere of families and kinship-friendship networks. The British military forces are organized around predetermined schedules, codes, and disciplines that inevitably extend into the private worlds of their members to the extent where the boundaries between work and home are often indistinguishable. The military career, along with its associated discourses, is extended into many different aspects of servicemen and women's lives, often at the cost of their personal privacy and  freedom. It is therefore pertinent to consider that discourses represent controlling aspects of military culture and organization. Foucauldian critical discourse analysis is concerned precisely with the ways in which discursive formations refer to systematic bodies of ideas that claim to produce valid knowledge about the world." In so doing, discourses present a particular reality that serves the interests of those who formulate or direct them (in this case, promoting the hegemony of the military institution over its members). This is a persuasive argument when the demanding nature of the military organization is taken into account, even more so when its members may be required to put their lives on the line for it. It also holds support for Morgan's notion of hegemonic masculinity, where distinctive notions of masculinity are used to inform and direct particular attitudes and behaviors at the expense of other, less appropriate ones. The relevance of hegemonic masculinity cannot be overstated here. The very notion of the warrior in classical militarism provides us with a key symbol of masculinity, one that endures despite social, political, and technological developments in modern warfare and peacekeeping. 
LINK-Military 
The Military is a product of society using gender dichotomies to reinforce masculine traits

Kovitz 2003 (Marcia, professor and Chair of the Department of Sociology and Anthropology at John Abbott College, Military Masculinities Identity and the State, edited by Paul Higate, pgs. 5-10, HC)

That combativeness must be deliberately induced or constructed is equally evident elsewhere. A variety of techniques-including persuasion, sexual and other incentives, taunting and accusations, humiliation, flattery and exaltations, and ideological equations of warriorhood with manhood-maybe used to exhort or pressure (mostly) young men to engage in a form of self-sacrifice to which they are not readily disposed. The same holds true for state societies where extreme, traumatizing practices of basic training are employed to trans-form young (male) civilians into soldiers. Nor is resistance to combat unusual. Throughout history, individual men have attempted various means of evasion that have included flight, prison, self-mutilation, feigning illness, insanity or sexual deviance, hiring surrogates, going AWOL or even committing suicide. Often when they have fought, they have done so under the influence of mood-altering substances- or under threat of lethal violence from their superiors. During the Great War Canadian troops were commonly provided extra rations of rum prior to an offensive in order to prepare them for death or killing. Officers also let their men know that they had appointed battle police to shoot laggards or those who hid. 33 Such evidence dispels essentialist myths of innate male aggressiveness. Rather, it demonstrates that dramatic transformations, along with social boundaries and liminality, are needed to construct and maintain a combative identity and solidarity. In those pre-state societies where warfare is strictly gender segregated and marked as masculine, these practices are often accompanied by discourses of male-female antagonism, ambivalence and fear, the projection of dissension among men onto women, and a displacement of the fear of the dangers of war onto dangers associated with female "pollution." Such gender-divisive devices are actively cultivated in gerontocracies by male elders who themselves display a more relaxed attitude toward women than do the younger men in whom they deliberately induce this exaggerated fear of female contamination. It Elsewhere, I describe a similar, though much less exaggerated, dynamic in the Canadian armed forces that fulfills its mandate to wage war against the enemy through an organizational structure and meaning system that together incorporate a number of mutually informing binary oppositions such as war/peace, death/life, strong/weak, military/civilian, defenders/defended, friend/enemy, and uniformity/diversity. It is onto these sets of op-positions that gender is mapped: Men/masculinity is associated with the former (i.e., war, strong, military, uniformity, defenders, friend, etc.) and women/femininity with the latter (i.e., peace, weak, civilian, diversity, defended, enemy, etc.), embodying, in part, impediments to operational effectiveness. What makes women's presence so contentious is not what they are-their purported essential physiology-but what they represent, their associated social attributes." It is the aspect of femininity that is associated with weakness and other oppositional characteristics cited above that conjures up the enemy. In the same vein, as we will soon see, the military's masculinity has less to do with men's essential characteristics than with what they represent in relation to the military's mandate. The military's need to segregate its members from civilian society and to develop and sustain in them a solidarity, combative attitude entails identifying and shunning all that is associated with the debilitating elements of the civilian sphere. And because the value and practices of the civilian sphere are the inverse of those of the military, the conflation of the military with masculinity and violence serves to normalize and legitimate the military's lethal goals and practices-"Thus far we have seen that pre-state and state societies have in common the need to construct and sustain the bellicose identities of their combatants. But there are other commonalities as well. As in pre-states, war in state societies is multifaceted, drawing on a wide range of participants; and it is ritually complex, bound up with sacred meaning and practice." This is as true of Ancient Assyria,  with its cultic functionaries for interpreting omens and providing religious justification for military campaigns. " As it is of early-twentieth-century Canada, in which propaganda framed World War I as a Christian struggle against the forces of evil. Clerics of various Christian denominations worked hand in hand with the military to encourage young men to exhibit a Christian spirit of self-sacrifice; death in battle was equated with saintliness. In addition to the sacralization of war, the social organization of war in state societies also differentiates populations into defenders and defended, in varying ways and degrees. And as is often the case for pre-state societies, as we saw earlier, combatants in state-sponsored militaries act as proxies for those who cannot or would not fight. 40 Although pre-state and state societies have this latter point in common, it is also the point on which they diverge. That is, despite the susceptibility of warriors in pre-state societies to interpersonal pressure or to structural inducements to engage in combat, often as proxies, the absence of an enforceable draft, of a coercive superior authority, renders the process from recruitment to com-bat fundamentally democratic: The decision to engage in this form of collective lethal violence is ultimately voluntary, made by combatants themselves. No one is shot for refusing to fight. In state societies, in contrast, motivating soldiers to place themselves in harm's way-with little to gain and much to lose is a principal preoccupation. How does the military appropriate the soldier's autonomy and ensure obedience to orders, especially to those that en-tail risking one's life? The organizational answer to the military's motivational dilemma is elucidated by Mumford in his description of the origins of the army as an organizational form at the "dawn of civilization" in the fourth millennium B.C.E. in Egypt, Mesopotamia, India, China, Yucatan, and Peru. The innovation of the army as one of several in a constellation of new institutions and cultural inventions lay not in new mechanical inventions but in a new form of social organization that harnessed a human multitude into what comprised the first gigantic machine, which Mumford terms the "megamachine." It is this human machine that produced the grand projects, both sacred and profane, many of which still stand today: temples, pyramids, ziggurats, and giant irrigation works. The basis of this new culture, with the  army as its central paradigm, was its dedication "to the expansion of collective power ... by perfecting new instruments of coercion. The individual initiative of the hero was replaced by the strict obedience of disciplined troops governed by the technical rationality that mobilized them into integrated, mechanized groups acting on orders is-sued by a solitary individual at the top and transmitted through a series of intermediaries to the very lowest of units and individuals. For the machine to function effectively, orders had to be reproduced and followed precisely; rank was sacrosanct and disobedience intolerable. The army 
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Link-Military (2)
represented a new instrument of coercion, directed not merely at the enemies of a ruling elite but at its very own subjects. Wittfogel describes a similar dynamic for what he terms "hydraulic society"; its objective of harnessing water required the harnessing of the will of populations. He identifies the same shift to authoritarianism in the army, noting that soldiers in the hydraulic state lacked the protection of II democratic check or feudal contracts ... they came when they were summoned; they marched where they were told; they fought as long as the ruler wanted them to fight." 44 Feudal armies, by contrast, were notorious for their lack of discipline, with officers as likely to disobey as were the rank and file to be careless and reckless. In sum, this review of the army's ancient origins highlights the internal repression unique to this form of social organization. It is the archaic army's form of authoritarian social organization that has come down to us through the millennia. Whereas warriors in pre-state societies must be induced, persuaded, or humiliated into fighting in the absence of overarching coercive structures, in state societies armies are coercive structures, and control the principal agents and executors of state violence against their own members. WHY MILITARY MASCULINITY? To recapitulate, the above anthropological and historical narratives on war and gender prompt us to question the masculine social organization of warfare in the form of the military and to investigate the military's organizational means for extracting obedience from its members: its authoritarianism. More-over, these comparative perspectives are mutually informing: examining the military's authoritarianism furthers our understanding of the means by which this organization commits its soldiers to its high-risk, potentially lethal practices, and of how these are gendered. Whereas the problem of getting soldiers to place themselves at risk was difficult under ancient authoritarian rule, motivation for hierarchically controlled lethal violence on the part of those who are structurally excluded from the decision-making processes and benefits of war is far more challenging in democracies, which guarantee the franchise and prom-ise individual rights and freedoms, and where most social practices are ostensibly based on consent. As an anomalous holdover from a distant and largely forgotten past, the military has in many ways remained true to the despotic social conditions in which it originated. Even as Western societies have inched their way toward expanded legal and political rights, the military's segregation from the larger civilian society has allowed it to retain many of the social and legal parameters of its historic roots." In democracies there is a particular tension between the larger society's political and legal institutions and the military's coercive mandate and conditions of service. This tension exacerbates the military's existing preoccupation with the internal coercion of its members, with maintaining discipline, ensuring obedience, and mitigating resistance to the performance of this hazardous work. Tasks such as peacekeeping or peace enforcement aside, militaries are instruments of lethal force with mandates to deliver collective lethal violence. Managers of violence are carefully distinguished from those responsible for engendering and sustaining the violence of still others who are charged with its execution. Rank marks the internal differentiation, or conflicts of interest, between more and less powerful men. But rather than being transparent, these differences must be camouflaged in order to construct the military's unity of purpose-which is its operational effectiveness. This is the benchmark against which all else is evaluated. How are these differences in interests contained? The most obvious method is through the construction of the ranking system as inviolable, sacrosanct. Challenging rank is in the order of heresy, since it would mean exposing the oppositions of interest inherent in the ranking system's dispersal of power, thereby disrupting the disciplinary system that enforces obedience. The second method of containment consists in the construction of gender along a male-female axis of opposition, evident above in the elaborate discourses of male-female differences in physiological and social characteristics that render women less able to serve. It is this emphasis on male-female difference that serves to deflect attention from the fault lines along which military masculinity fractures internally. Further, it allows for the perpetuation of the military's attachment to a uniform masculinity (uniformity, strength, ete.) and an opposition to femininity (diversity, weakness, etc.) which, as in some pre-state societies, is used to de-flect, mask, and contain these tensions between multiple and unequal military masculinities. Masculine unity, an ally of masculine military uniformity, is a third method of containing, as well as actually masking, differences in military masculinities, and it forms the basis for constructing and fostering troop solidarity in order to achieve the military's unity of purpose, which, again, is its operational effectiveness. CONCLUSION The objective of this chapter has been to set out some of the parameters for understanding why the military constructs itself as uniformly masculine and why it is disrupted by the entry of women. Comparative cross-cultural and historical perspectives of the gendered social organization of war demonstrate that military masculinity is neither universal nor inevitable. Instead, a uniform military masculinity is carefully constructed through deliberate social practice as a means of operationalizing a unique mandate-waging war-through an authoritarian organization that is preoccupied with ensuring the obedience of potentially resistant practitioners. The military is an organization that values, promotes, and engages in practices that are the inverse of those valued, promoted, and practiced in the civilian sphere. Militaries are mandated to perfect the techniques of lethal violence, of killing; to fulfill this mandate they must construct different kinds of lives and deaths, and they must assign them meaning. Military masculinity has less to do with men's essential characteristics than it does with the characteristics and assigned meanings of the different world-the military world-that soldiers inhabit. It is in describing something of the nature and requisites of this world, and in shifting our sights from the male-female axis of opposition to the oppositions between military men and to the fractures within military masculinity, that we have been able to delineate some of what masculinity and femininity-embodied in real men and women- represent. It remains to be seen what long-term effects the increasing presence of women will have on the military as a gendered organization and on its mandate, values, and practices. 
Link-Military (3)
The aff’s taming of the military is an illusion. The US militaries saving civilization fantasy require placing the Other into an association of femininity with subordination, weakness, passivity, and inferiority

Richter-Montpetit, Political Science Department, York University, 2007 (Melanie, “Empire, Desire and Violence: A Queer Transnational Feminist Reading of the Prisoner 'Abuse' in Abu Ghraib and the Question of 'Gender Equality”,International Feminist Journal of Politics; Mar 2007, Vol. 9 Issue 1, p38-59, 22p) 

As my analysis of the sexed, racialized torture practices has shown, the ‘save civilization itself’-fantasy, that is, the hegemonic national fantasy envisaging the First World civilized Self bringing (liberal) democracy to the Third World Other incapable of self-determination, and the subject-position ‘Whiteness’, depend on the association of femininity with subordination, weakness and passivity, in short, inferiority. While the (hetero)sexualized humiliation of racialized men at the hands of White western women disrupts the fictitious clear-cut male/female dichotomy underpinning this fantasy, the violent practices constitute merely a reversal of that logocentrism, they do not displace it. To remain within Ehrenreich’s problematic framework, the female-identified soldiers ironically contributed actively to gender inequality.Moreover, I think Ehrenreich’s hope of taming/‘civilizing’ the military is an illusion. The military cannot be transformed, as its mission is to prepare and organize its workers to kill people; the reproduction of the ‘New World Order’ continues to depend heavily on the deployment of military force. As discussed earlier, physical violence and aggressive Othering play a constitutive role in the construction of the soldier Self. In sum, the acts of violence perpetrated by the female-identified soldiers on the bodies of prisoners should be located within colonial desires. Given the systematic, simultaneously racialized and heterosexed character of the acts of torture, and given that their effect is to re/produce the identity and hegemony of the US Empire and its heterosexed, racialized and classed World (Dis)Order, the participation of the three female-identified soldiers is not a sign of ‘gender equality’. Further, as Whiteness and the concomitant World (Dis)Order are also a classed project,19 both female- and male-identified prison guards occupy the subject-position ‘White but not quite’ (Agathangelou 2004).Though none of the torture pictures published depict soldiers of colour, the Fay-Jones Report (2004: 77, 80) twice mentions ‘Black soldiers’ engaging in torture of prisoners, and one of the seven soldiers convicted of prisoner ‘abuse’ self-identifies as a Black male. These reports do not contradict my argument that the soldiers desired and enacted a fantasy of ‘racial’ supremacy. I argue that the essentially colonial character of ‘Operation Iraqi Hope’, the commonsensical fantasy of the First World civilized Self that brings (liberal) democracy to the Third World Other incapable of self-determination, creates discursive space for the interpellation and participation of the sexed, classed and racialized bodies of some of the US Empire’s internal Others. 

Link-Military/War planning
Even if plan removes troops, hegemonic masculinity does not just manifest itself in the military, but also in the war planning. The 1AC's uses  the militarized state as the chief of authority in order to construct a peacetime order by the threat of violence. 

Steans 2006 ( jill steans, university of Birmingham, Gender and international relations,pp55)

The creation of armies and empires has involved the historical embedding of violent masculinity in the state. Bob Connell argues that it is often difficult for us to see beyond individual acts of violence - or in this case beyond the individual acts of violence committed by personalized states as actors - to a structure of power. Yet all acts of violence are deeply embedded in power inequalities and ideologies of male supremacy. State-sanctioned violence is legitimized through the use of conets like '.autonomy' and 'national interest', concepts that in turn rely upon masculinized notions of rationality as a technique of control. As Connell puts it, 'if authority is defined as legitimate power, then the main axis of the power structure of gender is the general connection of authority with masculinity Sara Ruddick has pointed out that both the practices and ideology of the state are strongly masculinized. Not only is the world of generals, negotiators and chefs of staff still a man's world, but also it is usually men who make battle plans, invent weapons and supervise their constructionv' Furthermore, as Cynthia Enloe has argued, state power is exercised by policy-makers and law enforcers, who are mostly men Across the world it is men who predominate as police chiefs, spies, judges, politicians and governors who construct a peacetime order guaranteed by the threat of violence." States 'destroy on a mass scale' and 'to do this requires masculine toughness which becomes institutionalised"." In the 1980s, the feminist anti-war movement often treated the state's military apparatus, especially nuclear weapons, as an expression of male aggression and destructiveness. Hegemonic masculinity does not just manifest itself in the military, but in the inner core of the security establishment. In the nuclear defence establishment, a 'language of warriors' - a 'techno-strategic rationality' - is shared by armers and disarmers, chiefs of staff and chief negotiators. War is about masculinity and heroism, 'wimps and women

Link-US Fopo
US foreign policy is militarized and masculine

Enloe in 2004PhD Berkeley, professor at Clark University 2004(Cynthia, The Curious Feminist: Searching for Women in a New Age of Empire, p. 122-124) 

The militarization of any country’s foreign policy can be measured by monitoring the extent to which its policy: is inﬂuenced by the views of Defense Department decisionmakers and / or senior military oﬃcers, ﬂows from civilian oﬃcials’ own presumption that the military needs to carry exceptional weight, assigns the military a leading role in implementing the nation’s foreign policy, and treats military security and national security as if they were synonymous. Employing these criteria, one has to conclude that U.S. foreign policy today is militarized.A feminist analysis can help reveal why U.S. foreign policy has become so militarized— and at what costs. Since 1980, due to the growth of the women’s movement, it has become almost commonplace in many domestic U.S. policy circles to ask: “Will this proposed solution have disproportionately negative impacts on girls and women?” and “Does this policy option derive from unspoken assumptions about men’s employment, men’s health, or men’s supposed abilities?” Notable strides have been made in domestic policy arenas, even if there is still a long way to go before such intelligent questioning produces equally smart policy outcomes.By contrast, in foreign policy, progress toward a more sophisticated— realistic— understanding of the causes and costs of policy options has been sluggish. In the 1970s and 1980s women activists and feminist analysis did help drive popular protests against U.S. wars in Southeast Asia and Central America. Yet, generally, U.S. foreign policy has been tightly controlled by the president and Congress, limiting a genuinely public debate. Stalling progress toward bringing feminist analyses into foreign policy decision-making processes has been the conventionally naive belief that international aﬀairs— trade, immigration, hightech weapons sales— have nothing to do with gender. They do.Feminist foreign policy analysis is not naive. It derives from a systematic, eyes-wide-open curiosity, posing questions that nonfeminists too often imagine are irrelevant or ﬁnd awkward to ask. For starters: Are any of the key actors motivated in part by a desire to appear “manly” in the eyes of their own principal allies or adversaries? What are the consequences? Which policy’s option will bring women to the negotiating table? Does the alleged reasonableness of any foreign policy choice rest on the unexamined assumption that women’s issues in the target country can be addressed “later,” that it is men’s anxieties that must be dealt with immediately?

Colonialism causes rampant sexism and patriarchy: both colonizers and nationalist movements oppress women

Charlesworth, 91  Hilary Charlesworth is considered as the pioneer in feminist international law scholarship. Her groundbreaking book The Boundaries of International Law: A Feminist Analysis has been awarded the Certificate of Merit by the American Society of International Law in 2001,  Christine Chinkin is a Professor of International Law at the London School of Economics and Political Science and the William W. Cook Global Law Professor at the University of Michigan Law School,  Shelly Wright is Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, University of Sydney (October 1991, Hilary Charlesworth, Christine Chinkin, Shelley Wright, “Feminist Approaches to International Law”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2203269 , JSTOR, JPW)

The legacy of colonial rule has been particularly problematic for many women in the Third World. Local women were seen as constituting a pool of cheap labor for industries, agriculture and domestic service, and local men were often recruited to work away from their families. Local women also provided sex to the colonizers, especially where there was a shortage of women from home.42 To local men, the position of their women was symbolic of and mirrored their own domination: while colonialism meant allowing the colonial power to abuse colonized women, resistance to colonialism encompassed reasserting the colonized males' power over their women.43 Nationalist movements typically pursued wider objectives than merely to transfer power from white colonial rulers to indigenous people: they were con- cerned with restructuring the hierarchies of power and control, reallocating wealth within society, and creating nothing less than a new society based on equality and nonexploitation. It was inevitable that feminist objectives, including the restructuring of society across gender lines, would cause tension when set beside nationalist objectives that sounded similar but so frequently discounted the feminist perspective. Nevertheless, local women were needed in the fight against colonialism, which imposed numerous restrictions on them. The Sri Lankan feminist Kumari Jayawardena has shown that for many nationalists the objective of overthrowing colonial rule required both the creation of a national identity around which people could rally and the institution of internal reforms designed to present themselves as western and "civilized," and therefore worthy of self-rule. Thus, both the colonizers and the local men demanded that local women be modeled on western women. On the one hand, "ladylike" (western) behavior was regarded as a "mainstay of imperialist behavior," as "feminine respectability" taught the colonized and colonists alike that "foreign conquest was right and necessary."45 On the other hand, many local males believed that "women needed to be adequately Westernized and educated in order to enhance the modern and 'civilized' image of their country."46 Of course, the model handed down by western civilization embraced all the restrictions imposed on western women. The need to rally around a national identity, however, required that local women, even while being groomed on the western model, also take it upon them- selves to be "the guardians of national culture, indigenous religion and family traditions."47 These institutions in many instances repressed women. Halliday points out that, despite the belief that the spread of nationalism and nationalist ideas is beneficial to women, "nationalist movements subordinate women in a particular definition of their role and place in society, [and] enforce conformity to values that are often male-defined."48 Women could find themselves dominated by foreign rule, economic exploitation and aggression, as well as by local en- trenched patriarchies, religious structures and traditional rulers.

Link- Deterrence
Deterrence theories are paralyzed by an ever-expanding elaborative language edifice which purports distinctive qualities between weapons systems.  Deterrence sets into play hypothetical scenarios for violence rather than assessments which account for the totality of human actions. 

Cohn in 2003 Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights, & Ruddick, taught philosophy, peace studies, and feminist theory at the New School University, 03 (Carol & Sara, ‘A Feminist Ethical Perspective on Weapons of Mass Destruction’, Boston Consortium on Gender, Security, and Human Rights, www.genderandsecurity.umb.edu/director.htm

Deterrence theory is an elaborate, abstract conceptual edifice, which posits a hypothetical relation between two different sets of weapons systems – or rather, between abstractions of two different sets of weapons systems, for in fact, as both common sense and military expertise tells us, human error and technological imperfection mean that one could not actually expect real weapons to function in the ways simply assumed in deterrence theory. Because deterrence theory sets in play the hypothetical representations of various weapons systems, rather than assessments of how they would actually perform or fail to perform in warfare, it can be nearly infinitely elaborated, in a never ending regression of intercontinental ballistic missile gaps and theater warfare gaps and tactical “mini- nuke” gaps, ad infinitum, thus legitimating both massive vertical proliferation and arms racing. 

Deterrence theories fails because they depend upon all actors being “rational agents” which fails to take into account distinct cultural, societal, political difference between groups of people.

Cohn in 2003 Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights, & Ruddick, taught philosophy, peace studies, and feminist theory at the New School University, 03 (Carol & Sara, ‘A Feminist Ethical Perspective on Weapons of Mass Destruction’, Boston Consortium on Gender, Security, and Human Rights, www.genderandsecurity.umb.edu/director.htm

Deterrence theory is also a fiction in that it depends upon “rational actors,” for whom what counts as “rational” is the same, independent of culture, history, or individual difference. It depends on those “rational actors” perfectly understanding the meaning of “signals” communicated by military actions, despite dependence on technologies that sometimes malfunction; despite cultural difference and the lack of communication that is part of being political enemies; despite the difficulties of ensuring mutual understanding even when best friends make direct face-to- face statements to each other. It depends on those same “rational actors” engaging in a very specific kind of calculus that includes one set of variables (e.g., weapons size, deliverability, survivability, as well as the “credibility” of their and their opponent’s threats), and excludes other variables (such as domestic political pressures, economics, or individual subjectivity). What is striking from a feminist perspective is that even while “realists” may worry that some opponents are so “insufficiently rational” as to be undeterrable, this does not lead them to search for a more reliable form of ensuring security, or an approach that is not so weapons-dependent.

Link- National Identity/ Hegemony (1)
1AC creates the United States and its military presence as a sign of significance. These forms of national homogenity are filtered through masculine discourses which organize behavior and social understanding.

Higate 2003 (Robert, Lecturer in Social Policy in the School for Policy Studies at the University of Bristol, Military Masculinities,, 208-211, HC)

TECHNOLOGY AND GENDER Morris Janowitz suggested that changes in technology influence both organizational behavior and the characteristics of combat within the military.-" Given that overall, technological developments have tended to erode the significance of physical strength and aggression, we might expect women to be more accepted in the role of "closing with the enemy." However, it is the embodied elements of their combat effectiveness that have constantly been questioned? It is claimed that this "blurring" of the "cyborg" soldier's gender is likely to intensify as technology develops. As Chris Hables-Gray states: "It seems the female soldier's identity is beginning to collapse into the archetype soldier persona creating a basically male vaguely female mechanical image,"41 though I would argue that this view exaggerates developments and is unrealistic about future possibilities. A vision of the future in these somewhat idealized postmodern terms could take technological transformations to their end point; here combatant women would come to be considered as wholly interchangeable with male soldiers. However, another derivative of the argument that women simply flare not up to" the physical exigencies of ground-based combat in respect to closing with the enemy, concerns conflicts between opposing forces that are broadly similar in respect to their technological capabilities. In these circumstances, the human equation remains; for example, what capacity do the troops have in terms of physical strength-how fast can ammunition be "man"-handled?42 More significantly, and within the context of the scenario introduced at the start of the chapter, I would argue that technological developments themselves will continue to be masculinized, and women's role within them considered somewhat peripheral. To take computer systems as one important example of vital current and future military technology: They are "masculine," in the full ideological sense of that word which includes, integrally, soldiering, and violence. There is nothing far-fetched in the suggestion that much AI [artificial intelligence] research reflects a social relationship: "intelligent" behavior means the instrumental power Western "man" has developed to an unprecedented extent under capitalism and which he has always wielded over woman. The gendering of science and war as masculine looks unlikely to change in the near or distant future. Indeed, could an example of the pinnacle of technological advance, the missile defense system proposed by George W. Bush, ever have been called the daughter of star wars? We are dealing with society-wide discourses that tend to close off the technological arena from women both structurally and culturally. SEXUAL ORIENTATION AND MILITARY MASCULINE CULTURE: CURRENT AND FUTURE TRENDS Mark Simpson and Steven Zeeland illuminate the homoerotic and homosexual rather than the straightforwardly heterosexual elements of life in the armed forces in the case of the British and U.S. militaries.' Further, anecdotal evidence suggests that a "significant proportion" of the more senior of the female officers in the British Army are homosexual. although this label tells us little of their explicit view and attitude toward the organization and how it might evolve, raising interesting questions about gay identities in the armed forces. David Morgan's autobiographical writing of British National Service includes reflection on an effeminate colleague who was presumed by some to be homosexual. He was described as a popular man whose camp and comical performances were celebrated rather than condemned." The notion that there exists a uniform culture of (hetero)sexuality in the British and other militaries functions at the level of rhetoric rather than reality. The inscription of heterosexuality into all aspects of culture ranging from language through leisure activities is deeply bound up with the cmw ethic. What of the future scenario outlined above in which sexuality, like gender, is no longer an issue within the military environment? Might not the already present inconsistencies flagged above give way to greater toleration in the future as civilian society becomes more disposed to subvert sexuality and as these less dichotomized ways of conceptualizing sexuality permeate the military mindset? The MoD's equal opportunities statement represents the formal face of the organization and explicitly links "sexual orientation" with "tolerance." Although future catalysts for change may be rooted in both formal policy and human rights legislation, it is difficult to envisage the ways in which advances toward equality at the level of culture can be satisfactorily achieved. Given the maliciousness that had characterized the identification and removal of homosexuals from the armed forces in the very recent past, future enlightened developments look unlikely." NATIONALITY AND MILITARY MASCULINE CULTURE Military masculinities are embedded into discourses of nationalism. Constructions of Englishness or Britishness, invoking past victories and resonating with the imperial and colonial trajectories of the United Kingdom, have remained tenacious for both the military and its host society. "Our boys" belong to us and not "the (foreign) other," and military service identity is constructed around this sharp dichotomy. The experience of being deployed overseas frequently amplifies this distinction, and expressions of nationality are refracted through military masculinity. In addition, we might note the ways in which social class structures these performances, with the more junior ranks embarking on high-profile drinking binges as a way in which to rowdily celebrate their nationality and mark themselves out from the local "Foreigners.' The squaddies' reputation of celebrating the masculinized ritual of high alcohol consumption is unlikely to disappear within the context of either a home posting or farther afield, since particular elements of civilian society continue to reinforce "lad culture.” Concern continues to be raised around the links between the presence of troops and the impact on the local sex industry. Are these patterns of exploitation-and legitimation by commanders 51 -likely to continue? Overseas deployments will almost certainly increase within the context of "reinforced international commitment" as it will with the formation of the European Rapid Reaction Force (RRF), dubbed by some as the Euroarmy. These developments are suggestive of an increase in overseas operations, albeit in less permanent bases than was evident during the Cold War. It is the more harmful spillover aspects of the cmw ethic that seem to flourish while servicemen are abroad. Given the new, more mobile roles of the armed forces, deployments overseas look set to continue, with a number of service personnel exporting the worst kind of 

Continued below

Link- National Identity/ Hegemony (2)
colonial and misogynist attitudes to cultures considered inferior to their own. CONCLUSION Institutions are highly effective at many things, including the ability to dehumanize, and their potential for destruction can take on an immanent and somewhat autonomous logic. In Modernity and the Holocaust, Zygmunt Bauman 53 argues that it was the authorized, routinized, and dehumanized characteristics of the Nazi genocide, rather than the inherent evil of all individuals involved, that should concern us most. The currency of contemporary and no doubt future terms such as "friendly fire," "collateral damage," and "smart weaponry" has a particular resonance within the context of the following: "The civilizing process is ... a process of divesting the use and deployment of violence from moral calculus, and of emancipating the desiderata of rationality from interference of ethical norms or moral inhibitions."54 In these terms, it is the impersonal, bureaucratic, and hierarchical aspects of an institution capable of "ultra rationality"-for example, of indiscriminate and, for those involved in the operations, relatively risk-free" carpet bombing" from 50,000 feet during the conflict in Kosov0 55 -that reinforce the fear Bauman articulates. Might not the military aspire to be more humane than the society from which it comes in respect to the spillover elements of military masculinity, rather than somewhat resignedly declare its microcosmic characteristics, replete with masculine excess? After all, its ability to socialize individuals into roles that are pursued with dedication, commitment, and, above all, self-discipline suggests powerful structural influences that could be used to challenge rather than collude with the darker aspects of masculinity. In terms of the broader context, Bob Connell reminds us that the category "men" is not monolithic: ape, most men do not. It is a fact of great importance, both theoretically and practically, that there are many non-violent men in the world. 56 Connell's observation is important, though it could be taken further to include the category 'soldier'; is there any potential here to mobilize and give legitimacy to the less hypermasculine elements that undoubtedly constitute this group? If it is the case that the term "military masculinity" represents progress in critically deconstructing the practice of men and the ideologies of men located within particular institutions, then considerable work remains to be done in the case of the military as the experience of women in the military and the spillover aspects of military masculinity demonstrate. If the present is able to offer a guide to the future-an increasingly difficult proposition given the detraditionalization of many institutions, not least the armed forces-then future gendered military cultures look set to retain many of the hypermasculine features we note today. The prevalence of domestic violence within military communities, sexual harassment within the military workplace, and the ongoing violence in and around military establishments continue, seemingly unabated, despite the oft-repeated message that the military has, and is, changing. Even if the gendered composition is transformed significantly, in the ways described in the first scenario at the head of the chapter, I remain pessimistic that the impact the organization confers symbolically and materially across society will follow suit, not least because militaries continue to relish their traditional status replete with the "naturalized" actions of military men.

Link-National identity
The construction of a Nation state is not one based around a homogenized community that exclude the deviant, and feminine. The Other is excluded as the expensive of the majority.  

Steans 2006 ( jill steans, university of Birmingham, Gender and international relations, pp 39)

Feminist analysis raises questions about how identities are formed and transformed and about how power operates in the construction and ascription of identity. Historically, the creation of state boundaries in Europe was closely linked with the rise of nationalism as a powerful ideology and political force. The nation-state was seen as a form of political organization that allowed for the creation of 'centralized political institutions supported by a homogeneous national identity' and as such established 'a reasoned stable space for human improvements'. The constitution of the nation-state served to link political space to the creation of boundaries.l"Ideas about gender, sexuality and the family have been and continue to be of great symbolic import in the construction and reproduction of national identities and state boundaries and in ensuring the cultural continuity of specific cornmunities.i? Nationalist ideologies are based upon the idea that the imagined community of the nation is 'natural' because, irrespective of difference, there is a natural bond between members of the national group." However, the nation is not a natural entity but is constructed. Essential in the process of establishing a sense of identification with the nation and inculcating a nationalist consciousness has been the telling of a particular story aboutthe nation and its history." Feminist scholarship has shown the relevance of gender relations in our understanding of the construction of the nation and underlined the significance of women, sexuality and the family as symbols in the reproduction of the nation and its boundaries. They have also explored the significance of gendered symbolism and imagery that is employed in story-telling about the nation and itshistory. Benedict Anderson's account of nationalism emphasizes the importance of kinship.The nation is held to be something to which one is naturally tied. Indeed, it is not uncommon to find that the nation is depicted as the 'motherland'. The power of nationalism lies in its appeals to a sense of belonging - of being at home. The association of women with the private domain of the home and family reinforces the powerful imagery involved in merging the idea of national community with that of theselfless/devoted mother. This automatically triggers the response that one should ultimately be prepared to come to her defence or die for her.Mosse has suggested that the sense of belonging and attachment is actually centred on male bonding. As such,it has special affinities for male society. This special affinity for male society legitimizes male domination over women."

Link- Military Action
The affirmative's military discourse plays into the militaristic culture of masculinity. These forms of social construction shape politics, society and inter-personal interaction through gendered hierarchies. The systems of meanings which give masculinity it's truth co-opt the affirmative plan 

De Bere 2003 (Samantha Regan, lecturer at Peninsula College of Medicine and Dentistry, Military Masculinities Identity and the State, pgs. 92-94, HC

In discussing masculine identity formation and transformation in military cultures, we are concerned with the role of meaningful ideas and practices in a distinctive area of social life. Depending on the social context within which we find a man, he may be a serviceman or he may be a father, a sportsman, a husband, and so on. The identity of a man is contingent on the social situation and the particular type of social discourse that assigns meaning of "being" to him at that particular moment in time. Put plainly, compatible ideas, values, and ideologies may be articulated into various discursive frameworks or "interpretative repertoires" that help inform identities in different ways, at different times, and in different contexts. Howarth (1995) refers to discourses as "systems of meaning" that" shape the way people understand their roles in society and influence their activities ... the concept of discourse involves all types of social and political practice, as well as institutions and organisations within its frame of reference.?" People's attitudes and behaviors in different situations are directed by knowledge and practices derived from particular institutionalized discourses, that is, systems of meaning or frames of reference. Many career situations provide this wider frame of reference, constructing identities and appropriate attitudes and behaviors around the work role. Janowitz (1960) remarks that a form of" doctrination" to military organizational discourses occurs in the military, effected through the" daily routine of military existence" and resulting in the formation and maintenance of military identities." The military has its own institutions for training and continuous socialization, in which the person's work is felt to be his or her whole life, 8 and where the "presenting self" of new recruits is effectively destroyed as they are immersed in the naval routine and separated from the outside world. Many servicemen come to value this separation and develop a sense of pride and self esteem in their new and different role. Indeed, it is this separation and symbolic differentiation that helps to maintain naval identities both in work and out. This argument is adopted by Morgan in his exposition of hegemonic military masculinity; where he suggests that "the informal cultures that elaborate in the course of military training and beyond ... are linked to strong and hegemonic definitions of masculinity." Here, certain notions of masculinity are dominant in military culture, excluding, for example, the interests and acceptability of women and homosexuals. Morgan proposes that hegemonic masculinity is strengthened by two key factors: boundedness (from wider civilian society) and the pervasiveness of military values (into civilian society). In relation to the former, he refers to the boundedness of the military in terms of Goffman's "total institutions. '" Indeed, the British armed services may appear to share some common features with total institutions whereby institutional members are isolated from the wider society, although this definition refers mainly to army communities. Certainly, all military institution are bounded to varying degrees by their very nature: The need for an element of secrecy and, often, safety to members of the public mean military facilities and civilian society are kept at arm's length both socially and geographically. However, to say with confidence that the various military represent total institutions as Goffman defines them is problematic. Recent developments in relation to the civilianization of some traditionally military tasks, and the introduction of civilian personnel to military organizations, has had some impact on the boundedness of the military, as has the trend toward household owner-occupation in civilian areas.'! Access to the outside civilian world, though sometimes difficult, is hardly restricted in a total sense, although the exception is perhaps the time spent on ships at sea in the Royal Navy. Nevertheless, the high degree of isolation of service personnel is important in terms of socialization and the internalization of service culture, and, as such, boundedness does have some resonance here. The issue of pervasiveness relative to Britain's armed forces is perhaps less straightforward. In militaristic societies, military cultures will be visible to all and relevant to military personnel and civilians alike. However, in British society, pervasiveness is less extensive. Despite recent media coverage and fly-onthe-wall documentaries of military life, military institutions remain something of an unknown quantity to many in civilian life, even in towns with a strong military presence. Nevertheless, pervasiveness does appear to be highly relevant in terms of the extension of military discourses to the private sphere of families and kinship-friendship networks. The British military forces are organized around predetermined schedules, codes, and disciplines that inevitably extend into the private worlds of their members to the extent where the boundaries between work and home are often indistinguishable. The military career, along with its associated discourses, is extended into many different aspects of servicemen and women's lives, often at the cost of their personal privacy and  freedom. It is therefore pertinent to consider that discourses represent controlling aspects of military culture and organization. Foucauldian critical discourse analysis is concerned precisely with the ways in which discursive formations refer to systematic bodies of ideas that claim to produce valid knowledge about the world." In so doing, discourses present a particular reality that serves the interests of those who formulate or direct them (in this case, promoting the hegemony of the military institution over its members). This is a persuasive argument when the demanding nature of the military organization is taken into account, even more so when its members may be required to put their lives on the line for it. It also holds support for Morgan's notion of hegemonic masculinity, where distinctive notions of masculinity are used to inform and direct particular attitudes and behaviors at the expense of other, less appropriate ones. The relevance of hegemonic masculinity cannot be overstated here. The very notion of the warrior in classical militarism provides us with a key symbol of masculinity, one that endures despite social, political, and technological developments in modern warfare and peacekeeping. 
Link-Military 
The Military is a product of society using gender dichotomies to reinforce masculine traits

Kovitz 2003 (Marcia, professor and Chair of the Department of Sociology and Anthropology at John Abbott College, Military Masculinities Identity and the State, edited by Paul Higate, pgs. 5-10, HC)

That combativeness must be deliberately induced or constructed is equally evident elsewhere. A variety of techniques-including persuasion, sexual and other incentives, taunting and accusations, humiliation, flattery and exaltations, and ideological equations of warriorhood with manhood-maybe used to exhort or pressure (mostly) young men to engage in a form of self-sacrifice to which they are not readily disposed. The same holds true for state societies where extreme, traumatizing practices of basic training are employed to trans-form young (male) civilians into soldiers. Nor is resistance to combat unusual. Throughout history, individual men have attempted various means of evasion that have included flight, prison, self-mutilation, feigning illness, insanity or sexual deviance, hiring surrogates, going AWOL or even committing suicide. Often when they have fought, they have done so under the influence of mood-altering substances- or under threat of lethal violence from their superiors. During the Great War Canadian troops were commonly provided extra rations of rum prior to an offensive in order to prepare them for death or killing. Officers also let their men know that they had appointed battle police to shoot laggards or those who hid. 33 Such evidence dispels essentialist myths of innate male aggressiveness. Rather, it demonstrates that dramatic transformations, along with social boundaries and liminality, are needed to construct and maintain a combative identity and solidarity. In those pre-state societies where warfare is strictly gender segregated and marked as masculine, these practices are often accompanied by discourses of male-female antagonism, ambivalence and fear, the projection of dissension among men onto women, and a displacement of the fear of the dangers of war onto dangers associated with female "pollution." Such gender-divisive devices are actively cultivated in gerontocracies by male elders who themselves display a more relaxed attitude toward women than do the younger men in whom they deliberately induce this exaggerated fear of female contamination. It Elsewhere, I describe a similar, though much less exaggerated, dynamic in the Canadian armed forces that fulfills its mandate to wage war against the enemy through an organizational structure and meaning system that together incorporate a number of mutually informing binary oppositions such as war/peace, death/life, strong/weak, military/civilian, defenders/defended, friend/enemy, and uniformity/diversity. It is onto these sets of op-positions that gender is mapped: Men/masculinity is associated with the former (i.e., war, strong, military, uniformity, defenders, friend, etc.) and women/femininity with the latter (i.e., peace, weak, civilian, diversity, defended, enemy, etc.), embodying, in part, impediments to operational effectiveness. What makes women's presence so contentious is not what they are-their purported essential physiology-but what they represent, their associated social attributes." It is the aspect of femininity that is associated with weakness and other oppositional characteristics cited above that conjures up the enemy. In the same vein, as we will soon see, the military's masculinity has less to do with men's essential characteristics than with what they represent in relation to the military's mandate. The military's need to segregate its members from civilian society and to develop and sustain in them a solidarity, combative attitude entails identifying and shunning all that is associated with the debilitating elements of the civilian sphere. And because the value and practices of the civilian sphere are the inverse of those of the military, the conflation of the military with masculinity and violence serves to normalize and legitimate the military's lethal goals and practices-"Thus far we have seen that pre-state and state societies have in common the need to construct and sustain the bellicose identities of their combatants. But there are other commonalities as well. As in pre-states, war in state societies is multifaceted, drawing on a wide range of participants; and it is ritually complex, bound up with sacred meaning and practice." This is as true of Ancient Assyria,  with its cultic functionaries for interpreting omens and providing religious justification for military campaigns. " As it is of early-twentieth-century Canada, in which propaganda framed World War I as a Christian struggle against the forces of evil. Clerics of various Christian denominations worked hand in hand with the military to encourage young men to exhibit a Christian spirit of self-sacrifice; death in battle was equated with saintliness. In addition to the sacralization of war, the social organization of war in state societies also differentiates populations into defenders and defended, in varying ways and degrees. And as is often the case for pre-state societies, as we saw earlier, combatants in state-sponsored militaries act as proxies for those who cannot or would not fight. 40 Although pre-state and state societies have this latter point in common, it is also the point on which they diverge. That is, despite the susceptibility of warriors in pre-state societies to interpersonal pressure or to structural inducements to engage in combat, often as proxies, the absence of an enforceable draft, of a coercive superior authority, renders the process from recruitment to com-bat fundamentally democratic: The decision to engage in this form of collective lethal violence is ultimately voluntary, made by combatants themselves. No one is shot for refusing to fight. In state societies, in contrast, motivating soldiers to place themselves in harm's way-with little to gain and much to lose is a principal preoccupation. How does the military appropriate the soldier's autonomy and ensure obedience to orders, especially to those that en-tail risking one's life? The organizational answer to the military's motivational dilemma is elucidated by Mumford in his description of the origins of the army as an organizational form at the "dawn of civilization" in the fourth millennium B.C.E. in Egypt, Mesopotamia, India, China, Yucatan, and Peru. The innovation of the army as one of several in a constellation of new institutions and cultural inventions lay not in new mechanical inventions but in a new form of social organization that harnessed a human multitude into what comprised the first gigantic machine, which Mumford terms the "megamachine." It is this human machine that produced the grand projects, both sacred and profane, many of which still stand today: temples, pyramids, ziggurats, and giant irrigation works. The basis of this new culture, with the  army as its central paradigm, was its dedication "to the expansion of collective power ... by perfecting new instruments of coercion. The individual initiative of the hero was replaced by the strict obedience of disciplined troops governed by the technical rationality that mobilized them into integrated, mechanized groups acting on orders is-sued by a solitary individual at the top and transmitted through a series of intermediaries to the very lowest of units and individuals. For the machine to function effectively, orders had to be reproduced and followed precisely; rank was sacrosanct and disobedience intolerable. The army 

Continued below..

Link-Military 
represented a new instrument of coercion, directed not merely at the enemies of a ruling elite but at its very own subjects. Wittfogel describes a similar dynamic for what he terms "hydraulic society"; its objective of harnessing water required the harnessing of the will of populations. He identifies the same shift to authoritarianism in the army, noting that soldiers in the hydraulic state lacked the protection of II democratic check or feudal contracts ... they came when they were summoned; they marched where they were told; they fought as long as the ruler wanted them to fight." 44 Feudal armies, by contrast, were notorious for their lack of discipline, with officers as likely to disobey as were the rank and file to be careless and reckless. In sum, this review of the army's ancient origins highlights the internal repression unique to this form of social organization. It is the archaic army's form of authoritarian social organization that has come down to us through the millennia. Whereas warriors in pre-state societies must be induced, persuaded, or humiliated into fighting in the absence of overarching coercive structures, in state societies armies are coercive structures, and control the principal agents and executors of state violence against their own members. WHY MILITARY MASCULINITY? To recapitulate, the above anthropological and historical narratives on war and gender prompt us to question the masculine social organization of warfare in the form of the military and to investigate the military's organizational means for extracting obedience from its members: its authoritarianism. More-over, these comparative perspectives are mutually informing: examining the military's authoritarianism furthers our understanding of the means by which this organization commits its soldiers to its high-risk, potentially lethal practices, and of how these are gendered. Whereas the problem of getting soldiers to place themselves at risk was difficult under ancient authoritarian rule, motivation for hierarchically controlled lethal violence on the part of those who are structurally excluded from the decision-making processes and benefits of war is far more challenging in democracies, which guarantee the franchise and prom-ise individual rights and freedoms, and where most social practices are ostensibly based on consent. As an anomalous holdover from a distant and largely forgotten past, the military has in many ways remained true to the despotic social conditions in which it originated. Even as Western societies have inched their way toward expanded legal and political rights, the military's segregation from the larger civilian society has allowed it to retain many of the social and legal parameters of its historic roots." In democracies there is a particular tension between the larger society's political and legal institutions and the military's coercive mandate and conditions of service. This tension exacerbates the military's existing preoccupation with the internal coercion of its members, with maintaining discipline, ensuring obedience, and mitigating resistance to the performance of this hazardous work. Tasks such as peacekeeping or peace enforcement aside, militaries are instruments of lethal force with mandates to deliver collective lethal violence. Managers of violence are carefully distinguished from those responsible for engendering and sustaining the violence of still others who are charged with its execution. Rank marks the internal differentiation, or conflicts of interest, between more and less powerful men. But rather than being transparent, these differences must be camouflaged in order to construct the military's unity of purpose-which is its operational effectiveness. This is the benchmark against which all else is evaluated. How are these differences in interests contained? The most obvious method is through the construction of the ranking system as inviolable, sacrosanct. Challenging rank is in the order of heresy, since it would mean exposing the oppositions of interest inherent in the ranking system's dispersal of power, thereby disrupting the disciplinary system that enforces obedience. The second method of containment consists in the construction of gender along a male-female axis of opposition, evident above in the elaborate discourses of male-female differences in physiological and social characteristics that render women less able to serve. It is this emphasis on male-female difference that serves to deflect attention from the fault lines along which military masculinity fractures internally. Further, it allows for the perpetuation of the military's attachment to a uniform masculinity (uniformity, strength, ete.) and an opposition to femininity (diversity, weakness, etc.) which, as in some pre-state societies, is used to de-flect, mask, and contain these tensions between multiple and unequal military masculinities. Masculine unity, an ally of masculine military uniformity, is a third method of containing, as well as actually masking, differences in military masculinities, and it forms the basis for constructing and fostering troop solidarity in order to achieve the military's unity of purpose, which, again, is its operational effectiveness. CONCLUSION The objective of this chapter has been to set out some of the parameters for understanding why the military constructs itself as uniformly masculine and why it is disrupted by the entry of women. Comparative cross-cultural and historical perspectives of the gendered social organization of war demonstrate that military masculinity is neither universal nor inevitable. Instead, a uniform military masculinity is carefully constructed through deliberate social practice as a means of operationalizing a unique mandate-waging war-through an authoritarian organization that is preoccupied with ensuring the obedience of potentially resistant practitioners. The military is an organization that values, promotes, and engages in practices that are the inverse of those valued, promoted, and practiced in the civilian sphere. Militaries are mandated to perfect the techniques of lethal violence, of killing; to fulfill this mandate they must construct different kinds of lives and deaths, and they must assign them meaning. Military masculinity has less to do with men's essential characteristics than it does with the characteristics and assigned meanings of the different world-the military world-that soldiers inhabit. It is in describing something of the nature and requisites of this world, and in shifting our sights from the male-female axis of opposition to the oppositions between military men and to the fractures within military masculinity, that we have been able to delineate some of what masculinity and femininity-embodied in real men and women- represent. It remains to be seen what long-term effects the increasing presence of women will have on the military as a gendered organization and on its mandate, values, and practices. 
Link-Military 
The aff’s taming of the military is an illusion. The US militaries saving civilization fantasy require placing the Other into an association of femininity with subordination, weakness, passivity, and inferiority

Richter-Montpetit, Political Science Department, York University, 2007 (Melanie, “Empire, Desire and Violence: A Queer Transnational Feminist Reading of the Prisoner 'Abuse' in Abu Ghraib and the Question of 'Gender Equality”,International Feminist Journal of Politics; Mar 2007, Vol. 9 Issue 1, p38-59, 22p) 

As my analysis of the sexed, racialized torture practices has shown, the ‘save civilization itself’-fantasy, that is, the hegemonic national fantasy envisaging the First World civilized Self bringing (liberal) democracy to the Third World Other incapable of self-determination, and the subject-position ‘Whiteness’, depend on the association of femininity with subordination, weakness and passivity, in short, inferiority. While the (hetero)sexualized humiliation of racialized men at the hands of White western women disrupts the fictitious clear-cut male/female dichotomy underpinning this fantasy, the violent practices constitute merely a reversal of that logocentrism, they do not displace it. To remain within Ehrenreich’s problematic framework, the female-identified soldiers ironically contributed actively to gender inequality.Moreover, I think Ehrenreich’s hope of taming/‘civilizing’ the military is an illusion. The military cannot be transformed, as its mission is to prepare and organize its workers to kill people; the reproduction of the ‘New World Order’ continues to depend heavily on the deployment of military force. As discussed earlier, physical violence and aggressive Othering play a constitutive role in the construction of the soldier Self. In sum, the acts of violence perpetrated by the female-identified soldiers on the bodies of prisoners should be located within colonial desires. Given the systematic, simultaneously racialized and heterosexed character of the acts of torture, and given that their effect is to re/produce the identity and hegemony of the US Empire and its heterosexed, racialized and classed World (Dis)Order, the participation of the three female-identified soldiers is not a sign of ‘gender equality’. Further, as Whiteness and the concomitant World (Dis)Order are also a classed project,19 both female- and male-identified prison guards occupy the subject-position ‘White but not quite’ (Agathangelou 2004).Though none of the torture pictures published depict soldiers of colour, the Fay-Jones Report (2004: 77, 80) twice mentions ‘Black soldiers’ engaging in torture of prisoners, and one of the seven soldiers convicted of prisoner ‘abuse’ self-identifies as a Black male. These reports do not contradict my argument that the soldiers desired and enacted a fantasy of ‘racial’ supremacy. I argue that the essentially colonial character of ‘Operation Iraqi Hope’, the commonsensical fantasy of the First World civilized Self that brings (liberal) democracy to the Third World Other incapable of self-determination, creates discursive space for the interpellation and participation of the sexed, classed and racialized bodies of some of the US Empire’s internal Others. 

Link-Military/War planning
Even if plan removes troops, hegemonic masculinity does not just manifest itself in the military, but also in the war planning. The 1AC's uses  the militarized state as the chief of authority in order to construct a peacetime order by the threat of violence. 

Steans 2006 ( jill steans, university of Birmingham, Gender and international relations,pp55)

The creation of armies and empires has involved the historical embedding of violent masculinity in the state. Bob Connell argues that it is often difficult for us to see beyond individual acts of violence - or in this case beyond the individual acts of violence committed by personalized states as actors - to a structure of power. Yet all acts of violence are deeply embedded in power inequalities and ideologies of male supremacy. State-sanctioned violence is legitimized through the use of conets like '.autonomy' and 'national interest', concepts that in turn rely upon masculinized notions of rationality as a technique of control. As Connell puts it, 'if authority is defined as legitimate power, then the main axis of the power structure of gender is the general connection of authority with masculinity Sara Ruddick has pointed out that both the practices and ideology of the state are strongly masculinized. Not only is the world of generals, negotiators and chefs of staff still a man's world, but also it is usually men who make battle plans, invent weapons and supervise their constructionv' Furthermore, as Cynthia Enloe has argued, state power is exercised by policy-makers and law enforcers, who are mostly men Across the world it is men who predominate as police chiefs, spies, judges, politicians and governors who construct a peacetime order guaranteed by the threat of violence." States 'destroy on a mass scale' and 'to do this requires masculine toughness which becomes institutionalised"." In the 1980s, the feminist anti-war movement often treated the state's military apparatus, especially nuclear weapons, as an expression of male aggression and destructiveness. Hegemonic masculinity does not just manifest itself in the military, but in the inner core of the security establishment. In the nuclear defence establishment, a 'language of warriors' - a 'techno-strategic rationality' - is shared by armers and disarmers, chiefs of staff and chief negotiators. War is about masculinity and heroism, 'wimps and women

LINK – MILITARY

The military is a masculinized institution and not a group of authonomous individuals that make up a community, regardless of the amount of female participation

 Speck 2000 (Andreas, War Resisters’ International “Masculinity and national identity as legitimisation for military service” http://www.wri-irg.org/node/2160, EB)

The military is not only a collection of individual men, but a masculinized institutions. The organisational culture of armies is heavily gendered, and armies put a lot of effort in producing a narrowly defined hegemonic masculinity. The masculinity values within the military are not isolated from values within society. Important aspects of masculinity within the military are: bravery, toughness, physical endurance, aggressiveness, and a special kind of rationality. Within the military different masculinities are produced at the same time, according to the rank of the men. The lower ranks are marked by excessive drinking at (hetero)sexist language (in addition to those values mentioned above); which might be ineffective on first sight, but serves a form of "community building" within the military. Higher officers highlight rationality and technical expertise. It is important to note that the military leadership image is highly masculine. Even where female leaders within the military are successful to a certain extend (like in France), this is not publicly recognised and doesn't change the image of the military leader. As a conclusion, it can be said that the military today is the strongest pillar of the gender order, and at the same time the gender order strengthen militarism.
Female exclusion from the military is rooted in the ideology of gender bias

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 50, MR)

While the masculinity of war might be a 'myth', it is myth that plays a vital role in sustaining both women and men in their support for violence. If gender differences are not natural, these powerful myths 'seem to be the most certain proof of the necessity of maintaining the all-male nature of warfare'19 and so have to be otherwise explained. The key to understanding the continuing resistance to women in combat roles lies not in understanding the innate characteristics of men and women as such, but in understanding gender as a set of cultural institutions and practices that constitute the norms and standards of masculinity and femininity. Gender is a 'system of meaning', a way of thinking that shapes 'how we experience, understand and represent ourselves as men and women'.lO Thus, a man who cries easily cannot avoid in some way confronting that he is seen as less than fully manly by other men, and indeed by many women. Similarly, an aggressive and incisive woman cannot avoid having her own and other's perceptions of such qualities being mediated by the discourse of genderP The link between particular constructions of (socially acceptable) masculinities and combat is a core component of the ideology of patriarchy that in turn justifies the superiority of men in the social order.21 While 'masculinity' is not all of a kind13 the violent masculinity of the squaddie would not be acceptable in the officer - neverthe­ less, in the armed forces there is a deliberate cultivation of a 'dominance-orientated' masculinity, that necessitates learning to control fears and domestic longings that are explicitly labelled feminine. Ruddick argues that boot camp recruits are 'ladies' until trained in obedient killing.24 Only then do they become 'real men'. 

By denying rights to females in military situations, females are not only denied access to the most meaningful form of national service, but are denied access to basic human rights and obligations through the denial of military service. 
Allen, 2000 – prof. of American Studies at Middlebury College (Holly Allen, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “13. Gender, Sexuality and the Military Model of U.S. National Community,” ed by Mayer, pg 310, AW)

More is at stake for advocates of female combatants than simply enhancing women’s political and professional opportunities. Also at stake are women’s opportunities to contribute meaningfully to a common, national cause. Advocates of female combatants recognize that gender inequality in the military prevents women from contributing fully to national community. Moreover, they contend, combat restrictions prevent women from gaining access to other rights and responsibilities that full membership in national community entails. Gay men and lesbians have similarly sought full and open access to the military as a means of grounding larger political claims. As one gay officer stated before a Congressional committee, “Military service represents one of the most meaningful ways in which an American can serve his or her country.” Barred from military service, openly homosexual men and women are denied the most obvious avenue through which America citizens can serve their country. This is particularly true since, in the United States, other opportunities for national service are notably lacking. Like their opponents, gay and lesbian witnesses and their supporters imbue the military’s sexual politics with immense national significance, claiming that only a more inclusive military can adequately represent the equalitarian ideals of the American nation. As one witness stated, “[A]ll people, regardless of race, gender, or sexual orientation, are entitled to the basic freedoms and liberties that are the very foundation of this Nation.” Since the military represents the American nation, this witness implied, it must adhere to the values that are this nation’s “very foundation”. To do otherwise would be to abdicate the military’s important rile as a representative public institution and defender of American national values. 

Link-US Fopo
US foreign policy is militarized and masculine

Enloe in 2004PhD Berkeley, professor at Clark University 2004(Cynthia, The Curious Feminist: Searching for Women in a New Age of Empire, p. 122-124) 

The militarization of any country’s foreign policy can be measured by monitoring the extent to which its policy: is inﬂuenced by the views of Defense Department decisionmakers and / or senior military oﬃcers, ﬂows from civilian oﬃcials’ own presumption that the military needs to carry exceptional weight, assigns the military a leading role in implementing the nation’s foreign policy, and treats military security and national security as if they were synonymous. Employing these criteria, one has to conclude that U.S. foreign policy today is militarized.A feminist analysis can help reveal why U.S. foreign policy has become so militarized— and at what costs. Since 1980, due to the growth of the women’s movement, it has become almost commonplace in many domestic U.S. policy circles to ask: “Will this proposed solution have disproportionately negative impacts on girls and women?” and “Does this policy option derive from unspoken assumptions about men’s employment, men’s health, or men’s supposed abilities?” Notable strides have been made in domestic policy arenas, even if there is still a long way to go before such intelligent questioning produces equally smart policy outcomes.By contrast, in foreign policy, progress toward a more sophisticated— realistic— understanding of the causes and costs of policy options has been sluggish. In the 1970s and 1980s women activists and feminist analysis did help drive popular protests against U.S. wars in Southeast Asia and Central America. Yet, generally, U.S. foreign policy has been tightly controlled by the president and Congress, limiting a genuinely public debate. Stalling progress toward bringing feminist analyses into foreign policy decision-making processes has been the conventionally naive belief that international aﬀairs— trade, immigration, hightech weapons sales— have nothing to do with gender. They do.Feminist foreign policy analysis is not naive. It derives from a systematic, eyes-wide-open curiosity, posing questions that nonfeminists too often imagine are irrelevant or ﬁnd awkward to ask. For starters: Are any of the key actors motivated in part by a desire to appear “manly” in the eyes of their own principal allies or adversaries? What are the consequences? Which policy’s option will bring women to the negotiating table? Does the alleged reasonableness of any foreign policy choice rest on the unexamined assumption that women’s issues in the target country can be addressed “later,” that it is men’s anxieties that must be dealt with immediately?

LINK – WOMEN IN PATRIARCHAL SYSTEMS

Women who fail to identify patriarchy as responsible for international conflict reshackle women into a subordinate role

Enloe 2005 (Cynthia, Feminist and Women Studies “Of Arms and the Women” http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt, EB)

Her answer is that women like Margaret Thatcher and Jeane Kirkpatrick reinforce the patriarchy by making international conflict look "less man-made, more people-made and thus more legitimate and harder to reverse." Enloe applies this analysis consistently--right-wing women like Phyllis Schlafly are pawns of the patriarchal-militarist power structure, while left-wing women like the Greenham Common Women are disinterested proponents of the good of humanity. Still, Enloe is troubled enough to return to the question: "some women's class aspirations and their racist fears lured them into the role of controlling other women for the sake of imperial rule." Admit that, however, and you are close to conceding the point about collective human behavior made by realists. Then there is "the state." Here, too, there is nothing in realism that cannot accommodate many feminine observations about the particular patriarchal features of particular historic states. The realist definition of "the state" as a sovereign entity with an existence and a strategy distinct from that of individuals is very broad, including medieval duchies and ancient empires-- and, perhaps, female biker gangs. Realist theory holds no preference for the modern nation-state, though a word might be spoken in its defense. Again and again in feminist writings one encounters the claim that the modern nation- state is inherently "gendered," as though its predecessors--feudal dynastic regimes, theocratic empires, city-states, tribal amphictyonies--were not even more rigidly patriarchal.

LINK – TALIBAN/TALIBAN NEGOTIATIONS
The Taliban through militaristic means have created a political sphere that is exclusively male.

Hawkesworth 01 (Mary E. Professor of Women’s and Gender Studies and Senior Scholar at the Center for American Women and Politics at Rutgers University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, pg. 223-228, SW)


To illuminate the process of gendering public space, it might be useful to consider two contemporary examples at great remove from democratization-the Serbian incursion in Bosnia and the'regime of the Taliban in Afghanistan. The genocidal war in Bosnia was gendered. As women's rights activists have documented, rape was used as a strategic weapon in that war. The Serbian army made a strategic decision to rape Muslim women as a means of demoralizing the Bosnian men. The citizenship of women (Serb or Bosnian) was not at issue; women were viewed as mere means to achieve psychological and military objectives. Such an intentional dehumanization constitutes political space as male space. Indeed the sphere of political contestation is actively created as a threat to women, as a space in which to dehumanize and violate women. In Afghanistan, the Taliban have issued edicts prohibiting women from showing themselves in public unless fully veiled and accompanied by a man. They have also prohibited girls and women from attending schools and practicing professions. The forced enclosure of women is implemented by publicly administering heinous punishments, including death, to any who refuse to comply. The Taliban have invented a version of Islam at great remove from the foundational texts of their religion and the lived religious practices in their nation. On the basis of this invention, they are attempting to forge gendered political identities by enacting them with brutal force. Through this process they are producing political space as exclusively male. As long as defiance means likely death, the Taliban will succeed in their eradication of women from the public world. A process so blatantly enacted by the Serbs and the Taliban can also have far more subtle manifestations. I suggest that the incorporation of certain gendered concepts within the neoliberal definition of democratization and the entrenchment of gendered institutions as the defining characteristics of democratization contribute to a very subtle structuring of public space as male terrain. The construction of women committed to participatory politics and economic justice as too idealistic or too unrealistic for political life marginalizes women just as successfully as did the Victorian pedestal. Working in two directions at once, it supports men's claims that idealistic women are inappropriate political actors, while simultaneously convincing women that the tawdriness of interest group politics is not worth their time and effort. The perpetration of violence against women by some men provides justification for other men to assume the familiar mantle of women's protector, while leaving women wondering how politics can help them J....when violence ensnares them in their most intimate relationships. 

***IMPACTS
FEM EPISTIMOLOGY FIRST

We must first discuss feminist ideologies before all else to prevent bias in the scientific and political communities which will harm future studies and endorse false values.
Anderson 9 [Prof of women’s studies &philosophy at Michigan, “Feminist Epistemology and Philosophy of Science,” AW] (PAGE 56)
The symbolic identification of the scientific with a masculine outlook generates further cognitive distortions. The ideology of masculinity, in representing emotion as feminine and as cognitively distorting, falsely assimilates emotion-laden thoughts—and even thoughts about emotions—to sentimentality. In identifying the scientific outlook with that of a man who has outgrown his tutelage, cut his dependence on his mother, and is prepared to meet the competitive demands of the public sphere with a clear eye, the ideology of masculinity tends to confuse seeing the natural world as indifferent in the sense of devoid of teleological laws with seeing the social world as hostile in the sense of full of agents who pursue their interests at others' expense (Keller 1992, 116-18). This confusion tempts biologists into thinking that the selfishness their models ascribe to genes and the ruthless strategic rationality their models ascribe to individual organisms (mere metaphors, however theoretically powerful) are more "real" than the actual care a dog expresses toward her pups. Such thoughts also reflect the rhetoric of unmasking base motivations behind policies that seem to be benevolent, a common if overused tactic in liberal politics and political theory. The power of this rhetoric depends on an appearance/reality distinction that has no place where the stakes are competing social models of biological phenomena, whose merits depend on their metaphorical rather than their referential powers. Thus, to the extent that the theoretical preference for competitive models in biology is underwritten by rhetoric borrowed from androcentric political ideologies, the preference reflects a confusion between models and reality as well as an unjustified intrusion of androcentric political loyalties into the scientific enterprise. These are not concerns that can be relieved by deploying the discovery/justification distinction. To the extent that motivations tied to acquiring a masculine-coded prestige as a theorist induce mathematical ecologists to overlook the epistemic defects of models of natural selection that fail to consider the actual impact of sexual selection, parenting, and cooperative interactions, they distort the context of justification itself. Some of the criteria of justification, such as simplicity, are also distorted in the light of the androcentric distinction between public and private values. For example, simplicity in mathematical biology has been characterized so as to prefer explanations of apparently favorable patterns of group survival in terms of chance to explanations in terms of interspecific feedback loops, if straightforward individualistic mechanisms are not available to explain them (Keller 1992,153). Finally, to the extent that gender ideologies inform the context of discovery by influencing the direction of inquiry and development of mathematical tools, they prevent the growth of alternative models and the tools that could make them tractable, and hence they bias our views of what is "simple" (Keller 1992, 160). The discovery/justification distinction, while useful when considering the epistemic relation of a theory to its confirming or disaffirm- ing evidence, breaks down once we consider the relative merits of alternative theories. In the latter context, any influence that biases the development of the field of alternatives will bias the evaluation of theories. A theoretical approach may appear best justified not because it offers an adequate model of the world but because androcentric ideologies have caused more thought and resources to be invested in it than in alternatives.

We must first discuss feminist ideologies before all else to prevent bias in the scientific and political communities which will harm future studies and endorse false values.
Anderson 9 [Prof of women’s studies &philosophy at Michigan, “Feminist Epistemology and Philosophy of Science”]

Feminist naturalized epistemologists offer a more nuanced response to the presence of value judgments in scientific inference. Even "good science" can incorporate such value judgments. The logical gap between theory and observation ensures that one cannot in principle rule out the possibility that value judgments are implicit in the background assumptions used to argue that a given observation constitutes evidence for a given hypothesis (Longino 1990). From the perspective of an individual scientist, it is not unreasonable to use any of one's firm beliefs, including beliefs about values, to reason from an observation to a theory. Nor does the prospect of circularity threaten the scientific validity of one's reasoning, as long as the circle of reasoning is big enough. In a coherent web of belief, every belief offers some support for every other belief, and no belief is perfectly self-supporting. Theories that incorporate value judgments can be scientifically sound as long as they are empirically adequate. This reasoning underwrites the legitimacy of feminist scientific research, which incorporates feminist values into its theories. Such values may be detected in the commitment of feminist researchers to regard women as intelligent agents, capable of reflecting on and changing the conditions that presently constrain their actions. This commitment tends to support a theoretical preference for causal models of female behavior that highlight feedback loops between their intentional states and their social and physical environments, and that resist purely structuralist accounts of female "nature" that leave no room for females to resist their circumstances or maneuver among alternate possibilities (Longino 1989, 210-13; Haraway 1989, chap. 13). In contrast, most behaviorist and some sociobiological theories favor models that highlight linear causal chains from fixed physiological or physical conditions to determinate behaviors, and that emphasize the structural constraints on action. The epistemic values of simplicity, prediction, and control might seem to support linear, structural causal models. But we have seen that control at least is a contested value; the kinds of control taken to warrant claims of adequate understanding depend on substantive value judgments about the importance of particular human interests. Is adequate understanding achieved when a theory empowers scientists to control women's lives, or when it empowers women to control their own lives? Rival interpretations of the other epistemic values also depend on contested non-epistemic values. The kind of simplicity one favors depends on one's aesthetic values. In any event, other epistemic values, such as fruitfulness, appear to favor complex, nonlinear causal models of human behavior. Such models support experiments that generate novel behaviors disruptive of presumed structural constraints on action.Naturalized feminist epistemology thus permits scientific projects that incorporate feminist values into the content and application of theories. It does not provide methodological arguments against the pursuit of sexist theories. It does claim, however, that it is irrational for theorists to pursue sexist research programs if they do not endorse sexist values. Moral and political arguments about the rationality of particular values may therefore have a bearing on the rationality of pursuing particular research programs. In addition, the objectivity of science demands that the background assumptions of research programs be exposed to criticism. A scientific community composed of inquirers who share the same background assumptions is unlikely to be aware of the roles these assumptions play in licensing inferences from observations to hypotheses, and even less likely to examine these assumptions critically. Naturalized epistemology therefore recommends that the scientific community include a diversity of inquirers who accept different back- ground assumptions. A community of inquirers who largely accept sexist values and incorporate them into their background assumptions could enhance the objectivity of the community's practice by expanding its membership to include researchers with feminist commitments (Longino 1993a, 267-269).
We must first reject the global, transcendental claims about masculinity before we can open our minds to correct forms of knowledge and correct, non-biased ideals. 

Anderson 9 [Prof of women’s studies &philosophy at Michigan, “Feminist Epistemology and Philosophy of Science,” AW] (PAGE 80)

In reading the project of feminist epistemology along naturalized, empiricist lines, I have tried to show how its interest and critical power do not depend on the global, transcendental claims that all knowledge is gendered or that rationality as a regulatory epistemic ideal is masculine. Naturalized feminist epistemologists may travel to distant locations in the universe of belief, but they always remain inside that universe and travel from gender to science by way of discrete, empirically discovered paths. They have an interest in constructing new paths to empirically adequate, fruitful, and useful forms of feminist science and in breaking up other paths that lead to cognitively and socially unsatisfactory destinations. All the paths by which naturalized epistemologists find gender to influence theoretical knowledge are local, contingent, and empirically conditioned. All the paths by which they propose to change these influences accept rationality as a key epistemic ideal and empirical adequacy as a fundamental goal of acceptable theories. This ideal and this goal are in principle equally open to pursuit by male and female inquirers, but may be best realized by mixed-gender research communities. Naturalized epistemologists find no persuasive evidence that indicates that all women inquirers bring some shared global feminine difference in ways of thinking to all subjects of study nor that such a feminine difference gives us privileged access to the way the world is. In rejecting global, transcendental claims about differences in the ways men and women think, naturalized feminist epistemologists do not imply that the entry and advancement of significant numbers of women into scientific communities makes no systematic difference to the knowledge these communities produce. But, following their view of inquiry as a social, not an individual, enterprise, they credit the improvements in knowledge such entry produces to the greater diversity and equality of membership in the scientific community rather than to any purportedly privileged subject position of women as knowers (Tuana 1992; Longino 1993a). Men and women do have some gender-specific experiences and personal knowledge due to their different socialization and social status. We have seen that such experiences and forms of knowledge can be fruitfully brought to bear upon theoretical inquiry. So it should not be surprising that women researchers have exposed and criticized androcentrism in theories much more than men have. The diversity and equality of inquirers help ensure that social models do not merely reflect or fit the circumstances of a narrow demographic segment of the population when they are meant to apply to everyone. They correct a cognitive bias commonly found among inquirers belonging to all demographic groups, located in the habit of assuming that the way the world appears to oneself is the way it appears to everyone.This survey of some findings of naturalized feminist epistemology has also identified improvements in knowledge that have or would come about through the entry of feminist theorists into various fields, and through revisions in the systems of cognitive authority among fields that would bring the findings of feminist theorists to bear upon apparently distant subjects.3 We have seen that the use of gender symbolism to model nonhuman phenomena is fraught with cognitive traps. So it should not be surprising that feminist researchers, who make it their business to study the contradictions and incoherences in our conceptions of gender, can improve theories by exposing and clearing up the confusions they inherit from the gender ideologies they use as models. By pursuing feminist research in the humanities, social sciences, and biology, feminist researchers also pose challenges to prevailing theories. Here again, the kinds of changes we should expect in theoretical knowledge from the entry of feminist researchers into various fields do not typically consist in the production of specifically feminist ontologies, methodologies, standpoints, paradigms, or doctrines. Feminist contributions to theorizing are more usefully conceived as altering the field of theoretical possibilities (Haraway 1986, 81, 96). Research informed by feminist commitments makes new explanatory models available, reframes old questions, exposes facts that undermine the plausibility of previously dominant theories, improves data-gathering techniques, and shifts the relations of cognitive authority among fields and theories. In these and many other ways, it reconfigures our assessments of the prospects and virtues of various research programs. Without claiming that women, or feminists, have a globally different or privileged way of knowing, naturalized feminist epistemology explains how feminist theory can productively transform the field of theoretical knowledge.

IMPACT – KILLS COOP/TURNS CASE

The alternative is to view international politics through a gendered lens. Alt solves – understanding politics through a gendered lens solves masculine hierarchies inherent in international relations

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, JB)

Finally, gender-sensitive studies improve our understanding of global crises, their interactions, and the possibilities of moving beyond thein. These include crises of political legitimacy and security as states are increasingly unable to protect their citizens against economic, epidemic, nuclear, or ecological threats; crises of maldevelopment as the dynamics of our global economic system enrich a few and impoverish most; and crises of environmental degradation as the exploitation of natural resources continues in unsustainable fashion. These global crises cannot be understood or addressed without acknowledging the structural inequalities of the current world system, inequalities that extend well beyond gender issues: They are embodied in interacting hierarchies of race, ethnicity, nationality, sexual orientation, physical ability, age, and religious identification. In this text, we focus on how the structural inequalities of gender work in the world: how the hierarchical dichotomy of masculinity-femininity is institutionalized, legitimated, and re produced, and how these processes differentially affect men's and women's lives. We also begin to see how gender hierarchy interacts with other structural inequalities. The dichotomy of masculinity and femininity is not separate from racism, classism, ageism, nationalism; and so on. Rather, gender both structures arid is structured by these hierarchies to render complex social identities, locations, responsibilities, and social practices. Gender shapes, and is shaped by, all of us. We daily reproduce its dynamics-and suffer its costs-in multiple ways. By learning how gender works, we learn a great deal about intersecting structures of inequality and how they are intentionally and unintentionally reproduced. We can then use this knowledge in our struggles to transform global gender inequality by also transforming other oppressive hierarchies at work in the world.

The idea of the nation cannot be separated from ideas of sexual control and repression, allowing an “us” versus “them” dichotomy through which disempowerment and exclusion of the feminine “Other” occurs.

Mayer, 2000 – college prof. at Middlebury College (Tamar Mayer, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “1. Gender Ironies of Nationalism: Setting the Stage,” ed by Mayer, pg 1, AW)
In his famous 1924 essay “The nation,” Otto Bauer asserted that “national character is changeable” (1996 [1924]: 40), and that the idea of nation is bound up with ego (1996 [1924]: 63). He suggested that “if someone slights the nation they slight me too...[F]or the nation is nowhere but in me and my kind” (ibid., emphasis added). The ideology which members of the community, those who are the same kind, share - through which they identify with the nation and express their national loyalty - is what we call nationalism. Hence nationalism is the exercise of internal hegemony, the exclusive empowerment of those who share a sense of belonging to the same “imagined community” (Anderson 1991). The empowerment is clearly intertwined with what Bauer called “ego”. But what kind of ego is at stake in the case of the “nation”? The chapters in this volume argue that the national ego is intertwined with female and male ego, that it is inseparable from gender and sexuality. They further argue that nationalism becomes the language through which sexual control and repression (specifically, but not exclusively, of women and homosexuals) is justified, and masculine prowess is expressed and exercised. Because nationalism, gender and sexuality are all socially and culturally constructed, they frequently play an important role in constructing one another - by invoking and helping to construct the “us” versus “them” distinction and the exclusion of the Other. The empowerment of one gender, one nation or one sexuality virtually always occurs at the expense and disempowerment of another. Because people have multiple identities, the interplay among nation, gender and sexuality often pressures people to go negotiate their identities in complex ways.
Patriarchalism drives humans’ attempt to sever its relationships with others and with nature. The terminal impact is the literal death of the planet. Only recognizing and rejecting this form of domination can solve.

Warren 94. Professor of philosophy at Macalester College. (Ecological Feminism, p. 193-194), MR

In a similar vein, Paula Smithka argues that sexism, naturism, nuclearism, and other “isms of domination” are symptoms of the disease of dissociation by which humans attempt to sever their relationships with others and with nature (Smithka 1989). In the terminology introduced here, patriarchaism constructs one’s perception of the “other” as inferior, permits the psychological and conceptual distancing (dissociation of “the other,” and justifies the interiorizing of “the other.” Suppose nuclearism is indeed an “addiction,” as Lifton and Falk claim, or unhealthy dissociation, as Smithka claims – partly psychological conditions. How does one recover from it? Addictions and dissociation ultimately involve faulty beliefs which, for recovery to occur, must be seen and rejected (Warren 1990). Nuclear awareness, then, involves seeing the insanity of nuclear confrontation. For a feminist peace politics, this involves seeing the patriarchalist biases of nuclear parlance (in addition to whatever other biases must be seen.) The case is the same for sexism, racism, classism, naturism, and any other “isms of domination” based on faulty belief systems – what I have called oppressive and patriarchal conceptual frameworks. They must be seen to be rejected. What is involved in seeing and breaking through the addictions, the illusions against the earth (e.g. “rape of the land”); perhaps even global, systemic, economic violence (e.g. poverty). This would involve, the dissociation? To employ the familiar language of recovery from addictions such as alcoholism, to recover from nuclearism and other “isms of domination” we can and must now, in the pre-feminist patriarchal present, choose to become recovering nuclearists, recovering naturists, recovering sexists and racists. And we can start to do that by seeing and changing the faulty patriarchalist thinking that underlies and sustains these “isms.” Seen in terms of the psychological phenomena of dissociation, addiction, or dysfunctional systems generally, then, patriarchalism might be also viewed as ecofeminist Charlene Spretnak views it: as a primary, progressive, terminal disease, the “logical” because predictable consequence of which could quite literally be the death of the planet. Seen from a psychological perspective, nuclear madness needs to be taken seriously as a madness, that is, as a craziness which has delusion, denial, and dissociation at its core. An ecofeminist peace politics would help explore and clarify the nature of the conceptual, psychological, and behavioral ties of nuclearism and other “isms of domination” to this flawed thinking – patriarchalism. Feminists can being to develop analyses of violence and nonviolence which show the interconnections among kinds of violence: violence against the self (e.g. anorexia and bulimia, suicide); violence against others (e.g. spousal and child abuse, rape); violence showing ways in which patriarchalism underlies all such kinds of violence and itself breeds violence.
Masculinist IR kills international cooperation – Turns Case 

Christensen, 2005 MS in sociology, 8—BS in sociology from State U of NY, Magna Cum Laude. MS in sociology, U Wisconsin-Madison. PhD expected in Spring 2010 (Wendy, “Cowboy of the World? Gender Discourse and the Iraq War Debate,” http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/2/2/ 8/8/pages22889/p22889-1.php, AMiles)

By framing war in terms of gender both pro-war and anti-war continuously re-assert old and easily understood cultural meanings of gender. While anti-war actors agree that war debate is about masculinity, they must actively contest the masculinity mobilized by pro-war actors to make the case for war. Anti-war actors contest the cowboy masculinity valued by those who are pro-war in favor a masculinity that values diplomacy and international relationships. According to anti-war actors, cowboy masculinity and its simplistic language and “go it alone” approach to foreign policy has serious consequences as it devalues discussion and dissent. Anti-war actors value a kind of masculinity that is about forming relationships through diplomacy instead of rushing into war as unilateral action. There are serious consequences for using lone ranger cowboy masculinity to frame war debate. When the pro-war position values a “lone ranger,” “go it alone” kind of cowboy masculinity they are actively devalue diplomacy, and debate, at the cost of international relationships and international organizations. Mobilizing cowboy masculinity thus has consequences for international peace and diplomacy as cowboy devalues complex discussion, international cooperation, and organizations such as the United Nations. Pro-war actors are primarily responsible for framing war debate around macho, cowboy masculinity in order to construct the case for war. Anti-war actors only work within the frame of masculinity given by pro-war actors when they contest the pro-war argument. As a result, anti- war actors rarely engage in active framing of war, and thus do not have the opportunity to construct a complex anti-war argument. By continuing to construct war debate war within the constraining frame of gender, anti-war actors not challenge the dismissal of “feminine” perspectives from war debate as voices that are not the correct kind of masculinity (such as the perspective of women) are silenced. Framing war debate in terms of better or worse forms of masculinity simplifies debate, as those who are anti-war are only able to construct opposing perspectives that require different conceptions of masculinity instead of transgressing gender altogether. Furthermore, constructing international actors and states as male individuals justifies organizing war debate around conceptions of masculinity as male international actors must express a specific kind of masculinity or feel threatened otherwise.

IMPACT – NUKE WAR/ENVIRON DESTRUCTION
Lack of interdependence and divide between international and domestic politics in state-centric IR makes nuclear and environmental crises inevitable

Blanchard 3—PhD Candidate in the School of International. Relations at USC (Eric, “Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory”, Summer 2003, JSTOR, 1296-7, JB)
Applying gender as a category of analysis to show the possibility of a more comprehensive notion of security, Tickner traces the linkage between the system of international relations (and its theorization) and multileveled, gendered insecurities. Against realism's assumption of autonomous states and its prescription of self-help in a hostile anarchical environment, Tickner argues that the threats of the nuclear age, cross-border environmental degradation, and evidence of increasing international cooperation demand that interdependence be taken seriously (1992). For Tickner, the assumption that there is order within and anarchy beyond the bounds of the community effects a divide between international and domestic politics that mirrors the public-private split that feminist theorists argue perpetuates domestic violence. Tickner rejects the analytic separation of explanations for war into distinct levels and the identification of security with state borders, arguing that violence at the international, national, and family levels is interrelated, ironically taking place in domestic and international spaces beyond the reaches of law (1992, 58, 193). Feminists in IR find the levels-of-analysis approach particularly inappropriate to their concerns because the problem of the system of patriarchy cannot be addressed solely by reference to particular actors, whether they are men or states (Brown 1988, 473). 

The absence of an ethic of caring within global policy guarantees nuclear and environmental destruction—domestic and structural violence is a failed outlet for aggression culminating in inevitable nuclear holocaust

Goodman and Hoff 90—PhD in psychology and anthropologist (Lisl and Lee Ann, Omnicide: The Nuclear Dilemma, 1990, p. xviii, Questia, JB)
Other dangers mentioned pertain to the unbalanced global economy: overpopulation, hunger and starvation in many parts of the world, and the lack of shelter witnessed even in the more prosperous Western world among the ever-increasing homeless individuals and families. Drug abuse and violence have reached epidemic proportions as seen in the number of rapes, acts of incest, child and wife batterings, homicides, and suicides. And the AIDS pandemic is not abating, but increasing. However, the factor underpinning all these self-destructive phenomena is life in the nuclear age. The ravaging of the environment is a clear and telling proof of disrespect for nature and for our planet. If we do not care about safekeeping resources for our future generations, what is there to prevent us from committing any act of violence toward our Earth, as long as the act seems to bring a momentary advantage to its perpetrators? Nuclear waste, nuclear fallout, and finally nuclear devastation are certainly the ultimate in violence to our environment. As to the world's economic woes, they too are related to the nuclear dilemma. The arms race--swallowing up 40 percent of resources worldwide--prevents us from providing adequate care to the hungry, the homeless, the sick, and the aged; it keeps us from properly educating our population and providing a balanced distribution of life-sustaining resources to our global community. The domestic violence among us, the all-pervasive drug abuse, the escalating rate of suicides committed at younger and younger ages can also all be linked to a society in which aggression, violence, and a devaluation of life is seen as the solution to conflicts, and nuclear retaliation accepted as the final solution. 

IMPACT – WAR/PROLIF/ENVIRON DESTRUCT/EXTINCTION

Patriarchalist unmanageability in world politics lead to war, prolif, environmental destruction, and eventually extinction

Warren and Cady 94—Warren is the Chair of the Philosophy Department at Macalester College and Cady is Professor of Philosophy at Hamline University (Karen and Duane, “Feminism and Peace: Seeing Connections”, p. 16, JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3810167.pdf, JB) 

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

The masculine system of response and defense of nuclear weapons results in a circular effect of proliferation.

Cohn, 87 –Ph.D., Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights. (Summer 1987, Carol, Sex and Death in the of Defense Intellectuals Source: Signs, Vol. 12, No. 4, Within and Without: Women, Gender, and Theory, pp. 687-718. Press Stable URL: 
 http://www.jstor.org/stable/3174209, JSTOR, SW). 
Defense intellectuals are men (and indeed, they are virtually all men) "who use the concept of deterrence to explain why it is safe to have weapons of a kind and number it is not safe to use."' They are civilians who move in and out of government, working sometimes as administrative officials or consultants, sometimes at universities and think tanks. They formulate what they call "rational" systems for dealing with the problems created by nuclear weapons: how to manage the arms race; how to deter the use of nuclear weapons; how to fight a nuclear war if deterrence fails. It is their calculations that are used to explain the necessity of having nuclear destructive capability at what George Kennan has called "levels of such grotesque dimensions as to defy rational understanding. "2 At the same time, it is their reasoning that is used to explain why it is not safe to live without nuclear weapons. In short, they create the theory that informs and legitimates American nuclear strategic practice. For two weeks, I listened to men engage in dispassionate discussion of nuclear war. I found myself aghast, but morbidly fascinated-not by nuclear weaponry, or by images of nuclear destruction, but by the  extraordinary abstraction and removal from what I knew as reality that characterized the professional discourse. I became obsessed by the question, How can they think this way? At the end of the summer program, when I was offered the opportunity to stay on at the university's center on defense technology and arms control (hereafter known as "the Center"), I jumped at the chance to find out how they could think "this" way. I spent the next year of my life immersed in the world of defense intellectuals. As a participant observer, I attended lectures, listened to arguments, conversed with defense analysts, and interviewed graduate students at the beginning, middle, and end of their training. I learned their specialized language, and I tried to understand what they thought and how they thought. I sifted through their logic for its internal inconsistencies and its unspoken assumptions. But as I learned their language, as I became more and more engaged with their information and their arguments, I found that my own thinking was changing. Soon, I could no longer cling to the comfort of studying an external and objectified "them." I had to confront a new question: How can I think this way? How can any of us? Throughout my time in the world of strategic analysis, it was hard not to notice the ubiquitous weight of gender, both in social relations and in the language itself; it is an almost entirely male world (with the exception of the secretaries), and the language contains many rather arresting metaphors.  There is, of course, an important and growing body of feminist theory about gender and language.4 In addition, there is a rich and increasingly vast body of theoretical work exploring the gendered aspects of war and militarism, which examines such issues as men's and women's different relations to militarism and pacifism, and the ways in which gender ideology is used in the service of militarization. Some of the feminist work on gender and war is also part of an emerging, powerful feminist critique of ideas of rationality as they have developed in Western culture.5 While I am indebted to all of these bodies of work, my own project is most closely linked to the development of feminist critiques of dominant Western concepts of reason. My goal is to discuss the nature of nuclear stragetic thinking; in particular, my emphasis is on the role of its specialized language, a language that I call "technostrategic."6 I have come to believe that this language both reflects and shapes the nature of the American nuclear strategic project, that it plays a central role in allowing defense intellectuals to think and act as they do, and that feminists who are concerned about nuclear weaponry and nuclear war must give careful attention to the language we choose to use-whom it allows us to communicate with and what it allows us to think as well as say.

Impact/root cause- war
This construction of the nation state is the root cause of war

Shapiro 97 (Michael J. Shapiro, professor of political science at the University of Hawaii, Violent Cartographies.P72) DF

When one recognizes in addition that the collectivity or nation serves as a symbolic extension—the individual body connects to the national body—the same structural logic linking self and other at the level of individual selves also applies to the link between the domestic and foreign orders. Denial of disorder within the order for the collective body as a whole should lead to an intolerance of an external order that fails to validate, by imitation, the domestic order. Thus a nonimitative order will be interpreted as disorder and, accordingly, as a threat. Moreover, the "threat" is dissimulated because of the misrecognition involved in the very constitution of the self, a failure to recognize dimensions of incoherence and otherness within the self. Accordingly, the threat is interpreted as a danger to the survival of the order rather than an affront to the order's interpretive coherence. Having established a basis for the suspicion that the modern nationstate, like the prestate society, contains an ontological impetus to warfare and that in modernity this often takes the form of extraordinary demands for coherence within the orders of the self and the nation, the next move is to deepen that suspicion by pursuing a recent case. Accordingly, in the next chapter I pursue the ontological theme with special attention to the selection and targeting of dangerous objects during the GulfWar. 

Impact- Otherization
Once the feminine is devalued, all ideas associated with it are left out. Vulnerability and human lives become irrelevant in the national security paradigm

Cohn, Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights, & Ruddick, taught philosophy, peace studies, and feminist theory at the New School University, 03 (Carol & Sara, ‘A Feminist Ethical Perspective on Weapons of Mass Destruction’, Boston Consortium on Gender, Security, and Human Rights, www.genderandsecurity.umb.edu/director.htm 

Once the gender-coding takes place – once certain ways of thinking are marked as masculine and feminine, entwining metaphors of masculinity with judgements of legitimacy and power – then any system of thought or action comes to have gendered positions within it. For example, we see the devaluation and exclusion of “the feminine” as shaping and distorting basic national security paradigms and policies. And once the devaluation-by-association-with-the- feminine takes place, it becomes extremely difficult for anyone, female or male, to take the devalued position, to express concerns or ideas marked as “feminine.” What then gets left out is the emotional, the concrete, the particular, human bodies and their vulnerability, human lives and their subjectivity.  

Impact- Security => Inevitable Violence
This militarism paints human existence as nothing more than war and individuals are essentially agents of violence

Marzec 9 (Robert P., Associate Professor of English literature and postcolonial studies at Purdue University, and associate editor of Modern Fiction Studies. The Global South, Volume 3, Number 1, “Militariality” Spring 2009. Project Muse AD 7/9/09)

These stratocratic controls of planetary human activity reveal more than  the ideology of a single administration; they are an extension of what we can  now see as the complete devotion to an apparatus that captures all cultural and  political energies in terms of what Clausewitz defined as “policy.” The original  state of “emergency” as defined by the Bush Administration in the wake of the  World Trade Center and Pentagon attacks has been naturalized and sedimented as to become a fundamental starting point of human existence. Consequently, understanding the full intensity of the age of militariality requires  more than the common critical awareness of Clausewitz’s central doctrine:  “War is merely the continuation of policy by other means” (28). It requires first  an understanding that for Clausewitz, war is the very ontological basis of  human existence, a basis that transcends culture, history and temporality. War  defines the very structure of human subjectivity, a juridico-natural “code of  law” that is “deeply rooted” in a people, an army, a government: “war is a paradoxical trinity—composed of primordial violence, hatred, and enmity, which  are to be regarded as a blind natural force; of the play of chance and probability  within which the creative spirit is free to roam; and of its element of subordination, as an instrument of policy” (30). Clausewitz assigns a constituency to  each of the registers of this trinity: “The first of these…mainly concerns the  people; the second the commander and his army; the third the government” (30). In a totalizing problematic organized according to the idea of war serving  as the basis of human existence, the people of a nation are equated with that of  a blind primordial force of violence: “the first,” which refers to “primordial vio-  lence, hatred, and enmity” identifies the people living in the nation. “Government” therefore names that entity constituted for the exclusive purpose of  controlling its unstable citizenry by reorienting the energies of the people to-  wards warfare. This reorientation lays the groundwork and delineates the horizon of human creativity, and determines the single legitimized space of  freedom: the army, where the “creative spirit is free to roam.” The space of in-  stability, of chance, which is the condition for the possibility of creativity, en-  ters into the war-footing picture of reality only on this register of militarized  human activity. This connection here is not a matter of association; military  activity defines the very essence of freedom and human creativity. The army  and its state are not defined in this picture in traditional terms of democracy,  protection, and service to a people. Nor are they the a sign of the discourse of  biopower, for biopower has its eyes on the productivity of a population and  functions according to a general administration of life that, although affecting  “distributions around a norm,” still invites and produces a certain amount of  heterogeneity (Foucault 266). 

Impact- Security Turns Case
The attempt to make peace through security results in more nuclear insecurities –Turning Case

Sandy & Perkins 01  Leo R., co-founder of Peace Studies at Plymouth State College and Ray, teacher of philosophy at Plymouth State College, The Nature of Peace and Its Implications for Peace Education Online Journal of Peace and Conflict Resolutions, 4.2

In its most myopic and limited definition, peace is the mere absence of war. O'Kane (1992) sees this definition as a "vacuous, passive, simplistic, and unresponsive escape mechanism too often resorted to in the past - without success." This definition also commits a serious oversight: it ignores the residual feelings of mistrust and suspicion that the winners and losers of a war harbor toward each other. The subsequent suppression of mutual hostile feelings is not taken into account by those who define peace so simply. Their stance is that as long as people are not actively engaged in overt, mutual, violent, physical, and destructive activity, then peace exists. This, of course, is just another way of defining cold war. In other words, this simplistic definition is too broad because it allows us to attribute the term "peace" to states of affairs that are not truly peaceful (Copi and Cohen, p. 194). Unfortunately, this definition of peace appears to be the prevailing one in the world. It is the kind of peace maintained by a "peace through strength" posture that has led to the arms race, stockpiles of nuclear weapons, and the ultimate threat of mutually assured destruction. This version of peace was defended by the "peacekeeper" - a name that actually adorns some U.S. nuclear weapons deployed since 1986. Also, versions of this name appear on entrances to some military bases. Keeping "peace" in this manner evokes the theme in Peggy Lee's old song, "Is That All There is?" What this really comes down to is the idea of massive and indiscriminate killing for peace, which represents a morally dubious notion if not a fault of logic. The point here is that a "peace" that depends upon the threat and intention to kill vast numbers of human beings is hardly a stable or justifiable peace worthy of the name. Those in charge of waging war know that killing is a questionable activity. Otherwise, they would not use such euphemisms as "collateral damage" and "smart bombs" to obfuscate it.

IMPACT – ENVIRON DESTRUCT
Patriarchalism forces humans attempt to sever their relationships with others and with nature. The terminal impact is the literal death of the planet. Only recognizing and rejecting this form of domination can solve

Warren 94. Professor of philosophy at Macalester College. Ecological Feminism, p. 193-194, MR
In a similar vein, Paula Smithka argues that sexism, naturism, nuclearism, and other “isms of domination” are symptoms of the disease of dissociation by which humans attempt to sever their relationships with others and with nature (Smithka 1989). In the terminology introduced here, patriarchaism constructs one’s perception of the “other” as inferior, permits the psychological and conceptual distancing (dissociation of “the other,” and justifies the interiorizing of “the other.” Suppose nuclearism is indeed an “addiction,” as Lifton and Falk claim, or unhealthy dissociation, as Smithka claims – partly psychological conditions. How does one recover from it? Addictions and dissociation ultimately involve faulty beliefs which, for recovery to occur, must be seen and rejected (Warren 1990). Nuclear awareness, then, involves seeing the insanity of nuclear confrontation. For a feminist peace politics, this involves seeing the patriarchalist biases of nuclear parlance (in addition to whatever other biases must be seen.) The case is the same for sexism, racism, classism, naturism, and any other “isms of domination” based on faulty belief systems – what I have called oppressive and patriarchal conceptual frameworks. They must be seen to be rejected. What is involved in seeing and breaking through the addictions, the illusions against the earth (e.g. “rape of the land”); perhaps even global, systemic, economic violence (e.g. poverty). This would involve, the dissociation? To employ the familiar language of recovery from addictions such as alcoholism, to recover from nuclearism and other “isms of domination” we can and must now, in the pre-feminist patriarchal present, choose to become recovering nuclearists, recovering naturists, recovering sexists and racists. And we can start to do that by seeing and changing the faulty patriarchalist thinking that underlies and sustains these “isms.” Seen in terms of the psychological phenomena of dissociation, addiction, or dysfunctional systems generally, then, patriarchalism might be also viewed as ecofeminist Charlene Spretnak views it: as a primary, progressive, terminal disease, the “logical” because predictable consequence of which could quite literally be the death of the planet. Seen from a psychological perspective, nuclear madness needs to be taken seriously as a madness, that is, as a craziness which has delusion, denial, and dissociation at its core. An ecofeminist peace politics would help explore and clarify the nature of the conceptual, psychological, and behavioral ties of nuclearism and other “isms of domination” to this flawed thinking – patriarchalism. Feminists can being to develop analyses of violence and nonviolence which show the interconnections among kinds of violence: violence against the self (e.g. anorexia and bulimia, suicide); violence against others (e.g. spousal and child abuse, rape); violence showing ways in which patriarchalism underlies all such kinds of violence and itself breeds violence. 

Patriarchal domination and masculine politics are the root cause of ecological destruction

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 60, JB)
Environmental degradation, and how gender stereotypes relate to irresponsible resource use. At core, the characteristically Western ideology of limitless growth presupposes a belief in "man's" dominion over nature promoted, for example, in Christian and capitalist belief systems) and desirability of "man's" exploiting nature to further his own ends. Conquering nature, digging out her treasures and secrets, proving man's superiority through manipulation of nature-these are familiar and currently deadly refrains. The identification of nature as female is not an act but a historical development that is visible in justifications by elites territorial and intellectual expansion. Exploitation is most readily leimated by "objectifying"-treating something or someone to be exploited as an "object" devoid of intelligence or feelings. Thus, "natural resources" are deemed exploitable by right, no questions asked, "there for the taking." Historically, women, colonies, and the earth’s bounty have all been treated as such natural resources. The gendered dichotomies of culture-nature, subject-object, exploiter-exploited, agency-passivity, and leader-follower are reproduced in the process and justification of exploiting human mothers and "mother nature." Gender dynamics undermine sustainable ecology and the equity required to achieve it. Worldwide, females are more dramatically affected by environmental degradation than males. As food providers, women bear a workload that increases when water, food, and fuel resources deteriorate; as caretakers, they have to work harder when family and community members are victims of environmental disasters; as last and least fed, they suffer most from starvation and malnutrition; as poorest, they are least able to quit jobs, acquire adequate health care, purchase safer products, or move away from immediate environmental threats. As we illustrate in this text, women have long been active in ecological movements. But it is no longer "just women" who are systemically threatened by environmental crises. 
Androcentric ecology leads to the domination of nature

Nhanenge, , 2007 Masters of Arts at University of Africa (Jytte, Development Studies, “Ecofeminism:Towards Integrating the Concerns of Women, Poor People and Nature into Development,” ER)
Thus, Deep Ecologists seem to be adopting an androcentric world-view. Their description of the self is male. When this male self incorporate the other, the other will be identified according to the interest of men. If that male is patriarchal, we are back to where we started: A domination of nature, women and Others based on dualism. It is a bit ironic that a position claiming to be anti-anthropocentric reduces questions about the care of nature to questions of realisation of the human (male) self. Deep Ecology is a closed system like patriarchalism. It does not allow for the other to be different and play an active and equal role in the interaction. To create an equal relationship we need to affirm difference and continuity. This would require an acceptance of the diversified elements like human and nature, men and women etc. (Salleh 1984: 341; Kheel 1990: 129; Plumwood 1993: 173-176).

IMPACT – INEQUALITY
Gender differences are the root cause for global and structural hierarchies that establish power

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 6, JB)

We focus on gender in this text not because other axes of difference and bases of inequality (race/ ethnicity, class, religion, age, etc.) are less important than or even extricable from-gender. Rather, gender is our primary lens because the worldwide institutionalization of gender differences is a major underpinning of structural inequalities of significance to world  politics. Through a complex interaction of identification processes, symbol systems, and social institutions (which we explore in subsequent chapters), gender differences are produced-typically in the form of a dichotomy that not only opposes masculinity to femininity but also translates these oppositional differences into gender hierarchy, the privileging group of traits and activities defined as masculine over those defined as feminine. Thus, although it is important to recognize the cultural variation in how gender differences are formed and expressed, it is also important to stress the political nature of gender as a system of difference construction and hierarchical dichotomy production that is constitutive of almost all contemporary societies. Gender is about power, and power is gendered. We begin to make this power visible by examining the relationship between masculinity and femininity.

Gender roles lead to internalized inequality and race and class differences—passivity increases this cycle

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 31, JB)

These points are fundamental to the focus and arguments of this text. To repeat: Like the abstract concepts of family, race, and nation, gender "in the real" is always inflected by dimensions of race/ethnicity, class: and so on, that vary depending On context. What renders gender so fundamental a dichotomy in all contexts (hence the focus of this text) is that gender structurally organizes not just sexual practices but Virtually all aspects of social in all cultures. The assumptions that follow from the dichotomy or polarization of gender are (1) that males and females are un- ambiguously distinguishable; (2) that there are different scripts (ways ) of identifying, being, and knowing) for males and females; (3) that sex difference is important enough to shape all social relations; and (4) the dichotomy of gender is so important that persons deviating from sex appropriate scripts are problematic (suspect as "unnatural" or "immoral").8 Hence, heterosexism (belief in heterosexuality as the only "normal" mode of sexual orientation, family life, and social relations) is inextricable from the dichotomy of gender that privileges unambiguous distinctions between males/masculinity and females/femininity and that promotes gender-differentiated lives and social structuring. Because heterosexism is currently the dominant model worldwide and is key to social reproduction, all groups/societies manifest gendered dichotomies, myths, practices, and institutions, however much these may vary in particular contexts. This gendering is structurally maintained, for example, through reproduction of masculinist myths and stereotypes, but also through customs, policies, and legislation that impose heterosexist family forms, androcentric (male-as-norm) citizenship, and sex-differentiated labor markets. From birth on, way we are treated on our gender assignment, and we learn in multiple ways how to adopt gender-appropriate behaviors. There are few occasions or interactions where our gender is truly irrelevant: Our names, clothes, games, rewards, threats, punishments, the attention we get, the subjects we study, the knowledge claims we make, the jobs we work at, and the power we have are all profoundly shaped by gendered (and racialized) expectations. As individuals, we differ considerably m the extent to which we conform to cultural expectations. But none of us escapes gender socialization or the systemic effects of gender inequality: Not only females but males, too, suffer from gender roles.9 Everyone is born into a culture-a set of shared ideas about the nature of reality, the nature of right and wrong, evaluation of what is good and desirable, and the nature of the good and desirable versus the bad and nondesirable .... As totally dependent infants we are socialized-taught the rules, roles and relationships of the social world. . .. In the process we learn to think, act, and feel as we are "supposed to." More than two thousand years ago, Plato recognized that the most effective way to maintain systems of rule was not through direct violence but by persuading those who are subordinated that social is natural, therefore inevitable, and even desirable. When people believe that differences in status and wealth are part of the "natural order of things," they are less likely to challenge how society is organized to benefit some more than others. Such people do not require constant external policing because they have internalized their own policing in terms of selective and lowered As a consequence, they internalize an acceptance of their own, and others', inequality.
Current methods of “peacekeeping” fail to create lasting peace and only further entrench the sexist, racist, classist, and violent system of global governance. 

Agathangelou and Ling, 03 (Anna Agathangelou – Associate professor  of political science at York University and L.H.M. Ling – PhD and Associate professor of International Affairs  at The New School in New York, Summer/Fall 03, “Desire Industries: Sex Trafficking, UN Peacekeeping, and the Neo-Liberal World Order,” Brown Journal of World Affairs vol. 10 no. 1, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/brownjwa10&id=135&type=text&collection=journals, CM)

Peacekeeping operates within a context of neo-liberal power and capital.3 This con text draws on and reflects older traditions of colonialism and patriarchy that valorize unequal treatments of race, gender, class, and culture. Although peacekeeping by multilateral agencies like the United Nations (UN) may provide a crucial service by ceasing violence (at least temporarily) in conflict-ridden societies, these agencies also reinforce a neo-liberal world order that is, "on the whole ... de-historicized, leaving in place an old colonial script in which the West saves hapless refugees from their fates."4 Peace keepers as individuals may face an identity crisis of masculine warrior versus feminized peacekeeper,5 but peacekeeping as an enterprise intensifies a particular strain of neo liberal global governance that remains unquestioningly white, male, and bourgeois.

Masculinist ideologies subsume all groups and blind them to gendered inequalities including racism and classism

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 62=3, JB)

In world politics, the inequalities of power, the effects of direct and indirect violence, the disparities between rich and poor, and the unequally distributed costs of environmental degradation are most often deemed the regrettable but unavoidable price of "progress." Through a gender-sensitive lens we begin to ask how the highly acclaimed benefits of progress are distributed and who pays the greatest costs for them. We also ask what kind of morality operates to keep current inequities and their individual and systemic costs from becoming daily matters of public outrage. We observe that progress looks most acceptable, even desirable, to those most advantaged by the status quo. If system transformations had y win-lose ramifications, these people would have the most to lose. As posited in our earlier discussion, those who benefit the most are seldom ware of the extent of their privilege or its relation to the poverty of others (just as most residents of the First World remain ignorant of Third world poverty and its relation to First World abundance and consumption). Of course, some of those who benefit endorse improvements for others" who are "less fortunate" (trickle down). The point is that no conspiracy of greed or malintent need be posited. And although we can identify particular groups as generally benefiting more than others from systemic inequities, it is neither adequate nor accurate to hold particular individuals or groups solely responsible for structural effects. What we want to emphasize is that, however they originated in historical time, systemic or structural inequities are reproduced through the interaction of multiple variables, including the internalization of oppression by subordinated individuals, the abuse of power by those who wield it, the unaccountability of the marketplace, and the institutional structures of racism, classism, ageism, and heterosexism. These are what we must become aware of and transform. It is in this sense that masculinism is key to understanding how we normatively accept rather than struggle against systemic inequities. As we argue in this text, masculinism and its twin, androcentrism, are ideologies that pervade our thinking doing, and evaluating. They are ubiquitous and largely unquestioned. They not only institutionalize the particular hierarchy of masculine over feminine but also perpetuate belief in the inevitability of hierarchies in general. They emphasize abstract reason, objectification, and instrumentalism too often at the expense of attention to context and normative consequences. Their codification of oppositional, mutually exclusive categories promotes a silence on responsibility: By denying the relationship of (inter)dependence between fact and value, subject and object, exploiter and victim, direct and indirect violence, culture and nature, they obscure who has the greatest power-and therefore responsibility. Finally, these ideologies, to the considerable extent that they inform other normative orientations, blind us to how gender both creates  and reproduces a world of multiple inequities that today threatens all of us. 
Androcentric society constructs the male structure as the standard and manipulates male-female differences into an oppressive framework.

Bem 93 (Sandra, professor of psychology at Cornell, 1993. “Transforming the Debate”, The Lenses of Gender, Pg 176-235, SW)


With that said, however, the question remains: How can feminists construct the kind of discussion about gender policy that would enable a male-dominated society like the United States to finally create such a social world? How, in other words, can Americans transcend all the irresolvable dichotomies that have plagued even feminist discussions of female inequality for 150 years? My answer is that those dichotomies  and  be transcended-and a consensus on gender policy can be forged if a certain level of male-female difference is accepted as axiomatic. and the starting point for the discussion is thereby shifted from difference per se to the society’s situating of women in a social structure androcentric that it not only transforms male-female difference into female disadvantage; it also disguises a male standard as gender neutrality.

Androcentric society forces women into an ultimately mutually exclusive choice of career or family. 
Bem 93 (Sandra, professor of psychology at Cornell, 1993. “Transforming the Debate”, The Lenses of Gender, Pg 176-235, SW)

Consider, first, the debate over whether women's economic and political disadvantage derives from sex discrimination or from the personal choices that women make themselves. With a shift in focus, these two alternatives no longer seem to be mutually exclusive. Rather, one of the main ways that sex discrimination operates in U.S. society is by forcing women to make their life choices in a social world so androcentric that it provides few institutional mechanisms for coordinating work in the paid labor force with the responsibilities of being a parent. Situating employed mothers in an institutional vacuum has left each woman to piece together her own arrangements for coordinating paid work and family; in addition, it has all but guaranteed that most women's advances in the labor market come at a formidable emotional cost to the individual. The irony here, unfortunately, is that because the culture has so little understanding of how systemic discrimination against women proceeds, it frequently misattributes this cost, not to androcentric institutions, but to the "fallout of feminism" (Newsweek, March 31, 1986, p. 58).8
Current IR limit females in society

Shepherd 8 [Laura J. Shepherd, Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of Birmingham, “Gender, Violence and Global Politics: Contemporary Debates in Feminist Security Studies,” EBSCO]

The most theoretically coherent account of gender and violence offered in these three texts comes from Sjoberg and Gentry and employs the notion of discourse to great effect. Whereas Roberts seeks to map out a consciously structural account of global violence, where the structure in question is a hybrid of andrarchy and a ‘rapacious, increasingly competitive and hyper-masculine’ neoliberalism (Roberts, 2008, p. 118), Sjoberg and Gentry offer a more sophisticated analysis of structure and agency in their ‘relational autonomy framework’ that accounts for both individual agency and structural constraint (Sjoberg and Gentry, 2008, pp. 189–98).When people perform acts of political violence, they argue, this is a conscious choice, but crucially individuals ‘choose within a specified spectrum of socially acceptable choices’ (p. 190). ‘In its simplest form, relational autonomy is the recognition that freedom of action is defined and limited by social relationships’ (p. 194) and this has profound implications for the study of violence in global politics. Sjoberg and Gentry use this insight to demonstrate that women’s violence in global politics is rendered unintelligible, through narrative representations of the perpetrators as mothers, monsters or whores (in media discourse and academic discussion), rather than as autonomous agents. From the abuses of prisoners held at Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq, via the ‘black widows’ of Chechnya, to female perpetrators of genocidal violence in Rwanda, the authors show how representations of women’s violence conform to and further confirm the stereotypes of violent women as either mothers (supporting or vengeful), monsters or sexually deviant whores (Sjoberg and Gentry, 2008, pp. 30–49). The very different theories of violence outlined in these three texts all contribute to the development of a more comprehensive and holistic understanding of violence in global politics. By insisting that international relations are also gender relations – by demanding that we recognise that states are an analytical abstraction and politics is practised or performed by gendered bodies – all of the authors put forward theories of violence that are corrective of gender blindness, in that the violences in question are simultaneously gendered and gendering (see Shepherd, 2008, pp. 49–54).They are gendered because they have different impacts on male and female bodies (Enloe, 2007, p. 13), both materially as people experience violence differently depending on their gender (and race, class, sexuality and so on) and also discursively, as what we expect of men and women in terms of their behaviours, violent and otherwise, is limited by the meaning(s) ascribed to male and female bodies by society.

Sexism is a cause of massive structural violence and perpetuates racism and imperialism
Bunch, 90 She founded the Center for Women's Global Leadership,  recipient of the Eleanor Roosevelt Award for Human Rights,  currently a member of the Advisory Committee for the Human Rights Watch Women's Rights Division,  recently served on the Advisory Committee for the Secretary General’s 2006 Report to the General Assembly on Violence against Women (Charlotte, “Women’s Rights as Human Rights: Towards a Re-Vision of Human Rights”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/762496, JPW)

The most insidious myth about women's rights is that they are trivial or secondary to the concerns of life and death. Nothing could be farther from the truth: sexism kills. There is increasing documentation of the many ways in which being female is life-threatening. The following are a few examples: -Before birth: Amniocentesis is used for sex selection leading to the abortion of more female fetuses at rates as high as 99 percent in Bombay, India; in China and India, the two most populous nations, more males than females are born even though natural birth ratios would produce more females.3 -During childhood: The World Health Organization reports that in many countries, girls are fed less, breast fed for shorter periods of time, taken to doctors less frequently, and die or are physically and mentally maimed by malnutrition at higher rates than boys. In adulthood: The denial of women's rights to control their bodies in reproduction threatens women's lives, especially where this is combined with poverty and poor health services. In Latin America, complications from illegal abortions are the leading cause of death for women between the ages of fifteen and thirty-nine.5 Sex discrimination kills women daily. When combined with race, class, and other forms of oppression, it constitutes a deadly denial of women's right to life and liberty on a large scale throughout the world. The most pervasive violation of females is violence against women in all its manifestations, from wife battery, incest, and rape, to dowry deaths,6 genital mutilation,7 and female sexual slavery. These abuses occur in every country and are found in the home and in the workplace, on streets, on campuses, and in prisons and refugee camps. They cross class, race, age, and national lines; and at the same time, the forms this violence takes often reinforce other oppressions such as racism, "able-bodyism," and imperialism. Case in point: in order to feed their families, poor women in brothels around US military bases in places like the Philippines bear the burden of sexual, racial, and national imperialism in repeated and often brutal violation of their bodies.
Sexism outweighs the other “-isms”: men of all races, classes and ethnic groups are united by their shared dominance over women

Charlesworth, et. al, ’91  Hilary Charlesworth is considered as the pioneer in feminist international law scholarship. Her groundbreaking book The Boundaries of International Law: A Feminist Analysis has been awarded the Certificate of Merit by the American Society of International Law in 2001,  Christine Chinkin is a Professor of International Law at the London School of Economics and Political Science and the William W. Cook Global Law Professor at the University of Michigan Law School,  Shelly Wright is Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, University of Sydney (October 1991, Hilary Charlesworth, Christine Chinkin, Shelley Wright, “Feminist Approaches to International Law”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2203269 , JSTOR, JPW)

Despite differences in history and culture, feminists from all worlds share a central concern: their domination by men. Birgit Brock-Utne writes: "Though patriarchy is hierarchical and men of different classes, races or ethnic groups have different places in the patriarchy, they are united in their shared relationship of dominance over their women. And, despite their unequal resources, they are dependent on each other to maintain that domination."55 Issues raised by Third World feminists, however, require a reorientation of feminism to deal with the problems of the most oppressed women, rather than those of the most privileged. Nevertheless, the constant theme in both western and Third World feminism is the challenge to structures that permit male domination, although the form of the challenge and the male structures may differ from society to society. An interna- tional feminist perspective on international law will have as its goal the rethinking and revision of those structures and principles which exclude most women's voices.

The constructs of the patriarchy of the state shapes social hierarchies and prevent the empowerment of women and correction of moral code.

Mayer, 2000 – college prof. at Middlebury College (Tamar Mayer, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “1. Gender Ironies of Nationalism: Setting the Stage,” ed by Mayer, pg 6/7, AW)

When we examine the intersections among nation, gender and sexuality, we become aware that Otto Bauer (1996 [1924]) might have been ahead of his time when he observed that “the idea of the nation is bound up with ‘ego’.” Although Bauer’s reference to the nation’s “ego” does not even mention gender (which in understandable, given the time he wrote), our understanding of this intersection is improved if we understand that who I am is connected to who the nation is; that my “ego” is often inseparable from the “ego” of the nation to which I belong and which helps to define my identity. Because the nation was produced as a heterosexual male construct its “ego” is intimately connected to patriarchal hierarchies and norms. These enable men and nation to achieve superiority over women and a different Other by controlling them. As a result, the intersection of nation, gender and sexuality is a discourse about a moral code, which mobilizes men (and sometimes women) to become its sole protectors and women its biological and symbolic reproducers. 

Society guarantees the inferiority of women by creating a mask of helplessness for feminine forms. 

Mayer, 2000 – college prof. at Middlebury College (Tamar Mayer, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “1. Gender Ironies of Nationalism: Setting the Stage,” ed by Mayer, pg 10, AW)

“Purity”, “modesty” and “chastity” are common themes in national narratives of gender, nation and sexuality (e.g. Chatterjee 1993, Katrak 1992, Kandiyoti 1991) and they are discussed extensively in this volume. Dwyer, Martin, Mostov, Moran, Marecek, and Derne all show that when a nation is constructed in opposition to the Other there emerges a profound distinction not only between us and them but also more pointedly, between our women and theirs. Our women are always “pure” and “moral” while their women are “deviant” and “immoral”. As these contributors illustrate, representing women in this way guarantees women’s inferiority, for the favored members of the nation - the loyal sons - must defend our women’s “purity”, as well as the “moral code” of the nation. These men prize traditional roles for women but embrace for themselves practices which are based on modernity. 
IMPACT – HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS

The masculinist form of peacekeeping only evaluates human rights abuses in the realm of the white male, inevitably leading to continued oppression and rights violations in ignored spheres.

Agathangelou and Ling, 03 (Anna Agathangelou – Associate professor  of political science at York University and L.H.M. Ling – PhD and Associate professor of International Affairs  at The New School in New York, Summer/Fall 03, “Desire Industries: Sex Trafficking, UN Peacekeeping, and the Neo-Liberal World Order,” Brown Journal of World Affairs vol. 10 no. 1, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/brownjwa10&id=135&type=text&collection=journals, CM)

Take, for example, the "universalism" of human rights. Though the human rights discourse is much-needed in order to curb abuses on individuals throughout the world, it tends to recognize only those activities or claims made in the language of white-male rule (international law) applied to and exercised in the public-sector domain (the state). Left unheeded are those transgressions usually characterized in terms of "third-world" anger and frustration, desperation and despair (development), that transpire either inside the patriarchal household (domestic violence) or outside the public sector (the "informal" economy).6 Yet it is precisely this latter privatized and informalized economy that blurs the legal with the illicit, allowing the public order to proceed accordingly.7 As enforcers of this neo-liberal morality and commerce, UN peacekeeping allows certain identities to pleasure and profit at the expense of others. That UN peacekeepers would traffic in persons for sex is but the most superficial and obvious response to this nexus of technology, power, and capital utilized by one configuration of race, gender, and class against others. Peacekeeping, after all, aims to rebuild a war-torn society so it will function more properly in the neo-liberal world order.8

Women’s rights are neglected in the status quo, this is the biggest human rights problem today
Bunch, 90 She founded the Center for Women's Global Leadership,  recipient of the Eleanor Roosevelt Award for Human Rights,  currently a member of the Advisory Committee for the Human Rights Watch Women's Rights Division,  recently served on the Advisory Committee for the Secretary General’s 2006 Report to the General Assembly on Violence against Women (Charlotte, “Women’s Rights as Human Rights: Towards a Re-Vision of Human Rights”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/762496, JPW)
Significant numbers of the world's population are routinely subject to torture, starvation, terrorism, humiliation, mutilation, and even murder simply because they are female. Crimes such as these against any group other than women would be recognized as a civil and political emergency as well as a gross violation of the victims' humanity. Yet, despite a clear record of deaths and demonstrable abuse, women's rights are not commonly classified as human rights. This is problematic both theoretically and practically, because it has grave consequences for the way society views and treats the fundamental issues of women's lives. This paper questions why women's rights and human rights are viewed as distinct, looks at the policy implications of this schism, and discusses different approaches to changing it. Women's human rights are violated in a variety of ways. Of course, women sometimes suffer abuses such as political repression that are similar to abuses suffered by men. In these situations, female victims are often invisible, because the dominant image of the political actor in our world is male. However, many violations of women's human rights are distinctly connected to being female-that is, women are discriminated against and abused on the basis of gender. Women also experience sexual abuse in situations where their other human rights are being violated, as political prisoners or members of persecuted ethnic groups, for example. In this paper I address those abuses in which gender is a primary or related factor because gender-related abuse has been most neglected and offers the greatest challenge to the field of human rights today. 

Status quo “peacekeeping” allows and contributes to sex trafficking, racializing, sexualizing, and degrading the victims, as well as ravaging resident populations. 

Agathangelou and Ling, 03 (Anna Agathangelou – Associate professor  of political science at York University and L.H.M. Ling – PhD and Associate professor of International Affairs  at The New School in New York, Summer/Fall 03, “Desire Industries: Sex Trafficking, UN Peacekeeping, and the Neo-Liberal World Order,” Brown Journal of World Affairs vol. 10 no. 1, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/brownjwa10&id=135&type=text&collection=journals, CM)

As enforcers of this neo-liberal morality and commerce, UN peacekeeping allows certain identities to pleasure and profit at the expense of others. That UN peacekeepers would traffic in persons for sex is but the most superficial and obvious response to this nexus of technology, power, and capital utilized by one configuration of race, gender, and class against others. Peacekeeping, after all, aims to rebuild a war-torn society so it will function more properly in the neo-liberal world order.8 PEACEKEEPING AS A TRANSNATIONAL PROJECT Sex trafficking is a phenomenon of global proportions. An US$8 billion/year global business, it prostitutes almost four million women, girls, and boys daily.9 Crime cartels utilize high-tech equipment, including weapons of war, to defend this lucrative trade. Sex trafficking racializes and sexualizes inequities between rich and poor, North and South, men and women, and adults and children, within as well as between countries. It is no coincidence that most who are targeted for sex trafficking are considered "pros titutes of color" (including ethnic Caucasians from Russia and Eastern Europe) com ing from poor, weak economies (even if many of those who are trafficked are well educated), while clients are simply identified as "rich"-implying at least a middle class background for men and sometimes women from the North, Japan, and other wealthy economies in Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East. Sex trafficking now increasingly involves UN peacekeepers.' The Associated Press in Eastern Europe has reported that "[UN] officers [have secretly] forged documents for trafficked women, aided their illegal transport through border checkpoints into Bosnia, and tipped off sex club owners ahead of raids.""' Apparently, Serbs and Alba nians in the region can overcome political-ethnic differences to collaborate in sex traf ficking, reportedly grossing US$1.5 million/week.2 Similar scenarios recur through out the UN peacekeeping network, raising concern within the international organiza tion itself not only for its internal management (sex trafficking directly violates the Security Council's mandates for UN peacekeeping) but also for external public relations."3 Kathryn Bolkovac, for example, was an American working for the Virginia based DynCorp, a private security company contracted to the International Police Task Force (IPTF) in Bosnia. She was fired after reporting to her company and the U.S. State Department that other officers had participated in a prostitution racket. In 2002, she won a case of unfair dismissal against the State Department.14 That same year, the UN held a conference in Turin, Italy on the problematic connection between prostitution, sex trafficking, and peacekeeping missions.15 To stabilize a conflict-ridden area, UN peacekeepers arrive with ample resources, prestige, and institutional power. But when the peacekeeping high command excuses prostitution and its related business-sex traf ficking-with the attitude that "boys will be What kind of global governance boys," they exploit such resources and goodwill, and, consequently globalize sex and violence. In- is the international community deed, sex trafficking by military personnel un- licensing in the name of peace, dermines the very notion of security, given the border-defying spread of sexually-transmitted dis- justice, and order when women, eases (STDs),6 a generation of children sired and girls, and boys are trafficked abandoned bypeacekeepers,'7 and the emergence daily for pleasure and profit? of sex networks such as, Nicosia-Famagusta,"8 135 Budapest-Kosovo,19 Dili-Darwin,20 Phnom Penh-Bangkok,2" and the northeast triangle of Honduras-El Salvador-Guatemala.22 Sex trafficking also comes home, literally and figuratively, to haunt the domestic popula tion with HIV/AIDS, other STDs, and child prostitution.23 Peacekeepers' complicit tolerance of or active participation in sex trafficking robs local citizens of any recourse to redress their grievances. Not only have these citizens suffered the traumas of war, poverty, genocide, and dislocation but they have experi enced, also, the disintegration of local governments and society. In many cases, inter national organizations, such as the UN, remain their only hope for a stable, responsive civil society. When this last resource fails, where can they turn? In other words, what kind of global governance is the international community licensing in the name of peace, justice, and order when women, girls, and boys are trafficked daily for pleasure and profit?
The aff’s exclusion of women in the policymaking process subjects them to human rights violations, perpetuates oppressive stereotypes, and prevent empowerment

Chinkin 2003  (Christine, professor of international law at the London School of Economics and Political Science, 18 Ohio State Journal on Dispute Resolution 867, lexis.) AK
A further question is why is it important to ensure the presence of women at such processes? There is controversy over whether women negotiate differently, whether their "different voice" n15 facilitates finding connections and commonalities between opposing sides, and whether they can bring these skills to the peace table. n16 Whether or not women negotiate differently, there are other arguments for their inclusion. First, equal participation in public life is demanded by human rights standards of equality and fairness. One hundred and seventy three states are parties to the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women, Article 8 of which requires member-states "to ensure to women, on equal terms with men, and, without any discrimination, the opportunity to represent their Governments at the international level." n17 No state has made a reservation to this article. Failure to include women in policy and decision- making about state and institution building violates this commitment and legitimates their subsequent exclusion from such positions within the state and its institutions. Secondly, conflict is highly gendered, and women's different experiences during conflict are likely to be central to their determination of their post-conflict priorities and needs. n18 It is therefore essential that these experiences are fed directly into all stages of the process and taken into account. In modern forms of conflict, civilian women and children are deliberately targeted for abuse and violations. The gendered impact of conflict continues after the ceasefire. Since most of the fighting is between men, there is typically a demographic shift with women making up the majority of the population, many as female single parents and de facto care-takers of others displaced by conflict. The experience in Bosnia frequently recurs "[e]ven those whose partner did return from the war were characteristically responsible for re-establishing home life, assuring the well being of children, the sick, disabled, and elderly." An effective peace process should be built on the widest base of experience and therefore must take account of local women's lived experiences during the conflict and their enormous responsibilities post-conflict. Gender balance does not mean the insertion of a few highly placed international women into the process but rather listening and responding to the diverse experiences of women who have lived through the conflict. Finally, it is also important to move women from being perceived solely as victims of conflict to agents for transformation and empowerment. What is obvious from all conflict zones are the many movements, initiatives and networks that women build up and operate throughout its duration. Such movements often start as humanitarian and practical, for example seeking shared means of acquiring food and water to feed the family or creating informal schooling programs. Other initiatives may be more overtly political such as forming groups to demand information about their disappeared male relatives. Women also occupy positions and take on roles previously filled by the men who are absent. The local conditions and the factors promoting and inhibiting peace are well known to local women and they can bring that knowledge to the peace table. Failure to include these views and ideas can lead to an impoverished understanding of peace and security that focuses on militarism and power supported by force.
The affirmative assumes that withdrawal fixes all problems which they set out to, but in reality only subjects women to rape, trafficking, and loss of individual autonomy.

Chinkin 2003  (Christine, professor of international law at the London School of Economics and Political Science, 18 Ohio State Journal on Dispute Resolution 867, lexis.) AK
Post-conflict women face particular threats to their security, in particular gendered violence. Violence against women undermines their autonomy, citizenship status, and human dignity. It is both a direct violation of women's human rights and causes violations of other rights. Such conditions are antithetical to any real concept of democracy, and accordingly, steps must be taken to deal with violence against women that occurred during the conflict and gendered forms of violence that are likely to continue in ways still connected to the conflict. This continuing violence may be experienced by those suffering from post traumatic stress; by men returning to households headed by women during the war; by men facing dislocation and unemployment on return. The destruction of communities in the conflict may also mean the loss of social structures that might previously have offered a safety-net against such violence. The tensions between demands for justice for the commission of crimes of violence during the conflict through criminal prosecutions in a number of different arenas and those for reconciliation through some form of amnesty are well- known. Whichever approach is adopted, the need for other measures such as the provision of safe places, health care, and counseling services for those who have testified must also be recognized. Post-conflict arrangements may make provisions for the reintegration of soldiers-usually men-back into society, but not for that of rape victims and their return to normal life, other than the inclusion of such offenses in catalogues of international crimes committed in the conflict. Attention should be given to ways of addressing condemnation or ostracism of women and men who have suffered sexual abuse through broad education, training, and support. The agreement should expressly require the state to accept the obligation to exercise due diligence in the prevention, punishment, and eradication of violence against women, for example by the incorporation into national law of the principles and recommended measures contained in the 1993 General Assembly Declaration on the Elimination of Violence Against Women. For ongoing violence, measures such as safe places for reporting violence; secure refuges; and training of police officers, judiciary, those offering social aid, housing officials, and health personnel in dealing with violence against women should be given priority. Women should be appointed to all such positions. There may be pressures to return to the pre-conflict cultural mores, but there must be an insistence that cultural traditions can never justify violence, while drawing upon local expertise in determining ways to address it. A women's protection officer might be designated within UN administration (or elsewhere) to play a coordinating role, perhaps on analogy with the child protection officer established by Security Council Resolution. n40 An approach to violence against women that seeks long term, permanent mechanisms is not just for the benefit of women, for it has been suggested that "[s]ocieties with high levels of family violence are more likely . . . to be involved in wars compared to societies with lower levels of family violence." n41 In some areas, human trafficking has greatly increased post-conflict. For example, since the Dayton Peace Accords women have been brought into Bosnia and sold as commodities. Trafficking emerges with the creation of a potential market for sexual services and the presence of large numbers of international personnel, mostly males. n42 The obstacles that women face post-conflict in realizing economic security, such as discrimination in employment and in access to credit, enhance their vulnerability to the risk of being trafficked while privatization as part of post- conflict economic reconstruction reduces the availability of social safety nets. n43 The spread of trafficking could have been foreseen, especially in a state where women were dehumanized and sexually abused throughout the conflict, but the extent of what was happening and its own involvement was not acknowledged by the international community until 1998. From that time a strategy has been developed to tackle trafficking from a human rights perspective and to attempt to deal with the problem on a long term basis, including through a national plan of action. Such action could have been introduced at the time of  Dayton so as to have mechanisms in place from the outset in the same way as mechanisms relating to other threats to personal security were devised.

IMPACT – STRUCTURAL VIOLENCE
Masculine gender ideology mandates structural violence and sexual abuse

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 42, JB)

 As noted earlier, the dominant gender ideology in the United States refuses gender stereotypes with masculinist/heterosexist beliefs about families, sexuality, divisions of labor, and constructions of power and authority. The belief that men are by nature aggressive and sexually demanding and that women are naturally passive and sexually submissive encourages other beliefs ("men can't help it," "women actually want it") that legitimate systemic sexual abuse. It "excuses" the pattern of male rape behavior and controls the behavior of girls and women who attempt to avoid or diminish the effects of this violence. Although some males are targets of assault because of their cultural choices, sexuality class, or race/ethnic, all females are potentially threatened and therefore socially controlled by virtue of simply being female in a masculinist world. At the same time, beliefs that "women are mothers by nature" and that "a woman's place is in the home" legitimate the social practice that holds women disproportionately responsible for child care, maintenance of family relations, and household tasks while denying that this is socially necessity work.
IMPACT – MILITARISM
IR marginalizes women and justifies military intervention

Pettman, 04 Jan Pettman is a Senior Research Fellow at the Peace Research Centre of the Australian National University (Jan, "Feminist International Relations After 9/11", http://www.watsoninstitute.org/bjwa/archive/10.2/Feminist%20Theory/Pettman.pdf, JPW)
Quite quickly Afghan women also appeared as victims of the deadly Taliban regime. They figured in a familiar guise, as symbols of difference, of Otherness, as border guards of the boundaries between Us and Them, marking their culture/religion, lack of civilization, barbarity, and unreformed religion.27 They were utilized in the equally familiar rescue romance, an international triangle: our men setting out to rescue their women, from their men. The myth of protection foists upon men responsibilities of soldiering and on women the function of being those for whom men must fight, underlining men as agents and women as passive pawns in international politics, regardless of what individual men and women are doing. These gendered civic identities also legitimize the military solution as a humanitarian, indeed progressive intervention. As many feminists, Afghani and international, pointed out, this was too easy a discovery of outrage and too sudden a conversion to the rights of Afghan women as “rights of convenience.”28 In a disconcerting twist, the plight of Afghan women was highlighted after 9/11 by Laura Bush and Cherie Blair, wives of the primary war leaders, as if it was a “women’s issue” or auxiliary aspect rather than a human rights or human security issue. Why not before? Why not now? Why not in other states hostile to women’s rights, for example in Saudi Arabia?29
Sexism in the SQ contributes to militarism and subjugates women; only a feminist reconceptualization of militarism will make it not inevitable 

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 55-56, MR)

Analyses that go beyond the military and the institutions of the state generally, to elucidate the ideological and material connections that hold the entire complex together, necessarily involve some discussion of militarism. Militarism can be defined as an ideology which values war highly and, in so doing, serves to legitimize state violence. Militarism is not merely an ideology, but also a set of social relationships organized around war and preparation for war, and so occurs during periods of both war and peace. Militarism denotes a state of affairs when any part of society becomes controlled by or dependent upon the military or military values. In this way virtually anything can become militarized toys, marriage, scientific research, university curricula, motherhood.68 Enloe argues that what is distinctive about feminist theorizing about militarism is that it posits gender that is, the social construction of masculinity and femininity - as a critical factor in the construction and perpetuation of militarism and therefore the possible reversal of the process. Male employees in weapons factories may work against their own class interests because they perceive themselves as doing important 'men's work'. The patriarchal assumption that they are doing men's work then rein­ forces the militarization and the hegemony of the 'military industrial complex' in ways that may be crucial for the maintenance of such a militarizing alliance.69 Enloe argues that whether tracing militarization or demilitarization as social processes, one must chart how women and men in any particular historical setting comprehend what it means to be 'manly' and what it means to be 'womanly'. Government and military officials are affected by their own perceptions of 'manliness' and 'femininity' and design policies to ensure that civilians and soldiers relate to one another in gendered ways that ease the complicated process of militarization/o Connell has argued that the structure of 'gender power' works to privilege men at the expense of women in general. He has identified a core to gender power that includes hierarchies that work through the forces of institutionalized violence, found in the military, the police forces and prison services, which he calls the coercive arms of state power. Connell points to the hierarchy of the labour force in heavy industry and the hierarchy of high-technology industry, to the planning and control of the machinery of the central state, and to the working-class milieux that emphasize physical toughness and men's association with machinery as integral parts of the structure of gender power. The first and second components of this core are connected through the military industrial complex, from which women are largely excluded. These are tied together through the ideology of masculinity, authority and technological violence. However, Connell argues that the connection with the fourth component is the crucial link in understanding the sexual politics of the whole, because it is this connection that gives a mass base to militarist beliefs and practices.71 Women also contribute to the militarization of society in both material and ideological terms. Women play a vital role in encouraging men to 'act like men'. Women have been incorporated into war in many roles: as a pretext for war, as wives and prostitutes who provide for warriors, as entertainers, as victims, as sympathetic nurses, spies or castrating bitches.72 But in all these many and varied roles the incorporation of women has served to reinforce the masculinity of war and justify militarism. Indeed, feminist opposition to the incorporation of women into the military has centred on the argument that integrating women will have the effect of increasing the militarization of society as a whole and so undermine the work of peace movements and women's movements. The result will be to reaffirm the inferiority of women and women's experience, destroy the feminist tradition of non-violence and increase the militarization of society as a whole. 
IMPACT – MILITARY INSECURITY

Squo security policy backfires: militarism and militarization create insecurity

Reardon, 93 (Betty, Women and peace: feminist visions of global security, p.21-22)

Security, we argue, is as much a matter of perception as “reality”; as is well attested by the real insecurity produced by the present security system which (in spite of the warning of the Cold War) still relies heavily on armed force and the threat system, a reliance which erodes all other dimensions of security. Authentic human security, we believe, derives mainly from the reasonable expectation of well being. In that women’s lives have been largely devoted to fulfilling expectation of well-being, feminists who see the relevance and values of women’s experience discern it in a new multi-dimensional approach to security… The holistic feminist approach contrasts starkly with conventional security, views and policies which reduce virtually all the issues to the questions of “national security” and "military preparedness.” The dysfunctionality of this reductionist view of security is readily evident to all who are concerned with the quality of the life to be made secure. Feminists see in its deleterious effects on women how the inordinate priority given to the military erodes authentic security, global, national, and local. (Scott and Reardon 1991)
Insecurity stems from gender inequality

Tickner 92. Tickner, prof in IR @ USC [expert on fem IR], 92 (Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving Global Security, J. Ann Tickner, p. 127-128, 1992, MR)

In my previous chapters I have argued that traditional notions of national security are becoming dysfunctional. The heavy emphasis on militarily defined security, common to the foreign policy practices of contemporary states and to the historical traditions from which these practices draw their inspiration, does not ensure, and sometimes may even decrease, the security of individuals, as well as that of their natural environments. Many forms of insecurity in the contemporary world affect the lives of individuals, including ethnic conflict, poverty, family violence, and environmental degradation; all these types of insecurity can be linked to the international system, yet their elimination has not been part of the way in which states have traditionally defined their national security goals.Previous chapters have also called attention to the extent to which these various forms of military, economic, and ecological insecurity are connected with unequal gender relations. The relationship between protectors and protected depends on gender inequalities; a militarized version of security privileges masculine characteristics and elevates men to the status of first-class citizens by virtue of their role as providers of security. An analysis of economic insecurities suggest similar patterns of gender inequality in the world economy, patterns that result in a larger share of the world’s wealth and the benefits of economic developed accruing to men. The traditional association of women with nature, which places both in subordinate position to men, reflects and provides support for the instrumental and exploitative attitude toward nature characteristic of the modern era, an attitude that contributes to current ecological insecurities.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. 
IMPACT – AIDS

Failure to analyze masculinity leads to AIDS pandemic

Murray, 2003 JD at Columbia, (Jennifer, 34 Columbia Human Rights Law Review 475, Spring, lexis)
The failure to integrate an analysis of male gender identity is evident in the U.N. approach to the rise in prostitution and the incidence of HIV/AIDS in areas where large numbers of peacekeepers have been deployed. With the passage of Security Council Resolution 1308, HIV/AIDS became a matter of international peace and security and the training of peacekeepers in AIDS prevention a matter of top priority. n263 However, U.N. efforts to stop the spread of the disease have largely been confined to teaching peacekeepers about safe sex, rather than addressing the impact their behavior may have on the local population, in particular the connections between armed conflict and rising levels of prostitution, violence against women, and HIV/AIDS infection. n264 During the United Nations Transitional Administration in Cambodia (UNTAC), local women's organisations lodged numerous complaints against male military and civilian police peacekeepers, including sexual harassment [and] sexual abuse [complaints], and protested the dramatic increases in prostitution (including child prostitution) and HIV/AIDS among the local populations. The response from UNTAC's leadership was to warn peacekeepers to be more discrete,  [*523]  including removing their UN uniforms and parking their vehicles away from the massage parlors and brothels. An additional response was to order an additional 800,000 condoms; the force totaled 23,000. n265
PATRIARCHY = NUKE WAR

Patriarchalist nations mandate militarism that makes nuclear warfare and extinction inevitable

Spretnak 89—MA in English from Berkeley (Charlene, Exposing the Nuclear Phallacies,1989, JB) 

Women and men can live together and can relate to other societies in any number of cultural configurations, but ignorance of the configurations themselves locks a populace into blind adherence to the status quo. In the nuclear age, such unexamined acceptance may be fatal as certain cultural assumptions in our own society are pushing us closer and closer to war. Since a major war could now easily bring on massive annihilation of almost unthinkable proportions, why are discussions in our national forums addressing this madness of the nuclear arms race limited to matters of hardware and statistics? A more comprehensive analysis is needed-unless, as the doomsayers claim, we collectively harbor a death wish and no not really want to look closely at dynamics propelling us steadily toward the brink of extinction. The cause of nuclear arms proliferation is militarism. What is the cause of militarism? The traditional militarist explanation is that the “masters of war” in the military-industrial complex profit enormously from defense contracts and other war preparations. A capitalist economy periodically requires the economic boon that large-scale government spending, capitol investment, and worker sacrifice produce during a crisis of war. In addition, American armed forces, whether nuclear or conventional, are stationed worldwide to protect the status quo, which requires vast and interlocking American corporate interests. Suck an economic analysis alone in inadequate, as the recent responses to the nuclear arms race that ignore the cultural orientation of the nations involved: They are patriarchies. Militarism and warfare are continual features of patriarchal society because they reflect and instill patriarchal values and fulfill essential needs of such a system. Acknowledging the context of patriarchal conceptualizations that feed militarism is a first step toward reducing their impact and preserving life on Earth. 

Patriarchy is the root cause of war and will lead to nuclear holocaust

Reardon, 93 (Betty, Women and peace: feminist visions of global security, p.31)

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.

PATRIARCHY = MILITARISM

Patriarchy breeds militarism- men view their positions relative to others to create competitive hierarchies in areas like the military. War is perpetuated in order to maintain face and avoid humiliation

Goldstein 01--professor of International Relations at American University, Washington D.C. He is the author of a broad range of research works on international conflict, cooperation, and political economy, with a central focus on great-power relations and world order (Joshua, 2001 War and Gender: How Gender Shapes the War System and Vice Versa. Cambridge University Press. pp. 47, JB)
An important aspect of men’s connectedness, according to some difference feminists, is men’s and women’s of social relationships within groups. In this view, men tend to see their position relative to others in the group- especially other males- in terms of a competitive hierarchy. Women tend to see their position within a group in terms of mutual support. Hierarchical organization is widespread and generally male dominated in the military, business, religion, and other spheres of social life. In this situation, men are especially attuned to how they look in the eyes of their fellow men. Avoiding humiliation and maintaining face become especially important. By contrast, women are seen as more practical, less concerned with rank or honor, and thus better able to cooperate within group without letting intra-group tensions undermine the group’s work. Difference feminists would rather value women’s co-operative abilities than encourage women to become more competitive, as liberal feminism sometimes does.

PATRIARCHY = STRUCTURAL VIOLENCE

Patriarchy is a pervasive and vicious form of structural violence

Reardon, 93 (Betty, Women and peace: feminist views of global security, pg.50-51)

Violence against women is universal and constant. Such violence is overt and direct, as is the case with wife-beating and rape. It is structural and institutional, as in the laws that dehumanize and deal with women as chattle and economic systems that exploit female labor. It is also subtle and surreptitious, as in verbal harassment and disguised discrimination. Violence against women is pervasive and often vicious. An Indian feminist, Madhu Bhushan (1986), gives a vivid overview of both overt and structural violence against women from “bride burning” (the murder of young wives by “accidental” kitchen fires) through stereotyping, demonstrating how it pervades the society and the culture. The following paragraphs include reference to the specific Indian problem of “dowry deaths” but could be applied to most contemporary societies. A complex interplay of the forces of an unequal socioeconomic system and the institution of patriarchy generates an ideology and value system which seeks to propagate itself through an invidious process of socialization and structural forms of violence, i.e., institutions such as the law, media, and family, which reinforce social and economic relations and roles. Personal violence against women, like rape and dowry deaths therefore only reflects the systematic violence of our society that creates conditions which are in themselves destructive. This understanding should prevent us from viewing acts of physical violence against women as isolated incidents attributable mainly to individual aberrations. Oppression of and violence against women has, very definitely, a cultural psychological, material and sociological base.
NUCLEAR WAR RHETORIC=NUKE WAR

Rhetoric around nuclear weapons uses enormous destructive power without emotional fall-out, condoning war. 

Cohn, 87 –Ph.D., Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights. (Summer 1987, Carol, Sex and Death in the of Defense Intellectuals Source: Signs, Vol. 12, No. 4, Within and Without: Women, Gender, and Theory, pp. 687-718. Press Stable URL: 
 http://www.jstor.org/stable/3174209, JSTOR, SW).

Entering the world of defense intellectuals was a bizarre experience-bizarre because it is a world where men spend their days calmly and matterof-factly discussing nuclear weapons, nuclear strategy, and nuclear war. The discussions are carefully and intricately reasoned, occurring seemingly without any sense of horror, urgency, or moral outrage-in fact, there seems to be no graphic reality behind the words, as they speak of "first strikes," "counterforce exchanges," and "limited nuclear war," or as they debate the comparative values of a "minimum deterrent posture" versus a"nuclear war-fighting capability." Yet what is striking about the men themselves is not, as the content of their conversations might suggest, their cold-bloodedness. Rather, it is that they are a group of men unusually endowed with charm, humor, intelligence, concern, and decency. Reader, I liked them. At least, I liked many of them. The attempt to understand how such men could contribute to an endeavor that I see as so fundamentally destructive became a continuing obsession for me, a lens through which I came to examine all of my experiences in their world. In this early stage, I was gripped by the extraordinary language used to discuss nuclear war. What hit me first was the elaborate use of abstraction and euphemism, of words so bland that they never forced the speaker or enabled the listener to touch the realities of nuclear holocaust that lay behind the words. 6 I have coined the term "technostrategic" to represent the intertwined, inextricable nature of technological and nuclear strategic thinking. The first reason is that strategic thinking seems to change in direct response to technological changes, rather than political thinking, or some independent paradigms that might be isolated as "strategic." (On this point, see Lord Solly Zuckerman, Nuclear Illusions and Reality [New York: Viking Press, 1982]). Even more important, strategic theory not only depends on and changes in response to technological objects, it is also based on a kind of thinking, a way of looking at problemsformal, mathematical modeling, systems analysis, game theory, linear programming-that are part of technology itself. So I use the term "technostrategic" to indicate the degree to which nuclear strategic language and thinking are imbued with, indeed constructed out of, modes of thinking that are associated with technology. Anyone who has seen pictures of Hiroshima burn victims or tried to imagine the pain of hundreds of glass shards blasted into flesh may find it perverse beyond imagination to hear a class of nuclear devices matter-offactly referred to as "clean bombs." "Clean bombs" are nuclear devices that are largely fusion rather than fission and that therefore release a higher quantity of energy, not as radiation, but as blast, as destructive explosive power.7 "Clean bombs" may provide the perfect metaphor for the language of defense analysts and arms controllers. This language has enormous destructive power, but without emotional fallout, without the emotional fallout that would result if it were clear one was talking about plans for mass murder, mangled bodies, and unspeakable human suffering. Defense analysts talk about "countervalue attacks" rather than about incinerating cities. Human death, in nuclear parlance, is most often referred to as "collateral damage"; for, as one defense analyst said wryly, "The Air Force doesn't target people, it targets shoe factories."8 Some phrases carry this cleaning-up to the point of inverting meaning. The MX missile will carry ten warheads, each with the explosure power of 300-475 kilotons of TNT: one missile the bearer of destruction approximately 250-400 times that of the Hiroshima bombing.9 Ronald Reagan has dubbed the MX missile "the Peacekeeper." While this renaming was the object of considerable scorn in the community of defense analysts, these very same analysts refer to the MX as a "damage limitation weapon."'? These phrases, only a few of the hundreds that could be discussed, exemplify the astounding chasm between image and reality that characterizes technostrategic language. They also hint at the terrifying way in which the existence of nuclear devices has distorted our perceptions and redefined the world. "Clean bombs" tells us that radiation is the only "dirty" part of killing people. To take this one step further, such phrases can even seem healthful/ curative/corrective. So that we not only have "clean bombs" but also "surgically clean strikes" ("counterforce" attacks that can purportedly "take out"-i. e., accurately destroy-an opponent's weapons or command centers without causing significant injury to anything else). The image of excision of the offending weapon is unspeakably ludicrous when the surgical tool is not a delicately controlled scalpel but a nuclear warhead. And somehow it seems to be forgotten that even scalpels spill blood."

STRUCTURAL VIOLENCE O/W
Invisible conflicts create more violence than publicized militaristic violence

Reardon, 93 (Betty, Women and peace: feminist visions of global security, p.39-40)

War has always been the most well organized and destructive form of violence in which human beings have engaged. However, physical or direct violence, particularly military violence, in the twentieth century appears to be more varied and is certainly more potentially destructive than it has ever been. Armed conflict itself is a common condition of life throughout the world. “Low-intensity conflict,” the constant and pervasive warfare that has plagued Central America, the Philippines, and other areas where internal violent struggles characterize politics, has become the most common form of war in our time. It is waged by government, political factions, and “drug lords.” Such “civil” conflicts, and the excessive violence that currently plagues urban society, take more civilian lives than lives of combatants, and disrupt and debase the life of entire societies. For example, gunfights have occurred between rival gangs in cities; children have been shot on playgrounds and have shot each other in their schools. In the fall of 1991, the New York Times reported that many children, some as young as nine, carry guns for “protection.” While the media and policy-makers focus more on the major events of armed conflict among nations, such as that which has kept the Middle East in a constant state of hostility, these other incidents of warfare go on unabated.

The militaristic state’s claim to organized violence sanctions uncontrolled violence, uncontrollable by the state

Reardon, 93 (Betty, Women and peace: feminist visions of global security, p.40)

Direct intentional violence of this kind is evidence of a militarized society, one in which the power of coercion is the main social currency, and one from which numerous other forms of violence are spawned. While states continue to rely on war for their ultimate “defense,” they also continue to claim the sole right to use such organized violence. Maintaining the claim perpetuates the institution itself that both sanctions and inspires a level of violence that the state no longer can control.

***ALTERNATIVE

ALT – STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY

Standpoint feminism acknowledges the struggles of women and deconstructs the patriarchal state while accepting many different ‘lenses’

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 29-30, MR)

As will be evident from the dIscussion above, historically feminism has sought to empower or emancipate women. Part of this task involves challenging the construction of knowledge that COntains gender bias. Standpoint feminism starts out from the conditions of women's lives and attempts to construct knowledge from women's lived, embodied experiences. Some feminists are sceptical of standpoint claims, believing them fa rest ulrimately all some form of essentialism. However. the notion of 'feminist lenses' or 'gender lenses' that allow us to 'see' and 'know' the world differently has been widely embraced within feminist IR. Peterson and Runyan, for eX;lmple, argue that 'the knowledge claims we make, the jobs we work at and the power we have are all profoundly shaped by gender expectations. ' H Gender lenses or feminist lenses can be used to challenge dominant assumptions about what is significant or insignificant, or what are central or marginal concerns in International Relations. Through 'a gender sensitive lens nOt only the "what" of world politics but also the "how" we think about it looks different'.u However, feminist lenses or gender lenses do not rely upon the premise that men and wornen arc essentially different. As Runyan and Peterson are careful to point out, feminist IR is not exclusively about women, nor need it be only by women. The possibility of gender lenses is not premised on the existence of an unproblematic 'women's perspective'. It is possible for masculine perspectives to be held by women and feminist perspectives to be held by men, 'because those perspec­ tives are politically not biologically grounded'. 56 To look at the world through gender/feminist lenses is to focus on gender as a particular kind of power relation, and/or to trace out the ways in which gender is central to understanding international processes and practices in international relations. Gender/feminist lenses also focus on the everyday experiences of women as women and highlight the consequences of their unequal social position. The term 'lenses' is, however, preferred to 'lens', because it is recognized that gender relations are complex and it is necessary, therefore, to draw upon a variety of feminist perspectives to get a better understanding of a complex whole. Looking at the world through gender lenses brings into focus the many dimensions of gender inequality, from aspects of 'personal' relations to institutionalized forms of discrimination. Gender lenses or feminist lenses bring into focus the formal barriers to equality of opportunity, or the under­ representation of women in decision-making structures, and allow us to see that gender inequality is an integral part of the structural inequalities generated by the operation of the global economy. 

Feminist movements fail without the incorporation of ALL female struggles and experiences 

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” , MR)

The project of forging solidarity necessitated not simply 'respect for difference', since respect for differences might generate separatism that 'weakens and diminishes the feminist movement'.sa The struggle to build solidarity involves an effort to secure a basis for unity in the midst of differences. Recognizing that there are differences in how women experience discrimination and that strategies to challenge discriminatory practices necessarily differ according to specific context does not mean abandoning the aspiration to establish some common ground among activists in diverse locations, nor among individual women. Building feminist solidarity depends upon women being able to identify as women and perceive themselves to have some unity of purpose - to end gender oppression in the many and varied forms that it takes. Respecting differences entails the recognition that women in specific locations often share common cause with men of their own class or ethnic group, but also experience discrimination or oppression on the basis of gender and that this must also be acknowledged. 'Women's struggles thus reaffirm the feminist emancipatory interest in challenging gender discrimination and reinforcing 'the equality, rather than the inequality, of women'.55 Solidarity depends then upon the negotiation of differences and thus entails a commitment to dialogue in which women are empowered to speak as 'women' and the need for activists to reflect critically upon their own practices. Solidarity might be usefully understood as 'a relation constructed through forms of dialogue and struggle'.56 The potentialities and problems in achieving genuinely open and participatory dialogue, particularly in international contexts, have been extensively documentedsT and for reasons of space cannot be covered in depth here. Suffice to say that fostering dialogue is a potentially fruitful way forward in rescuing a transnational feminist project. If dialogue is to be meaningful, it must serve to empower different voices and so the project of solidarity imposes an obligation on women activists (particularly in the \West) who claimed to stand in solidarity with women struggling for their rights in diverse societies to not only 'understand the oppressive relations in which women are enmeshed well enough to serve them in the struggle against those relations', but to also 'make available to them discursive and material resources to assist in that struggle'.58 Networks of solidarity, forged among a wide array of women's groups, must function as a means of support and, possibly, resources for local groups and networks that disseminate the views of women in diverse locations. It also means that western women's groups particularly have an obligation to not only listen and to understand and appreciate differences, but to offer support to women's groups in other locations. This way, the relations that are forged between women's groups who stand in solidarity will not reproduce the worst excesses of unequal power relations. Reflexivity on one's own privileged position and voice is a central part of the struggle to build solidarity, as are efforts to dismantle 'structures of privilege' that prevent the articulation of women's interests, needs and rights, by women's groups in varied societies, from being heard. 

We must each chose to self-endorse the idea of feminist epistemologies to promote checks and balances on masculine ideologies. 

Anderson 9 [Prof of women’s studies &philosophy at Michigan, “Feminist Epistemology and Philosophy of Science,” AW] (PAGE 54)
These are all empirical questions. By framing the questions of feminist epistemology as empirical ones, feminist theorists can challenge mainstream theorists, who are largely empiricists, in a way that they cannot responsibly ignore or dismiss. This way of framing feminist epistemology also enables feminists to make arguments for reforming theoretical practice in terms internal to the self-critical commitments of science itself. Feminist criticisms and remedies can be seen as particular, if surprising, instances of general types of criticism and remedy already acknowledged and accommodated by scientific practice. For naturalized  epistemology, considered as a tool for improving scientific practices, is already incorporated into the self-critical and self-reforming institutions of science. How can naturalized epistemology, which studies how knowledge claims are actually produced, support normative views about how we ought to produce knowledge claims? This gap between “is” and “ought” is bridged by the reflective self-endorsement test. Naturalized epistemology considers inquirers in their social relations as systems of belief-formation processes, and theoretical inquiry as a social practice that uses these processes to generate new beliefs. These beliefs in turn are related to one another through carious explanatory theories, models, or narratives that aim to produce understanding of the phenomena being studied. This two-level representation of theoretical inquiry suggest two way naturalized epistemology can get critical leverage on our knowledge practices. First, we can examine our belief-formation processes. Some of these processes are such that, once we reflect on how they work or what they do, we lose confidence in the beliefs to which they give rise, since they do not reliably lead to true beliefs (consider optical illusions). Other processes satisfy the reflective endorsement test: reflecting on how they work or what they do leads us to endorse them and the beliefs to which they give rise (consider deductive inference). A knowledge practice is rational to the extent that it promotes such critical self-reflections and responds to them by checking or canceling out the unreliable belief-formation mechanisms and enabling the reliable ones. 

Understanding and reshaping gender discourse breaks down the gendered power systems at the root of sexism and other oppression

Christensen, 2005 MS in sociology, 8—BS in sociology from State U of NY, Magna Cum Laude. MS in sociology, U Wisconsin-Madison. PhD expected in Spring 2010 (Wendy, “Cowboy of the World? Gender Discourse and the Iraq War Debate,” http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/2/2/ 8/8/pages22889/p22889-1.php, AMiles, EB)

News organizations mediate individual perceptions of newsworthy stories as individuals themselves have little direct exposure to the issues in the news (Bennett 2001, Gitlin 2003). According to Gitlin, the “media specialize in orchestrating everyday consciousness… they name the world’s parts, they certify reality as reality…” (2003 p.3). While journalists and politicians act rationally and strategically when constructing news stories, they also build news stories incorporating meanings, metaphors, and symbols (Tuchman 1978). Despite the experiences and interpretations individuals bring to the news, the symbols, images and metaphors used to frame the news affect how individuals conceptualize issues (Bennett 2001). Thus, the framing of news around culturally understood metaphors and ideologies can be a strategic tool for those with the power to control how news is constructed (Stone 1988; Tuchman 1978). Gendering Discourse: In order to explore how gender metaphors are mobilized within war debate, gender must be understood as a “field where power is articulated” (Scott 1986). When gender is understood as an analytic category that serves as a catalyst for historical changes, the power that gender ideologies have in symbolically structuring the social world, and therefore for organizing power relations themselves is exposed (Scott 1986). The “symbolic system of gender” is a “central organizing discourse of culture, one that not only shapes how we experience and understand ourselves as men and women, but also interweaves with other discourses and shapes them- and therefore shapes other aspects of our world” (Cohn, 1993 p.228). Gender meanings constructed actively in all social practices are asserted through institutions such as the media and the state (Connell 2002; Smith 1999). Thus, the discourse surrounding gender can be co-opted to lend support for and legitimize an action such as war in the process of public debate (Stone 1988). According to Connell, institutionalized violence such as war requires various kinds of masculinity, which are constructed as more valued than others (2000). Hegemonic masculinity is the notion that there is the right kind of masculinity for a specific situation or institution that is valued more highly than other kinds of masculinity.

STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY - EMOTION KEY

In order to break down the social norms of society, we must prioritize and politicize our emotional engagements on a level which will allow a more incorporation of feeling into society. 
Anderson 9 [Prof of women’s studies &philosophy at Michigan, “Feminist Epistemology and Philosophy of Science,” AW] (PAGE 62)

It is a characteristic of human thought that our concepts do not stay put behind the neat logical fences philosophers like to erect for them. Like sly coyotes, they slip past these flimsy barriers to range far and wide, picking up consorts of all varieties, and, in astonishingly fecund acts of miscegenation shocking to conceptual purists, leave offspring who bear a disturbing resemblance to the wayward parent and inherit the impulse to roam the old territory. The philosophical guardians of these offspring, trying to shake off the taint of sexual scandal but feeling guilty about the effort, don't quite know whether to cover up a concept's pedigree or, by means of the discovery/justification distinction, deny that it matters. The latter strategy can work only if, like keepers of a zoo, the philosophers can keep their animals fenced in. Feminist epistemologists track these creatures sneaking past their fences while their keepers dream of tamed animals happy to remain confined. The most cunning and promiscuous coyotes are our gender concepts. In a manner befitting their own links to sex, they will copulate with anything. Feminist epistemologists note that there is hardly any conceptual dichotomy that has not been modeled after and in turn used to model the masculine/feminine dichotomy: mind/body, culture/nature, reason/emotion, objective/subjective, tough-minded/soft-hearted, and so forth. These scandalous metaphorical unions generate conceptions of knowledge, science, and rational inquiry, as well as conceptions of the objects of these inquiries, that are shaped in part by sexist views about the proper relations between men and women. Feminist epistemologists investigate how these conceptions are informed and distorted by sexist imagery. They also consider how alternative conceptions are suppressed by the limits imposed by sexism on the imagination, or by the sexist or androcentric interests served by their present symbolic links to gender (Rooney 1991). Gender symbolism appears on at least two levels of our knowledge practices: in the construction of a hierarchy of prestige and authority among kinds and fields of knowledge and in the content of theoretical inquiry itself. Consider first the ways different kinds and fields of knowledge are gendered. At the most general level, impersonal theoretical knowledge is coded "masculine." Personal knowledge—the kind of knowledge that is inseparable from the knower's identity, biography, and emotional experiences—is coded "feminine." Theoretical knowledge is thought to be masculine in part because it lays claims to objectivity, which is thought to be achieved through the rigorous exclusion from thought of feminine subjectivity—of emotions, particularity, interests, and values. These uses of gender symbolism have epistemic import because they structure a hierarchy of prestige and cognitive authority among kinds of knowledge, and hence of knowers, that is homologous with the gender hierarchy. As men in sexist society express contempt for women and enjoy higher prestige than women, so do theoretical knowers express contempt for those with "merely" personal knowledge of the same subject matters, and enjoy higher prestige than they. Echoing the sexist norms that women must obey men but men need not listen to women, the gender-coded hierarchy of knowledge embodies the norm that personal knowledge must submit to the judgments of impersonal theoretical knowledge, while theoretical knowledge has nothing to learn from personal knowledge and may ignore its claims. These epistemic norms cannot withstand reflective scrutiny. Successful theorizing deeply depends on personal knowledge, particularly embodied skills, and often depends on emotional engagement with the subjects of study (Polanyi 1958; Keller 1983, 1985). Cora Diamond's (1991) insightful discus- sion of Vicki Hearne's personal knowledge as an animal trainer provides a particularly fine illustration of this point. Hearne's writings (1982) expose the failures of knowledge that occur when theorists ignore the experiences, skills, and language of animal trainers. In her animal training classes, Heame observed that people's success in training their pets was inversely related to their training in the behavioral sciences. The anthropomorphic and value-laden language of animal trainers enables them to understand what animals are doing in ways not readily accessible to the impersonal, behavioristic language favored by most behavioral scientists. And their skills and personal knowledge of the animals they work with empower trainers to elicit from animals considerably more complex and interesting behaviors than scientists elicit. These powers are not irrelevant to theorizing about animals. Reflecting on Hearne's story about the philosopher Ray Frey, Diamond writes: [Frey] attempted to set up a test for his dog's capacity to rank rational desires. When, in order to see how the dog would rank desires, he threw a stick for his dog . . . and at the same time put food before the dog, the dog stood looking at him. Frey could not see that the dog wanted to know what Frey wanted him to do; Frey's conception of the dog as part of an experimental set-up (taken to include two possible desired activities but not taken to include queer behavior by the dog's master), with Frey as the observer, blocked his understanding. 
[CONTINUED]

STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY - EMOTION KEY

[CONTINUED]

Frey's past experience with his dog did not feed an understanding of how the dog saw him; he could not grasp his own failure, as the dog's master, to make coherent sense, so could not see the dog as responding to that failure to make sense. (Diamond 1991, 1014 n. 15) Diamond diagnoses this epistemic failure as the product of Frey's attachment to a theory of knowledge that distrusts personal experience on the ground that it is distorted by the subject's emotional engagement with the object of knowledge. The theory supposes that we can't achieve objective knowledge of our object through such engagement because all it will offer is a reflection of the subject's own emotions. Subjectivity merely projects qualities onto the object and does not reveal qualities of the object. But the theory is mistaken. Love and respect for another being, animal or person, and trust in the personal experiences of engagement that are informed by such love and respect may be essential both for drawing out and for grasping that being's full potentialities. One of the reasons why behaviorists tend to elicit such boring behavior from animals and humans is that they don't give them the opportunities to exhibit a more impressive repertoire of behaviors that respect for them would require them to offer.
STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY – MILITARY REFORM KEY

The United States military is the focal point of women’s rights and perception - changes within the military must be made to accommodate a better model of national citizenship that  is inclusive of all genders. 
Allen, 2000 – prof. of American Studies at Middlebury College (Holly Allen, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “13. Gender, Sexuality and the Military Model of U.S. National Community,” ed by Mayer, pg 305, AW)

I argue that the positions for women and homosexuals in the US military - and the national preoccupation with those positions - reveal a great deal about how national community is imagined in the United States. Among other things, they show that US military conventions are closely linked to a particular, fraternal model of US national community. Using Congressional hearings about the military status of women and homosexuals, I suggest, first, that the military is the representative public institution in the United States, and to that extent, the terms of gender and sexual practice within the military must be carefully policed. Second, I suggest that the US military by mandating individual sacrifice for the common good, fosters a model of transcendent national citizenship that is closely aligned with heterosexual masculinity. Third, I suggest that the military stands as a repository and defender of US national values, including nationally significant gender ideals. Thus within the United State as in other national contexts, concepts of nationhood, gender, and sexuality are closely linked. What is perhaps unique to the United States is the central role that the nation’s military establishment plays in linking those concepts, as national political debates about the military roles of women and homosexuals reveal. 
STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY SOLVES CASE/DEMOCRITIZATION

Alt Solves Case - Because of the similarities between the feminist and non-Western viewpoints, ONLY a form of feminized IR can solve for the diplomacy of the Affirmative.  Current forms of objective IR don’t recognize the intrinsically subjective connection to community inherent in foreign cultures.

Charlesworth, Chinkin, and Wright, 91 (Christine Chinkin - Professor of International Law at the London School of Economics and Political Science, Shelley Wright - Senior Lecturer, University of Melbourne Law School, Hilary Charlesworth, 1991, “Feminist Approaches to International Law,” American Journal of International Law, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?page=613&handle=hein.journals/ajil85&collection=journals#633, CM)

If. . . instead of making ourselves slaves of the concepts of international law and morality, we would confine these concepts to the unobtrusive, almost feminine function of the gentle civilizer of national self-interest in which they find their true value-if we were able to do these things in our dealings with the peoples of the East, then, I think, posterity might look back upon our efforts with fewer and less troubled questions.2" This apparent similarity between the perspective culturally identified with women and that of developing nations has been studied in a different context. In The Science Question in Feminism, Sandra Harding notes the "curious coincidence of African and feminine 'world views' "24 and examines them to determine whether they could be the basis of a "successor," alternative view of science and epistemology. Harding observes the association of the feminine with the second half of the set of conceptual dichotomies that provide the essential framework for traditional, Enlightenment science and epistemology: "Reason vs. emotion and social value, mind vs. body, culture vs. nature, self vs. others, objectivity vs. subjectivity, knowing vs. being."2 In the generation of scientific truth, the "feminine" parts of these dichotomies are considered subordinate. Harding then notes the similarity of this pattern and the description of the "African world view" identified by scholars in other disciplines. This world view is characterized by "a conception of the self as intrinsically connected with, as part of, both the community and nature."26 The attribution to women and Africans of "a concept of the self as dependent on others, as defined through relationships to others, as perceiving self-interest to lie in the welfare of the relational complex," permits the ascription to these groups of an ethic based on preservation of relationships and an epistemology uniting "hand, brain and heart." These perceptions contrast with the "European" and male view of the self as autonomous, separate from nature and from others, and with its associated ethics of "rule-governed adjudication of competing rights between self-interested, autonomous others" and its view of knowledge as an entity with a separate, "objective" existence.27 There are problems in identifying these subordinate voices. For example: How far are these world views the product of colonial and patriarchal conceptual schemes?8 Are they in fact generally held by the groups they are ascribed to?29 How accurate are contrasting schemata in capturing reality?"0 Harding argues that the linkage of the two discourses may nevertheless be useful as providing "categories of challenge"-that is, naming "what is absent in the thinking and social activities of men and Europeans" and stimulating analysis of how social orders based on gender and race can come into being."' More general analogies have been drawn between the position of Third World states and that of women. Both groups are said to encounter the paternalist attitude that they must be properly trained to fit into the world of developed countries and men, respectively.52 Both feminists and developing nations have also resisted assimilation to prevailing standards and have argued for radical change, emphasizing cooperation rather than individual self-advancement.:'3 Both groups have identified unilinear structures that allow their systematic domination and the development of apparently generally applicable theories from very narrow perspectives.34

STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY SOLVES PATRIARCHY

Incorporation of feminist ideals IR solves the patriarchal aspects of multiple facets of IR

Enloe 90 (Cynthia Enloe, Ph.D. in political science at the University of California, Berkeley and professor in the Department of International Development, Community, and Environment at Clark University, Worcester, “Bananas, Beaches and Bases,” MR)

Hopefully, the chapters that follow will provoke quite a different feeling. They suggest that the world is something that has been made; therefore, it can be remade. The world has been made with blunt power, but also with sleights of hand. Perhaps international policy-makers find it more ‘manly’ to think of themselves as dealing in guns and money rather than in notions of femininity. So they – and most of their critics as well – have tried to hide and deny their reliance on women as feminized workers, as respectable and loyal wives, as ‘civilizing influences’, as sex objects, as obedient daughters, as unpaid farmers, as coffee-serving campaigners, as consumers and tourists. If we can expose their dependence on feminizing women, we can show that this world system is also dependent on artificial notions of masculinity: this seemingly overwhelming world system may be more fragile and open to radical change than we have been led to imagine. Some women have already begun the difficult process of trying to create a new international political system. Many point to the conference in Nairobi, Kenya, in 1985 to ark the end of the United Nations Decade of Women as a watershed. For eighty years Nairobi women had been trying to build new international alliances, especially to end men's exclusive right to vote in national elections and to end the exploitation of women as mothers and as prostitutes by national and imperial armies. Some of those efforts made internationd 6lites nervous. Occasionally, they wittingly or unwittingly entrenched gendered hierarchies of international power. They elevated motherhood to a political status; they made feminine respecrability a criterion for political tegitimacy; they proposed that white women should be the political mentors of women of color. An international feminist alliance, as we will see, doesn't automaticdly weaken mals-p11 imperialist venrures. In the late 1980s there are fresh understandings, therefore, of the ways in which international feminist theorizing and organizing has to be rooted in clear explanations of how women from different, often unequal societies, lre used to sustain the world patterns that feminists seek to change. I0omen organizing to challenge UN agencies, the International Monetary Fund or multinational corporations are developing theory and suategies simultaneously. A feminist internationd campaigp lacking a feminist analysis of international politics is likely to subvert its own ultimate gods. Among the sectors - 'subsystems' - of the world political system that are being most affected by internationalized feminist organizing today are prostitution; population politics; development assistance; military alliances; textile and elecuonics prduction. It takes a lot of information-gathering, a lot of thinking, a lot of Aial and error and a lot of emotionally dlaining work to understand how notions about femininity and masculinity create and sustain global inequalities and oppressions in iust.one of these sectors. Yet a truly effective internationd feminism requires us to make sense of how patriarchal ideas and practices link all of these sectors to each other - and to other relationships whose genderd dynamics we have scarcely begun to fathom. Thus this book is only a beginning. It draws on the theoretical and organizational work of women in 1890s Britain, 1950s Algeria, 1980s Philippines. Most of the conclusions are tentative. Iflhat readers write in the margins of these pages as they test the descriptions and explanations against their own experiences of internationalized femininity and masculinity will be at least as impoftant in creating a different world as what appears here in deceptively solid print. 

STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY SOLVES STATE HIERARCHY

Feminist standpoints on IR reconstruct the ideology of the state

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 38-39, MR)

A great deal of work on security in International Relations - discussed at greater length in chapter 5 - defines its purpose in terms of understanding how the distinctive identity of 'human collectivities' called nation-states can best be protected. The 'national interest' is in essence about the preservation of the political expression of the nation, the sovereign state, and the defence of the nation from 'foreigners' who threaten its political and territorial integrity and its distinctive identity. Thus realism is predicated on certain ideas about place and identity (the nation/state) and serves to draw rigid boundaries between what is 'inside' and 'outside' and what is 'domestic' and 'foreign'. Conflating the concepts of state and nation reinforces the idea that there are clearly demarcated boundaries between what is 'inside' and what is 'outside' the state. This in turn allows International Relations to impose a nationalist logic of identity on world politics. IS However, the assumption of stable and homogeneous identities that underlies the use of the nation-state as the basis for political identity in International Relations is highly problematic. Critics of the realist orthodoxy argue that the state should be seen in dynamic rather than static terms. The boundaries of the nation-state do not embody eternal truths, but are made and remade by state practices, through powerful representations of 'national interests' and through received narratives on identity and on political space and place (territory). Feminist work has highlighted the complex ways in which gender is deeply implicated in the carving out of political spaces, the construction of identities and the demarcation of the boundaries of community in practices of 'state-making'. Feminists see war, foreign policy and other instruments of statecraft as the means whereby the boundaries of political and moral community are demarcated, often in ways that have different implications for men and women. Processes of 'state-making' involve the institutionalization of gender differences. Women are controlled in different ways in the interests of demarcating identities. States are involved in regulating what are often held to be 'private' decisions, concerning, for example, marriage and the legal status of children. In this way the boundaries of the national community are drawn and reproduced. 

STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY SOLVES POLITICS/IR

Recent global restructuring forces the inclusion of gendered lens into IR—critical to solving inequalities

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, JB)

Real world developments force us to revise our categories and frameworks to make better sense of those developments. In IR, definitions of security have been revised in light of post-Cold War geo-and ethno-politics, technological developments, and spiraling costs of militarization. The meaning of economic development and social well-being has been reexamined in light of global restructuring, the decline of state welfare provisioning, and increasing disparities between "haves" and "have-nots" within and between developed and developing countries. Similarly, recognition of global gender inequalities and the power of gender to order our thinking and shape our reality forces us to acknowledge and  make sense of the role of gender in world politics. Gender issues surface now because new questions have been raised that cannot be addressed within traditional frameworks. The amassing of global data reveals the extent and pattern of gender inequality: Women everywhere have access to political power and economic resources and less control over processes that reproduce this systemic inequality. Moreover, our knowledge of the world of men and the politics they create is biased and incomplete in the absence of knowledge about how men's activities, including their politics, are related to, even dependent upon, what women are doing-and why. Additionally, recognizing the power of gender as a lens forces us to reevaluate traditional explanations, to ask how they are biased and hence render inadequate accounts. As in other disciplines, the study of world politics is enriched by acknowledging and systematically examining how gender shapes categories and frameworks that we take for granted. This is necessary for answering the new questions raised and for generating fresh insights-about the world as we currently "know" it and how it works otherwise. 

International law is a thoroughly gendered and patriarchal system: feminist analysis solves its flaws, solving patriarchy and human rights

Charlesworth, 91  Hilary Charlesworth is considered as the pioneer in feminist international law scholarship. Her groundbreaking book The Boundaries of International Law: A Feminist Analysis has been awarded the Certificate of Merit by the American Society of International Law in 2001,  Christine Chinkin is a Professor of International Law at the London School of Economics and Political Science and the William W. Cook Global Law Professor at the University of Michigan Law School,  Shelly Wright is Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, University of Sydney (October 1991, Hilary Charlesworth, Christine Chinkin, Shelley Wright, “Feminist Approaches to International Law”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2203269 , JSTOR, JPW)
In this article we question the immunity of international law to feminist analysis -why has gender not been an issue in this discipline?-and indicate the possibilities of feminist scholarship in international law. In the first section, we examine the problems of developing an international feminist perspective. We then outline the male organizational and normative structure of the international legal system. We go on to apply feminist analyses developed in the context of domestic law to various international legal principles. Our approach requires looking behind the abstract entities of states to the actual impact of rules on women within states. We argue that both the structures of international lawmaking and the content of the rules of international law privilege men; if women's interests are acknowledged at all, they are marginalized. International law is a thoroughly gendered system. By challenging the nature and operation of international law and its context, feminist legal theory can contribute to the progressive development of international law. A feminist account of international law suggests that we inhabit a world in which men of all nations have used the statist system to establish economic and nationalist priorities to serve male elites, while basic human, social and economic needs are not met. International institutions currently echo these same priorities. By taking women seriously and describing the silences and fundamentally skewed nature of international law, feminist theory can identify possibilities for change.
STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY SOLVES INDIVIDUALITY/RATIONALITY

We must correct the theological reason behind major masculine ideologies present in today’s society to preserve individuality and rationality. 

Anderson 9 [Prof of women’s studies &philosophy at Michigan, “Feminist Epistemology and Philosophy of Science,” AW] (PAGE 62)

Reason is the power to change our attitudes, intension, and practices in response to reflection on the merits of having them or engaging in them. Theoretical reason is the power to acquire, reject, an revise our cognitive attitudes (beliefs and theoretical commitments) and our practices of inquiry through reflection on our reasons for holding them and engaging in them - that is, through reflection on arguments and evidence for our beliefs and about the consequences of our practices. Reflective endorsement is the only test for whether a consideration counts as a reason for having any attitude or engaging in any practice of inquiry: we ask, on reflecting on the ways the consideration could or does influence our attitudes and practices and the implications of those influencing us in those ways. If we can reflectively endorse its influence, we count the consideration as a reason for our attitudes or practices (Anderson 1993, 91-98). This conception of reason as reflective self-government rejects the ideals of individualistic self-sufficiency, which some feminists have argued is androcentiric, or expressive of specifically male needs (Bordo 1987; Duran 1991). Rational inquiry is a social enterprise (Longino 1990; Nelson 1993). Anything that counts as evidence for a theory must be publicly accessible, and in experimental contexts, replicate-able by others. Individuals must use tools, methods, and conceptual frameworks developed by others in order to get their own inquires under way. they must rely on the testimony of others to get evidence that is too costly or difficult for them to gather on their own, and even to interpret the evidence of their own senses (Coady 1992). Thus it is impossible for individuals to rely only on themselves , for the very reason and interpretations of their experience on which they rely and which seems most to be their own, is a social achievement, not an individual endowment (Nelson 1990; Scheman 1983). The social character of rational inquiry suggests two things. First, the theories produced by our practices of inquiry may bear the marks of the social relations of the inquirers. To the extent that conceptions of gender inform these social relations, we might expect these conceptions to influence theoretical inquiry. Second, insofar as we reflectively reject certain ways that gender influences the practices and products of inquiry, we need not try to correct these problems by demanding that individual investigators somehow abstract from their gender or gender-related values and commitments. Each individual might be subject to perhaps ineradicable cognitive biases or partiality due to gender or other influences. But if the social relations of inquirers are well arranged, then each person’s biases can check and correct the others’. In this way, theoretical rationality and objectivity can be expressed by the whole community of inquirers even when no individual’s thought processes are perfectly impartial, objective, or sound (Logino 1990; Nelson 1990; Solomon 1994). 

STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY SOLVES MILITARISM/FAILURES OF REALISM

Alt solvency--Feminist security theory key to transforming the military mentality that mandates realism and state-centric security—international cooperation and ethical approaches solve positivism’s failures

Blanchard 3—PhD Candidate in the School of International. Relations at USC (Eric, “Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory”, Summer 2003, JSTOR, p. 1305, JB)
Feminists working on security issues have articulated a normative "revision" of what security could mean if gender were to be taken seriously. Feminist security theory interrogates the philosophical, academic, and political underpinnings of gendered insecurity and articulates an alternative vision of security. This vision entails revealing gendered hierarchies, eradicating patriarchal structural violence, and working toward the eventual achievement of common security. In its critique of existing theory, FST takes on realism, revealing its philosophically transmuted gender bias and androcentric framework. Reconceptualizing core concepts of IR, FST expands and contests realist notions of security and demonstrates why impoverished assumptions of autonomy and overly parsimonious levels of analysis approaches must be abandoned for a vision of an interconnected, interdependent international system. Feminist investigations of the gendered peace/war nexus have resulted in the expansion of empirical knowledge, contributing to a fuller account of women peace workers, women warriors, wartime sexual violence, and militarized masculinities. Recent international developments suggest several more unexplored avenues for future FST research. Feminists in IR have not given adequate attention to military hardware and weaponry and have left the relationships among war, gender, and technology understudied (with the exceptions of Tobias et al. 1982; Hooper 2001). The "revolution in military affairs" and the prominence of artificial intelligence in military planning are in need of feminist intervention (see Adam 1998; Halberstam 2001). Elshtain draws attention to the paradoxical U.S. military policy of "combatant immunity," the consolidation of a new norm of "riskless warfare" that combines an extremely low tolerance for U.S. casualties with aerial bombing campaigns that punish foreign noncombatants (especially women and children) (2000, 447). As technoscience and battlefield automation continue to influence the practice of war and as the abilities and physical presence of the warrior are alternatively enhanced or removed altogether, the inconsistency Elshtain identifies is likely to remain a challenging issue for feminist security theory. Bringing feminist critiques of science and war to bear on the study of technoscientific state violence could improve our understandings of the discourse of "networked warfare" as well as the "smart bombs" that will torment civilian populations for the foreseeable future. The use of networks and cellular phones by terrorists during the September 11, 2001, attacks serves notice that information technology-enabled networks are now as much a part of women's and men's insecurity as they are of the securitizing efforts of nation states. As state managers in the West and elsewhere struggle to capture and contain the diffuse threat of terrorism using the tools of statecraft, FST must work to recover the experiences of women after September 11, not only as (he)roes but in their multiple roles across levels and borders. As the more "private," domestic element of the September 11 phenomenon, the anthrax attacks from within the United States on the postal system and its everyday recipients have gone without official blame, explanation, or sustained media coverage, yet they affected the lives of anyone who opens a mailbox daily. The war in Afghanistan demonstrated both gender's power to legitimate national security goals and the easy acceptance of remasculinization during times of war (Tickner 2002). The vital, often gendered, negotiation of cultural relations between the West and Islam and the effects of state antiterror campaigns on civilians are problems that military campaigns in Afghanistan or Iraq are not designed to address and traditional nonfeminist theories of IR are not entirely equipped to handle. The U.S.-led global war on terror seems to exemplify the type of gendered, multilevel insecurity that IR feminists have raised to our critical attention. Ironically, the policy world of nation-states has recently begun to outpace the academic discipline of IR in its acceptance of feminist issues, as evidenced by the rapid diffusion of "gender mainstreaming" bureaucracies and gender sensitive policies across states from a diverse range of cultures and levels of gender inequality (True and Mintrom 2001, 29). The adoption of United Nations Security Council Resolution 1325 in October of 2000 was a watershed that should provide those interested in gender and security with many new research opportunities to study the ways the incorporation of a gender perspective and female participation affect peacekeeping and the security of women and men.7 With its multileveled, ethical approach, feminist security theory offers the best hope that these challenges-technowar, the "war on terror," and peacekeeping-can be met with an eye toward the reduction of gendered global insecurities in the difficult years ahead. 

Feminist reconceptualization of war deconstructs the patriarchal war/peace dichotomy

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 57-58, MR)

While the distinction between war and peace, and between the battlefield and the domestic arena, has been central to political discourse, in reality this distinction has never been clear-cut. Feminist work has not only challenged the distinction between the 'war front' and 'home front', but also the war/peace dichotomy. The distinction between the protectors and the protected has served to obscure the nature of warfare by perpetuating the view that there is a clear division between the war front - a masculinist domain in which masculinity is affirmed in the heroic actions performed on the battlefield - and the 'home front' - a feminized realm of domesticity, care and peace. Indeed, the very idea of the 'home front', which has been very much part of the language of twentieth-century warfare, is indicative of the industrialization of war. This in itself transformed the earlier distinction between the 'front' and the domestic arena. Feminists have challenged the war front/home front distinction by uncovering the unknown testimonies of women who have suffered greatly in war but whose suffering is unrecorded. While most commentaries view war as a discrete phenomenon arranged by diplomats with neat beginnings and endings and/or concentrate upon the political or strategic objectives, or the heroics of the battlefield, feminists have recounted women's testimonies and post-war stories and so highlight the 'unboundedness' of war - unbounded in the sense that wars have no neat beginnings and endings. Women who bear the burden of picking up the pieces at the formal cessation of hostilities have come to see that wars do not simply 'end' with the signing of peace treaties. Women are left to deal with the task of rebuilding the physical infrastructure, along with men, but they must also cope with the terrible physical, psychological and emotional damage that people suffer. As carers, the lives of women are also greatly complicated. Women are often left with sole responsibility for the welfare of the elderly and disabled relatives as well as children. Women and children constitute on average 70-90 per cent of refugee populations, although the smaller percentage of male refugees frequently gets disproportionate access to food, clothes, land, jobs and legal identity papers, water, livestock and tools.
Only feminist perspectives that challenge gender constructions can alter the militaristic mindset

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 61, MR)

While eschewing essentialist conceptions of gender, feminist perspectives on the military and on war and peace point to deep and profound connections between the construction of masculinities, femininities and state-sanctioned violence. Moreover, NOW campaigners apart, feminists generally support the idea that challenging dominant gender stereotypes goes some way towards challenging the ideology of militarism. As long as ideas about masculinity can be manipulated to encourage men to kill and be killed and while ever women continue to accept, or fail to resist, certain constructions of femininity and womanhood, they will not be able to challenge the gender ideology upon which the military is built. Moreover, militarist ideology has very real consequences in so far as 'it gives rise to a view of community both in theory and in fact obsessed with revenge and structured by conquest and domination. This would be no easy task if it were only a question of changing ideas or challenging dominant discourses on war and peace, but it is made all the more difficult by the material, concrete structures that underpin the interconnected military system and 'gender system'. Moreover, liberal strategies that promote women's equality, while disregarding deeply embedded gender inequalities and deeply ingrained gendered ideologies, are unlikely to do much to promote peace. As Stiehm acknowledges, even if women were to participate in combat roles, and were accepted, it would not solve the problem of their relation to other states' 'protectors' and 'protected', a relationship which feminists should be concerned to problematize.102 

STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY SOLVES WAR/NEGATIVE PEACE 

Only a feminist critique of peace politics can end domination and the false perceptions of peace that perpetuate it

Warren and Cady 94—Warren is the Chair of the Philosophy Department at Macalester College and Cady is  Professor of Philosophy at Hamline University (Karen and Duane, “Feminism and Peace: Seeing Connections”, p. 6, JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3810167.pdf, JB)

 War, the "decision by arms," the "final arbiter of disputes," "an act of force which theoretically has no limits"' (Clausewitz 1976) amounts to domination pushed to the extreme: Imposition of will by one group onto another by means of threat, injury, and death. Genuine peace ("positive peace"), on the other hand, involves interaction between and among individuals and groups where such behavior is orderly from within, cooperative, and based on agreement. Genuine peace is not a mere absence of war ("negative peace"), where order is imposed from outside by domination (Cady 1989, 1991). It is the process and reality where life-affirming, self-determined, environmentally sustainable ends are sought and accomplished through coalitionary, interactive, cooperative means. Feminism and peace share an important conceptual connection: Both are critical of, and committed to the elimination of, coercive power-over privilege systems of domination as a basis of interaction between individuals and groups. A feminist critique and development of any peace politics, therefore, ultimately is a critique of systems of unjustified domination. 

STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY SOLVES STRUCTURAL INEQUALITIES 

Gendered lens can begin to diminish oppressive hierarchies—gender dichotomy subsumes all structural inequalities

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 14-15, JB)

Finally, gender-sensitive studies improve our understanding of global crises, their interactions, and the possibilities of moving beyond thein. These include crises of political legitimacy and security as states are increasingly unable to protect their citizens against economic, epidemic, nuclear, or ecological threats; crises of maldevelopment as the dynamics of our global economic system enrich a few and impoverish most; and crises of environmental degradation as the exploitation of natural resources continues in unsustainable fashion. These global crises cannot be understood or addressed without acknowledging the structural inequalities of the current world system, inequalities that extend well beyond gender issues: They are embodied in interacting hierarchies of race, ethnicity, nationality, sexual orientation, physical ability, age, and religious identification. In this text, we focus on how the structural inequalities of gender work in the world: how the hierarchical dichotomy of masculinity-femininity is institutionalized, legitimated, and re produced, and how these processes differentially affect men's and women's lives. We also begin to see how gender hierarchy interacts with other structural inequalities. The dichotomy of masculinity and femininity is not separate from racism, classism, ageism, nationalism; and so on. Rather, gender both structures arid is structured by these hierarchies to render complex social identities, locations, responsibilities, and social practices. Gender shapes, and is shaped by, all of us. We daily reproduce its dynamics-and suffer its costs-in multiple ways. By learning how gender works, we learn a great deal about intersecting structures of inequality and how they are intentionally and unintentionally reproduced. We can then use this knowledge in our struggles to transform global gender inequality by also transforming other oppressive hierarchies at work in the world.
Recent global restructuring forces the inclusion of gendered lens into IR—critical to solving inequalities

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, JB)
Real world developments force us to revise our categories and frameworks to make better sense of those developments. In IR, definitions of security have been revised in light of post-Cold War geo-and ethno-politics, technological developments, and spiraling costs of militarization. The meaning of economic development and social well-being has been reexamined in light of global restructuring, the decline of state welfare provisioning, and increasing disparities between "haves" and "have-nots" within and between developed and developing countries. Similarly, recognition of global gender inequalities and the power of gender to order our thinking and shape our reality forces us to acknowledge and  make sense of the role of gender in world politics. Gender issues surface now because new questions have been raised that cannot be addressed within traditional frameworks. The amassing of global data reveals the extent and pattern of gender inequality: Women everywhere have access to political power and economic resources and less control over processes that reproduce this systemic inequality. Moreover, our knowledge of the world of men and the politics they create is biased and incomplete in the absence of knowledge about how men's activities, including their politics, are related to, even dependent upon, what women are doing-and why. Additionally, recognizing the power of gender as a lens forces us to reevaluate traditional explanations, to ask how they are biased and hence render inadequate accounts. As in other disciplines, the study of world politics is enriched by acknowledging and systematically examining how gender shapes categories and frameworks that we take for granted. This is necessary for answering the new questions raised and for generating fresh insights-about the world as we currently "know" it and how it works otherwise. 

Feminism comes first—breaking down the denigration of the feminine is critical to eliminate oppression of embodied minorities
Peterson 4 (associate professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona (Feminist Theories Within, Invisible To, and Beyond IR, Winter/Spring 2004) http://www.watsoninstitute.org/bjwa/archive/10.2/Feminist%20Theory/Peterson.pdf,) AK

Women�s Studies, Comparative Cultural and Literary Studies, and International Studies at the University of Arizona (V Spike, Feminist Theories Within, Invisible To, and Beyond IR, Winter/Spring 2004) AK Second, gender as analytical and structural means that gender pervades our conceptual and communicative world, which necessarily has political effects. Because gender is hierarchical and interdependent, the privilege and power attributed to masculine qualities depends on the devalorization of feminized qualities. Empirically, this applies to all embodied objects and persons who are denigrated by association with the feminine: not only �women� but also nature, racialized minorities, effeminate men, and colonized �others.� Therefore, feminists theorize that not only gender hierarchy but domination more generally is naturalized (depoliticized, legitimated) by denigration of the feminine, and it is the feminization of �others� that links multiple oppressions.7 One implication is that for critiques of domination in its various guises (environmental degradation, racism, heterosexism, colonialism) to be effective, they must incorporate feminist critiques of the denigration of the feminine.8 In other words, because denigration of the feminine serves to naturalize (depoliticize) a range of oppressive relations, we cannot eliminate oppression until we eliminate the hierarchical gender dichotomy that sustains it. Feminist theories are thus transformative because they address not only sex and gender oppression but all oppressions linked by denigration of the feminine.

Reducing androcentrism in politics benefits women’s equality

Bem 93—professor of psychology at Cornell (Sandra, The Lenses of Gender, 1993, JB) 

The social-structural perspective on gender has been cogently argued in recent years by Alice Eagly (1987) and Cynthia Epstein (1988). Two of the best known empirical studies in this tradition were done ten years earlier, however. Rosabeth Moss Kanter, in Men and Women of the Corporation (1977), argued that women are less motivated than men to get ahead in the world of paid employment not because of any intrinsic differences in their personalities but because their mostly low-level clerical and service jobs provide them with precious little opportunity for advancement. Nancy Henley, in Body Politics (1977), argued that men's and women's differing styles of verbal and nonverbal communication are similarly derived from their differing status in the social structure. The psychological implication of the social-structural perspective should be clear: change a woman's position in the social structure, and her motivation and ability will quickly change as well. The political implication should also be clear: if women are ever to have political and economic equality, what needs to change is not the psyche-or even the socialization-of the individual; what needs to change is the androcentric social structure that operates systemically and in the here and now to preserve male power. 
Dismantling androcentrism breaks down gender polarization and other forms of discrimination.
Bem 93 (Sandra, professor of psychology at Cornell, 1993. “Transforming the Debate”, The Lenses of Gender, Pg 176-235, SW)

The one good thing about the thoroughness with which gender polarization is embedded in androcentric institutions is that institutional changes designed to eradicate androcentrism will necessarily challenge gender polarization as well. Consider the suggestion made earlier, for example, that society provide institutional ways to coordinate work and family. In addition to challenging androcentrism, this institutional change would begin to break down the boundary between the masculine world of paid employment and the feminine world of home and childcare; it would also begin to challenge the polarization of identity and personality by giving women experience with power and status, and men experience with nurturance and service to others. Although other kinds of institutional changes would deal more directly with gender polarization, my own view is that-apart from the critical issue of ending all forms of discrimination against lesbians, gay men and bisexuals-the most effective way to begin dismantling gender polarization is to dismantle androcentrism.


Rejecting the public space as male dominated can construct a nongender-discriminatory public sphere.

Hawkesworth 01 (Mary E. Professor of Women’s and Gender Studies and Senior Scholar at the Center for American Women and Politics at Rutgers University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, pg. 223-228, SW)


Widespread awareness that democratization currently institutionalizes practices that are hostile to women, hamper or preclude women's inclusion, and regulate women's access to decision-making could bring new life to these feminist efforts. Contesting the reconstitution of political space as male space can illuminate the gulf between democratization and democracy in ways that may help women in "mature" liberal democracies learn from the experiences of women in democratizing nations. Governments cannot continue to claim to be democratic if they allow half their populations to be grossly underrepresented. Emerging liberal democracies, like their mature counterparts, have embraced a rhetoric of equal opportunity only to mask systemic inequality. By construing women's absence as a deprivation of public roles, women's rights advocates have a powerful means to challenge the legitimacy of any democratic consolidation that privileges men. Contesting gender power in liberal democratic institutions may help feminists repoliticize their emancipatory struggles. Holding political parties and elected officials accountable to inclusive norms of democracy may be one way to reopen the very old question of whose lives are to count politically and whose interests are to be served through democratic decision-making. Perhaps it might also reopen the question of what kind of democracy is possible in the twenty-first century, thereby resurrecting the emancipatory impulse of feminist social movements.
ALT – PROBLEMATIZATION - DISCUSSION NEEDED

Issues of feminine exclusion must continue to be debated and discussed in order to eliminate the anti-feminine and promasculine identities perpetuated by the military. 

Allen, 2000 – prof. of American Studies at Middlebury College (Holly Allen, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “13. Gender, Sexuality and the Military Model of U.S. National Community,” ed by Mayer, AW) (PAGE 306)
Finally, as a feminist political crisis frequently observe, the US military traditionally has been an exclusive masculine preserve (Stiehm 1989, Jeffords 1989, Lloyd 1986). Only in recent years have issues like women’s exclusion from combat and homosexuals’ exclusion from military roles have been opened to debate. Susan Jeffords writes that the military and, more specifically, warfare have affirmed heterosexual, masculine perogatives, even as those perogatives have confronted multiple challenges from groups within US civil society. She argues that the activity of making war is “the optimal display of masculine collectivity in America” (Jeffords 1989: 73). Consequently, if the military is the representative public institution in the United States; if it helps to foster a model of transcendant national citizenship; and if it defends US national values, it does so in ways that reflect its longstanding masculine bias. Recent debates about the military status of women and homosexuals reveal that the model of national community that the military helps to promote is a model of male-bonding. It reinforces the centrality of hetrosexual men to American political community, while denynig visability to other social groups. While national political debate about the gender adnd sexual politics of the US military takes many forms, I focus primarily on a series of recent Congressional hearings about women’s exclusion from combat and the exclusion of gays and lesbians from military roles. The hearings bing together the testimony of national law makers, military officials and other witnesses, most of whom either advocate the exclusion of women and homosexuals from military service, or promote the creation of a more inclusive military establishment. Regaurdless of whether or not they support the extension of military roles to women and homosexuals, virtually all of these witnesses draw explicit links between US military policy and American national identity. As I shall show, their tendency to connect the military’s gender and sexual politics with claims about the national welfare reflects the centrality of the military to US national imaginings. 

The pressure to be civilized forces women to submit to extreme control and circumcision of will in the public eye. Only by public discussion can we take notice of the grave disparities of the genderized culture.
Moran, 2000 – college prof. at Colgate University (Mary H. Moran, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “Uneasy Images In Pre-War Liberia,” ed by Mayer, pg 113-139, AW)
The constraints that civilized women seemed willing to endure in return for prestige were enforced by the sanctions usually found in small, face-to-face communities: gossip, exclusion, loss of reputation and respect. The prestige of civilized status was further enhanced by such local institutions as the Christian churches and their affiliated women’s clubs and organizations - open only to civilized women. In the rural context, therefore, the dilemma of how a woman can by civilized without being somehow “too modern” (and therefore sexually suspect) was neatly solved: she could be civilized as long as she was economically dependent upon a man, her modernity thus controlled and circumscribed. When this economic control was loosened, as this financially independent market women, the status was simply withdrawn. The few well-educated women who were employed as teachers or clerks provided rare examples of civilized women who could afford to be without husbands. Competing with men for scarce jobs and operating in the public domain of professional work, these women frequently had to defend their respectability. And it was, not surprisingly, these women who were under the most pressure to live morally exemplary lives and who were frequently targets for gossip and speculation. Most women who wished to be considered civilized, however, had neither the education nor the personal connections for highly covered white-collar employment. Unless they could formalize a relationship with a well-employed man, women were reduced to patching together a precarious substinence by relying on kin, friends, and the fathers of their children. Entering the market, as in the example above, was a desperate last resort. One women tearfully told me that she would “tie lappa and make market, never wear dresses again, “ if this was the only way to keep her children in school; in other words, to give her children at least a chance at civilized life. In the more anonymous urban context, with its different and varied opportunity structures, the constraints of the locally constituted community lose their power and the outward symbols of civilization (especially clothing) are increasingly commodified. Here, the gender dimension of civilized status becomes a highly visible field of contestation and struggle in such media as the newspapers, which come to replace or at least argument word-of-mouth gossip. Obviously, people read not only newspaper features by talk about them as well. Bastian (1993) has noted the textual interpenetration of oral and print narratives in the eastern Nigerian city where she worked, “stories that appeared in the tabloids one week might very well make their way back to me as choice Onitsha gossip the next - with names and situations altered to suit the local taste” (1993: 131). Gupta’s insight, that newspapers became a form through which “daily life is narrativized and collectivities imagine” (1995 385), directs us to take very seriously the images that appear in their pages. When, as we shall see, narratives about civilization contain embedded narratives of “the nation” - and when these narratives are plainly gendered - they are all the more crucial.

PROBLEMATIZATION – EXAMINATION OF STATE KEY

The discourse and genderized aspects of the nation can only be challenged through a close examination and scrutiny of the nation’s inner workings and its constructed moral code.  

Mayer, 2000 – college prof. at Middlebury College (Tamar Mayer, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “1. Gender Ironies of Nationalism: Setting the Stage,” ed by Mayer, pg 12, AW)
The nation, as Benedict Anderson (1991) has framed it, is an “imagined community” whose members conceive it to be unite, exclusive and worthy of sacrifice (Breuilly 1996). While it may feel central when the nation is constructed vis-a-vis the Other, this discourse is often challenged when the nation’s inner workings are examined, especially in relation to gender and to sexuality. Because the nation is often constructed by elites who have the power to define the nation in ways that further their own interests, the same elites are also able to define who is central and who is marginal to the national project. In the intersection of nation, gender and sexuality the nation is constructed to respect a “moral code” which is often based on masculinity and heterosexuality. This is the reason why the leaders of the nation may try to represent their nation as “modest” - and in turn speak in terms of the ideals of the nation in imposing on women a traditional moral code (see Mostov, Martin, Moran, Ahmetbeyzade, and Derne).

PROBLEMATIZATION SOLVES SUBJUGATION IN REALSIM 

Feminist critique of realism analyzes the gender constructions that create subjugation

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 37, MR)

Teasing out the hidden assumptions about gender in realism is undoubtedly useful in exposing the social conservatism of realist thought; but beyond that, does it matter? Realists might no doubt respond to feminist criticisms by arguing that the patriarchal nature of state power is not discussed explicitly because it is not relevant to under­ standing relations between states. Furthermore, given that women have historically been excluded from political power and today remain heavily under-represented in the 'high politics' of statecraft, it could be argued that realism does in some senses present an accurate picture of the world. Once the 'maleness' of international politics and the patriarchal nature of state power is acknowledged, is it not the case that realism presents an accurate picture of the 'real world'? However, feminist critique goes beyond exposing the masculine bias in realist writings. Feminist critique thus goes beyond the unspoken assumptions about the position and social roles of women and men in realist theory to a deeper analysis of the ways in which ideas about gender are constructed and used to legitimize and perpetuate inequalities and also raises fundamental challenges to realist knowledge claims. The ideology or discourse of realism constructs a particular model of the world that then serves to justify and perpetuate the kind of social and political order it describes. These issues will be revisited in the next chapter in relation to ruminations on what international politics might be like if 'women ruled the world'. 

The problematization of male dominated IR identifies the social constructions of males and serves to eradicate them

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 30-31, MR)

The feminist project to 'gender IR' goes beyond locating women in IR.57 That said, much, if not most, feminist scholarship in IR has tended to focus on the position of women in international relations and/or how certain ideas or discourses on gender and the construction of certain notions of 'femininity' contribute to the marginalization of women and perpetuate gender inequalities. This bias towards a preoccupation with women and the feminine is understandable to the degree that 'feminist approaches that remain loyal to an emancipatory feminism based on the subject of women, stress the importance of keeping men out of the centre of feminist analysis and insist on the insertion of women as subjects and objects.'s8 However, both feminists, and indeed their critics,59 have recognized that since gender is relational, then some attention needs to be given to the production and reproduction of men and 'masculinities' in IR. Of course, the study of men and masculinities has always been a part of feminist IR. For example, challenging the accepted naturalness of the abundance of men in the theory and practice of IR was one of the first tasks of feminist critique. Men and masculinities have figured in feminist empirical investigations too. Cynthia Enloe has long argued that to understand both the position of women and how gender relations worked, one had to look at 'when and where masculinity was politically wielded'.60 In turn, the ways in which masculinity worked to sustain inequalities in power could only be fully understood 'if we took women's lives seriously'.61 Thus, we learned a great deal about 'state anxieties about masculinity from paying attention to military wives'.62 Part of Enloe's work has focused on 'multiple masculinities' and how they 'got manipulated, the manipulators' motives and the consequences for international politics'.63 The insights of Enloe have been further developed by scholars such as Marysia Zalewski, Jane Parpart, Charlotte Hooper and, more recently, Bob Pease and Keith Pringle, who have all produced work that is explicitly about the construction of masculinities in IR. This body of literature seeks to problematize - rather than take for granted ­ masculinities, the hegemony of men and the subject of men within the theories and practices of IR and as such shifts attention 'from focusing on the categories of women and feminism to accepting that their presence is implicit in any perusal of the gendered category of masculinity'.64 Just as 'femininities' are seen to be multiple and varied, the study of masculinity in IR endeavours to capture the 'fluid construction of masculine identities' rather than present men and masculinities as 'a fixed set of traits'.65 Thus the emphasis is on the 'cultural production and interpretations of masculine identities as a political process that informs other, more conventionally defined political and international struggles' and the focus is on international relations as a 'primary site for the cultural and social production of masculinities'.66 

Feminist critique of international law solves: it breaks down the patriarchal nature of the institution and allows international law to better promote human rights

Charlesworth, et. al, ’91  Hilary Charlesworth is considered as the pioneer in feminist international law scholarship. Her groundbreaking book The Boundaries of International Law: A Feminist Analysis has been awarded the Certificate of Merit by the American Society of International Law in 2001,  Christine Chinkin is a Professor of International Law at the London School of Economics and Political Science and the William W. Cook Global Law Professor at the University of Michigan Law School,  Shelly Wright is Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, University of Sydney (October 1991, Hilary Charlesworth, Christine Chinkin, Shelley Wright, “Feminist Approaches to International Law”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2203269 , JSTOR, JPW)

Modern international law is not only androcentric, but also Euro-centered in its origins, and has assimilated many assumptions about law and the place of law in society from western legal thinking. These include essentially patriarchal legal institutions, the assumption that law is objective, gender neutral and universally applicable, and the societal division into public and private spheres, which rele- gates many matters of concern to women to the private area regarded as inappro- priate for legal regulation. Research is needed to question the assumptions of neutrality and universal applicability of norms of international law and to expose the invisibility of women and their experiences in discussions about the law. A feminist perspective, with its concern for gender as a category of analysis and its commitment to genuine equality between the sexes, could illuminate many areas of international law; for example, state responsibility, refugee law, use of force and the humanitarian law of war, human rights, population control and international environmental law. Feminist research holds the promise of a fundamental restructuring of traditional international law discourse and methodology to accommodate alternative world views. As Elizabeth Gross points out, this restructuring will not amount to the replacement of one set of "truths" with another: "[feminist theory] aims to render patriarchal systems, methods and presumptions unable to function, unable to retain their dominance and power. It aims to make clear how such a dominance has been possible; and to make it no longer viable."202 The centrality of the state in international law means that many of the struc- tures of international law reflect its patriarchal forms. Paradoxically, however, international law may be more open to feminist analysis than other areas of law. The distinction between law and politics, so central to the preservation of the neutrality and objectivity of law in the domestic sphere, does not have quite the same force in international law. So, too, the western domestic model of legal process as ultimately coercive is not echoed in the international sphere: the proc- ess of international law is consensual and peaceful coexistence is its goal. Finally, the sustained Third World critique of international law and insistence on diversity may well have prepared the philosophical ground for feminist critiques. A feminist transformation of international law would involve more than simply refining or reforming existing law. It could lead to the creation of international regimes that focus on structural abuse and the revision of our notions of state responsibility. It could also lead to a challenge to the centrality of the state in international law and to the traditional sources of international law.

Feminist critique of IR problematizes gender inequalities in the social realm

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 4-5, MR)

A fifth theme is the production and reproduction of (gendered) social relations of inequality. The world order of the early twenty-first century, while radically changedin some respects, remains a world of stark gender inequalities. While there are differences between countries across the world, there are also many commonalities; and while the pattern of gender inequality varies between regions, it is nevertheless a global phenomenon. Feminist scholars have focused on how global political and economic processes and development projects produce and reproduce inequalities. This is the subject of chapter 6,21 Problematizing the state as the primary form of political community, while foregrounding issues of inequality in international relations, also opens up challenges to how we think about and work towards achieving a more secure world. Feminist (re)visions of security that incorporate the need to address profound inequalities between both countries and specific social groups are addressed in chapter 5.

PROBLEMATIZATION SOLVES SOCIAL HIERARCHY

Only through discussion and change of the nation’s social hierarchy and dichotomies can we break down the hegemonic conditions of the male nation and open our minds to a broader way of life. 

Mayer, 2000 – college prof. at Middlebury College (Tamar Mayer, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “1. Gender Ironies of Nationalism: Setting the Stage,” ed by Mayer, pg 18/19, AW)

Ultimately in the interplay of nation, gender and sexuality and in mutual roles that they play in constructing each other, power becomes the most important narrative - because power, more than any other discourse, determines the hierarchal relations within each of these discourses and among them. And because the national project has been imagined by men and has been designed as a masculine construct, patriarchal hierarchies have become the foundation of the nation as much as the foundation of both gender and sexuality. As nation, gender and sexuality interact with one another, one nation, one gender and one sexuality come to dominate; and therefore what the nation is, its “ego”, becomes imbedded in what men are and what women are assigned to be. The nation and men so often seem to mirror one another and be each other’s extension, therefore, as Bauer put it, in his 1924 essay: “if someone slights the nation they slight me too”. However, as social, political and economic conditions in each nation are never static the hegemony of the-male-nation has begun to be challenged. And as the nation is always in the process of “becoming” so are gender and sexuality. Challenges to heteronormativity are likely, therefore, to yield changes to the nation with will no doubt become the grounds of discussion of - and tension over - power conflicts in the years to come. 

Right-wing nationalism and leftist visions of identity politics are closely intertwined. To stop the falsified interpretations of society that this connection will bring, we must first challenge the fixed categories of masculinity and femininity. 

Mayer, 2000 – college prof. at Middlebury College (Tamar Mayer, Gender Ironies of Nationalism, “1. Gender Ironies of Nationalism: Setting the Stage,” ed by Mayer, pg 16)
Light and Chaloupka take up in Chapter 14 yet another aspect of the relationship between masculinity and nationalism, as they demonstrate the connection between leftist versions of identity politics and right-wing nationalism. They argue that right-wing nationalism is a reactive nationalism, formulated by white men whose idea of a nation is intertwined with their race and gender supremacy, in reaction to liberal formulations of the American nation. Because they are committed to the idea that their formulation of nationalism is the only correct one, right-wing nationalists see themselves as “saving” the American nation from its current government, and present such activities as the bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah Federal Building in the Oklahoma City and the siege in Tiby ridge as justifiable acts of defense of the American people. These acts of saving the nation from its own government is the ultimate masculine task. In all these cases, the connection between masculinity and nationalism remains strong: men take the liberty to define the nation and the nation building process, while women for the most part accept their obligation to reproduce the nation biologically and symbolically. Although some of these roles have begun to be challenged, we can still generalize that masculinity and femininity remain fixed categories when they interact with the nation.

ALT – INCLUSION OF WOMEN

International security should incorporate the elimination of unjust social relations and emphasize cooperation while recognizing the equality of the genders. This is the most effective way to avoid violence and promote peacekeeping

Caprioli, 04  (“Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis” Mary Caprioli, Dept. of Political Science, University of Tennessee. International Studies Review. Volume 42 Issue 1 Page 193-197, March 2004. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/0020-8833.00076.) AK

Another interesting line of quantitative feminist inquiry might examine the complexities involved in using a broader definition of security. As Tickner has argued, feminism envisages "a type of security that is global and multidimensional with political, economic, and ecological facets that are as important as its military dimensions." Thus, feminism, in opposition to realism, defines security as the elimination of all violence and unjust social relations and highlights the importance of cooperation and interdependence as well as stresses social concerns over military prowess. Such a definition might lead to the following hypothesis: Are states that emphasize the elimination of violence and unjust social relations in their domestic and foreign policies more likely to cooperate internationally--with cooperation variously defined as involvement in international organizations, adherence to international treaties (especially those focused on human rights), willingness to end conflict through mediation, and so on? The possibilities are truly endless and can only add to our understanding of state behavior. Indeed, as was observed above, states with higher levels of gender equality are more likely to support diplomacy and compromise (Tessler and Warriner 1997), exhibit lower levels of violence when involved in international disputes (Caprioli 2000) and in international crises (Caprioli and Boyer 2001), and are less likely to use force first during international conflict (Caprioli 2003).

INCLUSION OF WOMEN SOLVES DEMOCRATIZATION 

Women playing a  larger role in transnational organizations is key to create social justice and global democratization

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 49=50, JB)

 For instance, although barely present at the top, women are active members-of local, national, and transnational organizations. In numerous ways, issues that transcend national borders are becoming increasingly important today, making nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), composed of private individuals and groups, increasingly important actors in world politics. Women have historically been very active in NGOs and through these activities "have taken issues previously ignored-such as violence against women and rights to reproductive health-and brought them into the mainstream policy debate.  This observation relates to a further and extremely significant change. IR theorists increasingly recognize that the conventional separation between domestic and international politics is untenable. Issues that have traditionally received little attention from students of IR (race/ethnic divisions, democratization, unionization, welfare provision, citizenship rights, health care) are inescapable dimensions of today's world politics.  Finally, recent developments point to the growing impact of "people power." Although direct violence grabs most of the headlines, nonviolent transformation are also prominent. Throughout history, women have  participated in all types of struggle; however, they play a particularly central role in nonviolent resistance, which requires-mass mobilization to induce the populace to cease cooperation with land, thereby, delegitimize regimes. Both women's activism in nongovernmental organizations and their traditional roles in sustaining families and communities uniquely position them to mobilize people at the grass-roots level and to devise alternative networks for food, clothing, shelter, and health services. In addition, women have taken great risks to protest governmental crimes and bear witness to human rights violations. These actions have not in themselves toppled governments, but they have been significant factors in bringing about political change. Indeed, they are key features of today’s much touted "global democratization" or "global civil society” yet the gender dynamics of these changes remain largely unexamined.

ALT - MUST REJECT OBJECTIVITY

The lie of an “objective reality” manifests itself in international law and relations through gendered concepts like “rule of law,” systematically excluding and suppressing women.  Only by accepting objectivity as fiction can we challenge the abstract underpinnings of masculinized IR.

Joyner and Little, 96 (Chrisopher Joyner - Professor of Government and Foreign Service at Georgetown University and George Little - Adjunct Professor of Government at Georgetown University, “It's Not Nice to Fool Mother Nature- The Mystique of Feminist Approaches to International Environmental Law,” Boston University International Law Journal vol. 14, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/builj14&id=241&type=text&collection=journals, CM) 
It may well be that feminist legal analysis is launched by the premise that objective reality is fiction.s5 Objectivity - the condition of being real and actually existing within the realm of sensual experience, as opposed to existing only in the mind of the subject - is seen to function as a silent suppressor of the feminine voice. Women traditionally have been seen, but not heard, or at least not listened to. Such objectivity, be it in law, economics, politics, or social institutions, essentially acts to legitimize the normative edifices that males have traditionally erected to maintain legal control over society.56 The ironic consequence is that objectivity becomes a means for instilling bias and prejudice in the construction of law for social regulation. Feminist legal theorists therefore, are loath to consider the so-called "objective perspective" as being legitimate, principally because it represents and ingrains expressions of masculinity.57 To enforce particulars of international law as currently defined, feminists contend, is to enhance and further entrench the male perspective, notwithstanding the law's espoused intent to do precisely the opposite. To accept objectivity as a fiction, or at least a myth, permits feminist thinkers to question the abstract rationality that focuses the world's legal vision along male trajectories.5" It allows feminist critics to reject the normative roots of notions that reinforce the gendered bias of international law, such as the "rule of law" and "neutrality."59 Precepts like these might purport objectivity, but in reality they act as legal constraints on more than one-half of society. Such legal notions promote the dominance of men as a social group by giving privilege to certain perceptions of power in social life. Feminist consciousness has traditionally inferred that general perceptions of power are predominantly male.6" 

ALT SOLVENCY – REJECT REALISM

Rejection of realism challenges idea of traditional IR

Shepherd 8 [Laura J. Shepherd, Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of Birmingham, “Gender, Violence and Global Politics: Contemporary Debates in Feminist Security Studies,” EBSCO]

All of the texts under discussion in this essay argue that it is imperative to explore and expose gendered power relations and, further, that doing so not only enables a rigorous critique of realism in IR but also reminds us as scholars of the need for such a critique. The critiques of IR offered by feminist scholars are grounded in a rejection of neo-realism/realism as a dominant intellectual framework for academics in the discipline and policy makers alike. As Enloe reminds us, ‘the government-centred, militarized version of national security [derived from a realist framework] remains the dominant mode of policy thinking’ (Enloe, 2007, p. 43). Situating gender as a central category of analysis encourages us to ‘think outside the “state security box”’ (p. 47) and to remember that ‘the “individuals” of global politics do not work alone, live alone or politic alone – they do so in interdependent relationships with others’ (Sjoberg and Gentry, 2008, p. 200) that are inherently gendered. One of the key analytical contributions of all three texts is the way in which they all challenge what it means to be ‘doing’ IR, by recognising various forms of violence, interrogating the public/private divide and demanding that attention is paid to the temporal and physical spaces in-between war and peace.

ALT SOLVENCY – ECOFEM

Ecofeminist holistic epistemology can eradicate the scourge of patriarchy 

Nhanenge, 2007, Masters of Arts at University of Africa, (Jytte, Development Studies, “Ecofeminism:Towards Integrating the Concerns of Women, Poor People and Nature into Development,” ER) 

Ecofeminism views the patriarchal dualised world-view or yang perception as being the cause of the global crises. Ecofeminism has, like yin, an alternative, ecological, integrative and feministic way of perceiving reality. It is a view, which is often not clearly understood due to its systemic, holistic way of thinking. It is neither appreciated in a fragmented yang reality. Since ecofeminism challenges the patriarchal establishment and its monopoly on political and economic power, much has been done to critique, diminish or simply to erase ecofeminism from existence. However, ecofeminism is important as a counter-culture. It is a manifestation of the necessary challenge that will bring creative changes back to the static, self-destructive cultural mainstream. It is one of the means that can return the needed dynamic tension between yang and yin; self-assertion and integration; parts and whole. Ecological feminism consequently represents the turning point from a mechanistic to an ecological world-view. The perspective will be presented in the next chapter.

ALT SOLVES WAR

Squo security analysis relies solely on deterrence and leads to never-ending militarization and conflict through arms races and proliferation. Feminist, positive security treats the causes of the disease rather than the symptoms and solves the underlying causes of war.

Reardon, 93 (Betty, Women and peace: feminist visions of global security, p. 20-21)

These few paragraphs encapsulate many women’s views of peace and elucidate women’s definitions of authentic, comprehensive global security, the concept of global security that informs and provides the framework for this book. That framework is referred to as “feminist” because it derives from feminist analysis of women’s approaches to peace and from the work of feminist peace researchers who are attempting to define security in more constructive and comprehensive terms. Maria Stern, one such feminist researcher, offers these defining observations. If one can gain inspiration and an alternative perspective from the distinction between negative and positive peace, one can also begin to view the concept of security in a novel way. By assigning negative and positive values to the concept of security, one develops a useful tool for analyzing different interpretations of what it means to be secure. In the same sense, one gains insight about the difference subjective natures of peace. Negative peace and negative security rely on a desire to inhibit the existence of a destructive entity, while positive peace and positive security rest on a desire to create a constructive entity… The concept of negative security stems from the conventional “power politics” paradigm and rests on the premise of deterrence. This means that security results from the cancellation of one threat by another or the protection from one threat by another; security becomes the sum of two negative threats, and can therefore be referred to as “negative” security. A simple and everyday example of the logic behind negative security can be found in the purchase of a household gun for self-protection from crime. By having the means of threatening someone else, one feels more safe, more secure. Negative security implies a meeting or a countering of the actual threat with an equally threatening device or perhaps an even more threatening one. Thus, its objective involves the cancelling out of one threat with another equally or more potent threat. Therefore, the vision of a secure state, according to the logic of negative security, is a state which has the means to counter any military threat it may face—a state with a high level of military defense… The positive notion of security, on the other hand, attempts to eliminate threat (military or other) by addressing its cause such as the existence of nuclear weapons—as well as the threat itself. It does not advocate the countering of the actual threat with an additional threat. Positive security thus has a positive value instead of a negative one. It implies that the source of the threat disappears, and is not merely countered, that one administers a cure for the disease, not simply the symptoms. (Stern 1991, pp 26-28) Feminist security approaches seek to overcome and transform threats to the peace with positive conditions of mutual security. This thrust toward mutual security for all the world’s people is typical of most women’s actions for peace. These actions and view that are the base for feminist perspectives on security are inspired by women’s work and experience. Women’s traditional roles of engaging in multiple activities, as generalists, have given them this broad, integrated view of peace and security that provides a hopeful alternative to the more narrow and fragmented views that most influence present processes of national and international security policy formation. Perhaps nothing can be more provocative of new ways of thinking about security than turning the present notions upside down. The shorest, strongest, and perhaps most meaningful way of describing this view is reversing the common relationship between means and ends. Women, as is evident from the foregoing passages quoted from The Nairobi Forward Looking Strategies, sees peace as the route to security rather than the other way around. Gandhi’s assertion, “There is no way to peace. Peace is the way,” is an excellent summary of a feminine view of security, a view largely formed by women’s experience of nurturing, caregiving, and household maintenance. Peace, as will be noted in the discussion of positive peace in chapter 3, provides the conditions and resources most conductive to caregiving and nurturing. War and preparation for war reduce and destroy resources and limit and complicate the conditions for care and nature.

Alternative- Solves Politics (1)

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

Beland 2009 (Daniel, Professor of Public Policy at the University of Saskatchewan, “Gender, Ideational Analysis, and Social Policy”, Social Politics: International Studies in Gender, State and Society, Volume 16, Issue 4, Project Muse, HC)

As far as the political stream is concerned (Kingdon 1995), ideas can take the form of cultural and discursive frames that actors use to challenge or justify existing policy arrangements (e.g., Béland 2009; Campbell 1998; Schön and Rein 1994). These frames "appear typically in the public pronouncements of policy makers and their aides, such as sound bites, campaign speeches, press releases, and other very public statements designed to muster public support for policy proposals" (Campbell 1998, 394). Discursive frames are part of most political battles and the competition between these frames and between the actors using them points to what Tasleem Padamsee (2009) refers to as the "multiplicity of discourses" present in a society at any given moment. As suggested by the social movement literature, career politicians are not the only actors who engage in cultural and discursive framing (e.g., Benford and Snow 2000; Oliver and Johnston 2000; [End Page 568] Schneider 1997). The work of Pedriana and Stryker (1997) on the symbolic struggles surrounding civil rights in Philadelphia in the late 1960s perfectly illustrates how social movements can use framing processes to bring about policy change. In their detailed study, these sociologists show how civil rights activists transformed the constraints of the legal discourse prevailing at the time into a valuable political and ideological resource that would ultimately help them reshape the law. Throughout their analysis, they "identify diverse symbolic packages that opponents and supporters used to frame [a civil rights plan], its meaning, and the desirability of its enforcement. [They] identify cultural strategies actors used to try to stabilize or transform law by drawing on equal opportunity values and language that law already incorporated" (Pedriana and Stryker 1997, 637). Their account backs the claim that framing processes can strongly influence political struggles and help bring about policy change. In this special issue, Stryker and Wald (2009) provide even more ground to this claim through an analysis of the central role of cultural framing in contemporary US welfare reform, showing that political struggles over cultural meaning were significant for the 1996 welfare reform. As evidenced in their article, cultural framing can become a powerful factor in the politics of policy change. To further illustrate the role of frames in politics and policy change, let me discuss three ways in which political actors can mobilize them. First, frames can take the form of a public discourse used by specific political actors to convince others that policy change is necessary. This is what political scientist Robert H. Cox (2001) calls "the social construction of the need to reform" and what political philosopher Nancy Fraser (1989) has called the "politics of needs interpretation." From this perspective, discursive frames can help convince political actors and the general public that existing policy legacies are flawed, and that reforms should be enacted to solve perceived social and economic problems. Thus, policy learning can feed framing processes in the sense that experts, officials, and interest groups can publicly voice their negative assessments of existing policies to convince other actors that the time has come to improve or even replace them. But "social learning remains analytically distinct from framing activities in part because learning can occur without the emergence of a public discourse about the need to reform. An autonomous set of evaluative activities, social learning generally predates and, in only some cases, informs framing processes" (Béland 2006, 562). Overall, discursive frames help actors make a case for policy change, and this activity generally involves a public discussion of the meaning and performance of existing policy legacies. [End Page 569] Second, these frames help political actors convince other groups and individuals to form a coalition around a concrete proposal or vision for change. As discussed above, ideational processes participate in the construction of interests and the ranking of policy goals. In this context, particular political actors can use frames and political discourse to influence the way other actors see their interests and identify with shared policy goals. From this perspective, policy debates are largely about the construction of interests, policy goals, and identities, without which political coalitions can hardly survive. Although concrete quid pro quos between key political actors are a major aspect of coalition building (Bonoli 2000), frames can help sell concrete policy alternatives to the public and build a stronger coalition around them. On one hand, politicians can "speak to their base" and argue that the measures they support are consistent with the broad ideological principles that cement their existing coalition. On the other hand, ambiguous policy ideas and proposals can make many different actors believe that they have an interest in supporting a complex policy alternative, which can lead to seemingly paradoxical coalitions (Palier 2005). Third, political actors can mobilize framing processes to counter criticism targeting the policy alternatives they support. Thus, one might expand Weaver's notion of blame avoidance strategies (Weaver 1986) to take on a discursive form. For instance, officials may blame economic cycles for higher unemployment rates to convince the public that their decisions are not at the origin of this negative situation. Policymakers can also frame policy alternatives in a way that diverts attention away from their actual departure from well-accepted political symbols or policy paradigms. For example, since the 1980s, Swedish politicians have referred to enduringly popular idea of "social democracy" to legitimize forms of policy change that are arguably closer to neoliberalism than to traditional social democratic ideals (Cox 2004). Blame avoidance frames such as these have a preventive component because political actors use them to shield the policy alternatives they support from criticism (Béland 2005, 11). Scholars interested in the gender–social policy nexus have long analyzed discursive and framing processes (Tannen 1994), and their potential impact on policy change (Lewis 2002). A good example of this type of scholarship is the research of Hobson and Lindholm (1997) on the mobilization of Swedish 

Continued below

Alternative- Solves Politics (2)
women during the 1930s. In order to understand this mobilization, the authors bridge the power resource approach and the sociological scholarship on social movements. Their analysis of women's mobilization emphasizes the role of what they call "discursive resources," a concept that [End Page 570] "acknowledges that social groups engage in struggles over the meanings and the boundaries of political and social citizenship. This includes the cultural narratives and metaphors that social actors exploit in their public representations as well as the contesting ideological stances that they take on dominant themes and issues on the political agenda." (Hobson and Lindholm 1997, 479) For these two scholars, ideational processes clearly serve as powerful framing tools in struggles over gender and social policy change. Once again, this discussion of the gender scholarship points to the relationship between ideational processes and categorical inequalities, a major issue that is frequently overlooked in the general ideational literature on policy and politics. By pointing to this key relationship, students of gender and social policy make a strong and original contribution to this ideational literature. The work of sociologist Myra Marx Ferree on the German and the US abortion debates is another fascinating example of how gendered framing processes can play a central role in policy debates. In her comparison between the feminist arguments for abortion rights in Germany and the United States, Marx Ferree convincingly argues that "Although both privacy and protection are part of the feminist repertoire of discourse available to speakers in both countries, they are selectively advantaged differently in each country. In the United States the discursive opportunity structure privileges individual privacy, and in Germany state protection is institutionally anchored in the discourse." (Ferree 2003, 306) Referring to the "institutionally anchored ways of thinking that provide a gradient of relative political acceptability to specific packages of ideas," the concept of discursive opportunity structure is a significant contribution to the ideational scholarship on policy change, as it suggests that framing processes "do not exist in a vacuum." (Ferree 2003, 308–309) Although national cultures are never ideologically cohesive (Quadagno and Street 2005), frames are culturally resonant—and more effective politically—when they draw on a society's dominant cultural repertoire, which forms the symbolic backdrop of national policy debates (Béland 2009). The issue of cultural resonance (Ferree 2003) points to the above-mentioned role of culture in policy development. Through framing processes, political actors can draw on existing cultural resources to promote—or oppose—policy change.

Alt Solvency
Feminist in IR politics are key to understanding the globe. 

Tickner, 2005 (J. Ann, professor at the School of International Relations, University of Southern California, “Gendering a Discipline: Some Feminist Methodological Contributions to International Relations,” Signs, Vol. 30, No. 4, New Feminist Approaches to Social Science Methodologies, pp. 2173-2188) BN.

Nevertheless, as V. Spike Peterson has claimed, despite fifteen years of explication, IR feminists’ most significant theoretical insights remain largely invisible to the discipline (Peterson 2004, 44).17 As I noted in my introduction, U.S. IR has been defined by its methodological debates, and, given the continued predominance of social scientific methodologies, those whose work falls outside these approaches are already at considerable disadvantage professionally. Including gender analysis in one’s research carries added personal and professional risks.18 Methodologies preferred by feminists are not normally part of an IR graduate curriculum in the United States, and academic reward structures are skewed in favor of those who use conventional methodologies. For these reasons, many IR feminists are moving beyond the discipline. Yet I believe that it is important for feminists to stay connected; the discipline of IR is where many future international policy makers and activists will learn about international politics and other global issues. And, as I have demonstrated, IR feminists are contributing in unique and important ways to our understanding of global issues. 

Alternative- debate key
Debate is key, we must understand how and when the gender structure is constructed to deconstruct it. 

Risman, 2004 (Barbara J., rofessor of Sociology and alumni Research Distinguished Professor at North Carolina State University. “Gender as a Social Structure: Theory Wrestling with Activism,” Gender and Society, Vol. 18, No. 4, pp. 429-450) BN.

Cognitive bias is one of the mechanisms by which inequality is re-created in everyday life. There are, however, documented mechanisms for decreasing the salience of such bias (Bielby 2000; Reskin 2000; Ridgeway and Correll 2000). When we consciously manipulate the status expectations attached to those in subordinate groups, by highlighting their legitimate expertise beyond the others in the immediate social setting, we can begin to challenge the nonconscious hierarchy that often goes unnoticed. Similarly, although many subordinates adapt to their situation by trading power for patronage, when they refuse to do so, interaction no longer flows smoothly, and change may result. Surely, when wives refuse to trade power for patronage, they can rock the boat as well as the cradle. These are only a few examples of interactive processes that can help to explain the reproduction of inequality and to envision strategies for disrupting inequality. We need to understand when and how inequality is constructed and reproduced to deconstruct it. I have argued before (Risman 1998) that because the gender structure so defines the category woman as subordinate, the deconstruction of the category itself is the best, indeed the only sure way, to end gender subordination. There is no reason, except the transitional vertigo that will accompany the process to dismantle it, that a utopian vision of a just world involves any gender structure at all. Why should we need to elaborate on the biological distinction between the sexes? We must accommodate reproductive differences for the process of biological replacement, but there is no a priori reason we should accept any other role differentiation simply based on biological sex category. Before accepting any gender elaboration around biological sex category, we ought to search suspiciously for the possibly subtle ways such differentiation supports men’s privilege. Once two salient groups exist, the process of in-group and out-group distinctions and ingroup opportunity hoarding become possible. While it may be that for some competitive sports, single-sex teams are necessary, beyond that, it seems unlikely that any differentiation or cultural elaboration around sex category has a purpose beyond differentiation in support of stratification. Feminist scholarship always wrestles with the questions of how one can use the knowledge we create in the interest of social transformation. As feminist scholars, we must talk beyond our own borders. This kind of theoretical work becomes meaningful if we can eventually take it public. Feminist sociology must be public sociology (Burawoy forthcoming).We must eventually take what we have learned from our theories and research beyond professional journals to our students and to those activists who seek to disrupt and so transform gender relations.Wemust consider how the knowledge we create can help those who desire a more egalitarian social world to refuse to do gender at all, or to do it with rebellious reflexiveness to help transform the world around them. For those without a sociological perspective, social change through socialization and through legislation are the easiest to envision. We need to shine a spotlight on the dimension of cultural interactional expectations as it is here that work needs to begin. We must remember, however, that much doing gender at the individual and interactional levels gives pleasure as well as reproduces inequality, and until we find other socially acceptable means to replace that opportunity for pleasure, we can hardly advocate for its cessation. The question of how gender elaboration has been woven culturally into the fabric of sexual desire deserves more attention. Many of our allies believe that “viva la difference” is required for sexual passion, and few would find a postgender society much of a feminist utopia if it came at the cost of sexual play. No one wants to be part of a revolution where she or he cannot dirty dance. 

Alternative- Every Rejection Key
Everyday resistance emphasizes that daily practices are a part of socio-cultural production and are key to human agency and hyphenated identities 

Roland Bleiker, 2000. (Professor of International Relations Harvard and Cambridge, Popular Dissent, 

Human Agency and Global Politics, Cambridge University Press, 2000. p. 200-3) 

To get closer to the objective of theorising the practical dimensions of discursive and transversal forms of dissent it is necessary to remove one more layer of abstraction. Required is another shift of foci, this time from ontological to tactical issues, from mobile subjectivities to the practices through which they turn into vehicles of dissent. The focus now rests with the domain of everydayness, the sphere of Alltaäglichkeit that Heidegger theorised only in abstract terms. With this step the analysis returns, full circle so to speak, to the Nietzschean argument presented in the previous chapter, namely that our attention should be focused less on great historical events, and more on the seemingly insignificant slow and cross-territorial transformation of values that precede them.  There are many ways of searching for practices of transversal dissent and aspects of human agency hidden in the dailiness of life. Michel de Certeau's approach is one of the most productive conceptual entry points to explore everyday forms of resistance. His objective is to refute the widespread assumption that common people are passive onlookers, guided by the disciplinary force of established rules. He attempts to demonstrate that seemingly mundane daily practices are not simply background activities, not even mere forms of resistance, but are, indeed, an integral part of socio-cultural production. De Certeau clearly detects human agency in everyday life. For him, normal people are not simply faceless consumers, they are '[u]nrecognised producers, poets of their own affairs, trailblazers in the jungles of functionalist rationality'. 36 De Certeau makes use of Foucault's research by turning it upside down. He strongly opposes Foucault's notion of a panoptical discourse, one that sees and controls everything. He considers it unwise spending one's entire energy analysing the multitude of minuscule techniques that discipline the subject and paralyse her/him in a web of micro-level power relations. Such an approach, de Certeau stresses, unduly privileges the productive apparatus. Instead, he proposes an anti-Foucauldian path to understanding domination and resistance:  If it is true that the grid of 'discipline' is everywhere becoming clearer and more extensive, it is all the more urgent to discover how an entire society resists being reduced to it, what popular procedures (also 'minuscule' and quotidian) manipulate the mechanisms of discipline and conform to them only in order to evade them, and finally, what 'ways of operating' form the counterpart, on the consumer's (or 'dominee's'?) side, of the mute processes that organize the establishment of socioeconomic order. 37   

We must look at every single instance of gender discrimination as it’s own to understand it as a whole. 

Risman, 2004 (Barbara J., rofessor of Sociology and alumni Research Distinguished Professor at North Carolina State University. “Gender as a Social Structure: Theory Wrestling with Activism,” Gender and Society, Vol. 18, No. 4, pp. 429-450) BN.

When we conceptualize gender as a social structure, we can begin to identify under what conditions and how gender inequality is being produced within each dimension. The “how” is important because without knowing the mechanisms, we cannot intervene. If indeed gender inequality in the division of household labor at this historical moment were primarily explained (and I do not suggest that it is) by gendered selves, then wewould do well to consider the most effective socialization mechanisms to create fewer gender-schematic children and resocialization for adults. If, however, the gendered division of household labor is primarily constrained today by cultural expectations and moral accountability, it is those cultural images we mustwork to alter. But then again, if the reason many men do not equitably do their share of family labor is that men’s jobs are organized so they cannot succeed atwork and do their share at home, it is the contemporary American workplace that must change (Williams 2000).We may never find a universal theoretical explanation for the gendered division of household labor because universal social laws may be an illusion of twentieth-century empiricism. But in any givenmoment for any particular setting, the causal processes should be identifiable empirically. Gender complexity goes beyond historical specificity, as the particular causal processes that constrain men and women to do gender may be strong in one institutional setting (e.g., at home) and weaker in another (e.g., at work). 

Alternative- General Solvency
Even if feminist international relations fails this is still good. The concept of failure as a bad thing is the product of the dominant discourse. From the position of failure we can enact true change.  

Stern and Zalewski 09

MARIA STERN, lecturer and researcher at the Department of Peace and Development research at Gotberg university, AND MARYSIA ZALEWSKI, Director of Centre for Gender Studies at university of Aberdeen. “Feminist fatigue(s): reflections on feminism and familiar fables of militarization” Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 611–630, Cambridge journals) DF

We want to remind readers – given this point gets lost so readily – we are not suggesting all is lost for feminism. We want to be clear that we are not presenting an argument that feminism has ‘truly’ failed and the custodians and neo-custodians of bounded disciplinary practices were right all along. Instead we reflect on the supposed failure of feminist International Relations, not to rescue it from its alleged short-comings, but to inquire into the temporal and methodological logic that conjures this sense of failure, and concomitantly, anxiety, as inevitable. Embedded in this logic is a notion of failure as something inherently bad, disappointing, poorly executed. The supposed failure of feminism fits snugly within the thrall of current logics inhabiting western neo-liberal institutions which imply failure is the result of ‘miscalculation’ or ‘mismanagement’, neatly eviscerating any sense of ‘institutional and rhetorical embedding of bourgeois, white, masculinist, and heterosexual super-ordination.59 In contrast to the perception of failure and the anxiety this produces as a negative impasse, we instead suggest a re-conceptualisation of failure as offering political possibility 

***A2s
A2: PERM

Focusing on security reproduces ignorance towards human interaction

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 54-5, JB)

Gender is most apparent in these constructions when we examine the dichotomies they produce: political-apolitical, reason-emotion, public-private, leaders-followers, active-passive, freedom-necessity. As with other dichotomies, difference and opposition are privileged and context and ambiguity are ignored. The web of meaning and human interaction within which political man acts and politics takes place remains hidden, as if irrelevant. The point is not that power-over, aggressive behavior, and complicated story. Focusing on them misrepresents our reality even as it (to some extent unnecessarily) reproduces power-over, aggressive behavior, and life-threatening conflicts.
Fem IR is the only way to address global inequalities that state-centric visions fail to alleviate

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 50-51, JB)

Recognition of gender inequality as a global phenomenon with global-and local-implications challenges traditional definitions of IR. Sarah Brown argues that -the proper object and purpose of the study of international relations is the identification and explanation of social stratification and of inequality as structured at the level of global relations. Compared to a standard definition, Brown's draws greater attention to political, economic, and social forces below and above the level of the state, thereby revealing the greater complexity of global politics, which cannot be reduced to the actions of state leaders and their international organizations. It also highlights inequality as a significant source of conflict in international relations addition to, but also in tension with, notions about the inevitable clash of states with differing ideologies and interests. Finally, it speaks to global patterns of inequality operating across states, creating divisions among people along not just national lines but also gender, race, class, and culture lines. Th e corollary of this is that people are finding common cause with each other across national boundaries and, thus, creating a different kind of international relations, or world politics, from that of elite policy-makers. Whereas world leaders and those who study them concentrate on sustaining the balance of power among the most powerful-in the interests of stability-nonelites around the world and those who study them focus on the imbalances of power that are created in the name of stability and that compromise the security of the majority of the world's people. People around the world struggling against the tyrannies of sexisrn, racism, classism, militarism, and/ or imperialism seek justice, which requires upsetting the status quo. An IR lens focused exclusively on elite interstate actors and narrow definitions of security keeps us from seeing many other important realities. In recent years, IR scholars and practitioners have become more sensitive to a variety of forces that divide and bind in the international system/ as a result of both changing world conditions and the emergence of postpositivist perspectives within IR. They pay more attention to power struggles happening within and across states over land, religion, language, race, class, and general access to resources. They also study the historical processes that created the inequalities that have erupted into conflict. And even though much IR literature continues to speak of states and their leaders as unitary actors in world affairs, IR observers are becoming less likely to assume that the interests of a political leader are necessarily shared by the people whom he or she rules, even in so-called democratic countries. What most IR scholars and practitioners, even many of those who have adopted postpositivist perspectives continue to avoid dealing with in any depth is gender inequality, despite evidence that it is integrally tied into all other inequalities and many global problems. 

Methodologies that fail to address the individual effects of masculine high politics fail to actually affect social policy and change. Therefore, the only way to actually change your representation of IR is to restructure the 1AC to prevent biased and ineffectual evidence from being read, rendering the perm just another failed attempt to change social policy based off on androcentric methods of doing research and finding evidence.

Tickner 06—professor at the School of International Relations at USC (J Ann, “Feminism meets International Relations”, Feminist Methodologies for International Relations, p. 27-9, JB)
As Sandra Harding has claimed, most feminist research insists that the inquirer be placed on the same critical plane as the subject matter. “Only in this way can we hope to produce understandings and explanations which are free of distortion from the unexamined beliefs of social scientists themselves” (Harding 1987: 9). In contrast to conventional social scientific methods, acknowledging the subjective element in one’s analysis, which exists in all social science research, actually increases the objectivity of the research. Similarly, Mary Margaret Cook and Judith Fonow reject the assumption that maintaining a gap between the researcher and the research subject produces more valid knowledge; rather, they advocate a participatory research strategy that emphasizes a dialectic between the researcher and the researched throughout the project (Cook and Fonow [1986] 1990: 76). Joyce Nielsen talks about knowledge creation as a dialogic process that requires a context of equality and the involvement of the researcher in the lives of the people she studies (Nielsen 1990: 30). Feminists also struggle with the issue of power differentials between the researcher and her subjects. What Reinharz refers to as a “reflexive attitude” has developed in reaction to androcentric research with its claims to value neutrality. Personal experience is considered an asset for feminist research; many feminist researchers describe in their texts how they have been motivated to conduct projects that stem from their own lives and personal experiences. Often the researcher will reflect on what she has learnt during the research process, on her “identification” with the research subjects, and on the personal traumas and difficulties that the research may have involved. In her research on the (in)security of Mayan women in Guatemala, Maria Stern reflects on her ethical obligation to her research subjects and her attempts to co-create a text in which the narrators can claim authorship of their own stories. This rewriting of (in)security using the voices of marginalized lives constitutes a political act which can challenge dominant and oppressive ways of documenting these lives (M. Stern 2001: 71). Many feminists who conduct interview research acknowledge an intellectual debt to British sociologist Ann Oakley, who proposed “a feminist ethic of commitment and egalitarianism in contrast with the scientific ethic of detachment and role differentiation between researcher and subject” (Reinharz 1992: 27; see also Bloom 1998). Whereas personal experience is thought by conventional social science to contaminate a project’s objectivity, feminists believe one’s own awareness of one’s own personal position in the research process to be a corrective to “pseudo-objectivity.” Rather than seeing it as bias, they see it as a necessary explanation of the researcher’s standpoint which serves to strengthen the standards of objectivity, resulting in what Sandra Harding has called “strong objectivity” or “robust reflexivity” (Reinharz 1992: 258; Harding 1991: 142; Harding 1998: 189). Many feminists also believe in the necessity of continual reflection on and critical scrutiny of one’s own methods throughout the research project, allowing for the possibility that the researcher may make methodological adjustments along the way (Ackerly 2000). For feminists, one of the primary goals of this commitment to experiential and reflexive knowledge-building has been the hope that their research project might contribute to the improvement of women’s lives, at least in part through the empowerment of their research subjects. “Feminism supports the proposition that women should transform themselves and the world” (Soares et al. quoted in Ackerly 2000: 198). Since many feminists do not believe that it is possible to separate thought from action, and knowledge from practice, they claim that feminist research cannot be separated from the historical movement for the improvement of women’s lives out of which it emerged (Mies 1991: 64). The aim of much feminist research has been the empowerment of women; many feminists believe that the researcher must be actively engaged in political struggle and be aware of the policy implications of her work. Feminist scholarship is inherently linked to action and social change (Reinharz 1992: 175). To this end, feminism focuses on uncovering “practical knowledge” from people’s everyday lives. This type of knowledge-building has parallels with Stephen Toulmin’s description of participatory action research. Toulmin contrasts participatory action research, which he claims grows out of Aristotelian ethics and practical reasoning, with what he terms the High Science model with its Platonic origins, a model that is closer to social scientific IR. The product of participatory action research is the creation of practical knowledge with the emphasis on the improvement of practice rather than of theory. Toulmin sees the disciplines closest to this type of research as being history and anthropology, with their traditions of participant observation that grows out of local action, the goal of which is changing the situation (Toulmin 1996). Feminists frequently engage in participant observation. They are generally suspicious of Cartesian ways of knowing, or the High Science model, which depicts human subjects as solitary and self-subsistent and where knowledge is obtained through measurement rather than sympathy. Feminists tend to believe that emotion and intellect are mutually constitutive and sustaining rather than oppositional forces in the construction of knowledge (Code 1991: 47). Maria Mies contrasts feminist research, which she claims takes place directly within life’s processes, with what she calls an alienated concept of empiricism where “research objects” have been detached from their real-life surroundings and broken down into their constituent parts (Mies 1991: 66). She describes her research among rural women workers of Nalgonda, India, as sharing as far as possible their living conditions and allowing them to carry out their own research on the researchers. Her findings were translated into Telugu so that they could be used for betterment of the society. Mies claims that this reciprocal exchange of experiences gave these women so much courage that they could tackle problems of sexual violence in new ways and come up with different solutions, thereby getting beyond their victim status (Mies 1991: 73; see also Ackerly 2000: ch.1). She claims that she would never have gained these insights about how these practical solutions emerged from her project by using conventional research methods. While social science IR would rightly claim that its knowledge-building is a contribution to the betterment of society, the research model to which it aspires is to remain detached and, to the greatest extent possible, value-free and separate from political action. 

A2: PERM – STATE BAD
Perm doesn’t solve because state co-opts it: the state is the ultimate patriarchal institution

Charlesworth, et. al, ’91  Hilary Charlesworth is considered as the pioneer in feminist international law scholarship. Her groundbreaking book The Boundaries of International Law: A Feminist Analysis has been awarded the Certificate of Merit by the American Society of International Law in 2001,  Christine Chinkin is a Professor of International Law at the London School of Economics and Political Science and the William W. Cook Global Law Professor at the University of Michigan Law School,  Shelly Wright is Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, University of Sydney (October 1991, Hilary Charlesworth, Christine Chinkin, Shelley Wright, “Feminist Approaches to International Law”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2203269 , JSTOR, JPW)

States are patriarchal structures not only because they exclude women from elite positions and decision-making roles, but also because they are based on the concentration of power in, and control by, an elite and the domestic legitimation of a monopoly over the use of force to maintain that control.57 This foundation is reinforced by international legal principles of sovereign equality, political inde- pendence and territorial integrity and the legitimation of force to defend those attribute.

Working within the realm of the state only makes it more possible to maintain current oppressive systems because the bases of all law and the idea of the state exclude women by putting them in a separate sphere of being.

Charlesworth, Chinkin, and Wright, 91 (Christine Chinkin - Professor of International Law at the London School of Economics and Political Science, Shelley Wright - Senior Lecturer, University of Melbourne Law School, Hilary Charlesworth, 1991, “Feminist Approaches to International Law,” American Journal of International Law, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?page=613&handle=hein.journals/ajil85&collection=journals#633, CM)
States are held responsible for torture only when their designated agents have direct responsibility for such acts and that responsibility is imputed to the state. States are not considered responsible if they have maintained a legal and social system in which violations of physical and mental integrity are endemic.97 In its draft articles on state responsibility, the International Law Commission did not widen the concept of imputability to incorporate such acts.9 A feminist perspective on human rights would require a rethinking of the notions of imputability and state responsibility and in this sense would challenge the most basic assumptions of international law. If violence against women were considered by the international legal system to be as shocking as violence against people for their political ideas, women would have considerable support in their struggle. The assumption that underlies all law, including international human rights law, is that the public/private distinction is real: human society, human lives can be separated into two distinct spheres. This division, however, is an ideological construct rationalizing the exclusion of women from the sources of power. It also makes it possible to maintain repressive systems of control over women without interference from human rights guarantees, which operate in the public sphere. By extending our vision beyond the public/private ideologies that rationalize limiting our analysis of power, human rights language as it currently exists can be used to describe serious forms of repression that go far beyond the juridically narrow vision of international law. For example, coercive population control tech-  niques, such as forced sterilization, may amount to punishment or coercion by the state to achieve national goals.9 

Working within the state crushes any attempt to reform current forms of IR; the organizational and normative structures of international law make it impervious to female voices.

Charlesworth, Chinkin, and Wright, 91 (Christine Chinkin - Professor of International Law at the London School of Economics and Political Science, Shelley Wright - Senior Lecturer, University of Melbourne Law School, Hilary Charlesworth, 1991, “Feminist Approaches to International Law,” American Journal of International Law, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?page=613&handle=hein.journals/ajil85&collection=journals#633, CM)

In this section we argue that the international legal order is virtually impervious to the voices of women and propose two related explanations for this: the organiza tional and normative structures of international law. The Organizational Structure of International Law The structure of the international legal order reflects a male perspective and ensures its continued dominance. The primary subjects of international law are states and, increasingly, international organizations. In both states and interna tional organizations the invisibility of women is striking. Power structures within governments are overwhelmingly masculine: women have significant positions of power in very few states, and in those where they do, their numbers are minus cule.5 Women are either unrepresented or underrepresented in the national and global decision-making processes. States are patriarchal structures not only because they exclude women from elite positions and decision-making roles, but also because they are based on the concentration of power in, and control by, an elite and the domestic legitimation of a monopoly over the use of force to maintain that control." This foundation is reinforced by international legal principles of sovereign equality, political inde pendence and territorial integrity and the legitimation of force to defend those attributes. International organizations are functional extensions of states that allow them to act collectively to achieve their objectives. Not surprisingly, their structures replicate those of states, restricting women to insignificant and subordinate roles. Thus, in the United Nations itself, where the achievement of nearly universal membership is regarded as a major success of the international community, this universality does not apply to women. Article 8 was included in the United Nations Charter to ensure the legitimacy of women as permanent staff members of international organizations. Article 8 states: "The United Nations shall place no restrictions on the eligibility of men and women to participate in any capacity and under conditions of equality in its principal and subsidiary organs." While there was no overt opposition to the concept of gender equality at the 1945 San Francisco Conference, which drafted the Charter, some delegates considered the provision superfluous and said that it would be "absurd" to put anything so "self-evident" into the Charter. However, at the insistence of the Committee of Women's Organizations, Article 8 was in cluded. It was phrased in the negative, rather than as an affirmative obligation to include women, as the right to choose delegates and representatives to interna tional organizations was thought to belong to nation-states, whose freedom of choice was not to be impeded in any way.5 In reality, women's appointments within the United Nations have not attained even the limited promise of Article 8." The Group on Equal Rights for Women in the United Nations has observed that "gender racism" is practiced in UN personnel policies "every week, every month, every year."60 Women are excluded from all major decision making by international institu tions on global policies and guidelines, despite the often disparate impact of those decisions on women. Since 1985, there has been some improvement in the repre sentation of women in the United Nations and its specialized agencies.61 It has been estimated, however, that "at the present rate of change it will take almost 4 more decades (until 2021) to reach equality (i.e.: 50% of professionaljobs held by women)."-62 This situation was recently described as "grotesque.63 The silence and invisibility of women also characterizes those bodies with spe cial functions regarding the creation and progressive development of interna tional law. Only one woman has sat as a judge on the International Court of Justice64 and no woman has ever been a member of the International Law Com- mission. Critics have frequently pointed out that the distribution ofjudges on the Court does not reflect the makeup of the international community, a concern that peaked after the decision in the South West Africa cases in 1966.5 Steps have since been taken to improve "the representation of the main forms of civilization and of the principal legal systems of the world"6 on the Court, but not in the direction of representing women, half of the world's population. Despite the common acceptance of human rights as an area in which attention can be directed toward women, they are still vastly underrepresented on UN human rights bodies." The one committee that has all women members, the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW Com mittee), the monitoring body for the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (Women's Convention),s has been criticized for its "disproportionate" representation of women by the United Nations Eco nomic and Social Council (ECOSOC). When it considered the CEDAW Commit tee's sixth report, ECOSOC called upon the state parties to nominate both female and male experts for election to the committee.69 Thus, as regards the one com mittee dedicated to women's interests, where women are well represented, efforts have been made to decrease female participation, while the much more common dominance of men in other United Nations bodies goes unremarked. The CE DAW Committee in fact rejected ECOSOC's recommendation on various grounds, including the fear that it might open the gates to a flood of men, diluting the women's majority and undermining the committee's effectiveness. The represen tatives believed that the state parties and ECOSOC should direct their attention to equality of representation elsewhere before seeking to interfere with the member ship of this committee."0 Why is it significant that all the major institutions of the international legal order are peopled by men? Long-term domination of all bodies wielding political power nationally and internationally means that issues traditionally of concern to men become seen as general human concerns, while "women's concerns" are relegated to a special, limited category. Because men generally are not the victims of sex discrimination, domestic violence, and sexual degradation and violence, for example, these matters can be consigned to a separate sphere and tend to be ignored. The orthodox face of international law and politics would change dra matically if their institutions were truly human in composition: their horizons would widen to include issues previously regarded as domestic-in the two senses of the word. Balanced representation in international organizations of nations of differing economic structures and power has been a prominent theme in the United Nations since the era of decolonization in the 1960s. The importance of accommodating interests of developed, developing and socialist nations and of various regional and ideological groups is recognized in all aspects of the UN structure and work. This sensitivity should be extended much further to include the gender of chosen representatives. The Normative Structure of International Law Since the primary subjects of international law are states, it is sometimes as sumed that the impact of international law falls on the state and not directly on individuals. In fact, the application of international law does affect individuals, which has been recognized by the International Court in several cases.71 Interna tional jurisprudence assumes that international law norms directed at individuals within states are universally applicable and neutral. It is not recognized, however, that such principles may impinge differently on men and women; consequently, women's experiences of the operation of these laws tend to be silenced or dis counted. 
[CONTINUED]

Working within the state crushes any attempt to reform current forms of IR; the organizational and normative structures of international law make it impervious to female voices.

[CONTINUED]

The normative structure of international law has allowed issues of particular concern to women to be either ignored or undermined. For example, modern international law rests on and reproduces various dichotomies between the public and private spheres, and the "public" sphere is regarded as the province of inter national law. One such distinction is between public international law, the law governing the relations between nation-states, and private international law, the rules about conflicts between national legal systems. Another is the distinction between matters of international "public" concern and matters "private" to states that are considered within their domestic jurisdiction, in which the international community has no recognized legal interest.72 Yet another is the line drawn be tween law and other forms of "private" knowledge such as morality.73 At a deeper level one finds a public/private dichotomy based on gender.74 One explanation feminist scholars offer for the dominance of men and the male voice in all areas of power and authority in the western liberal tradition is that a dichot omy is drawn between the public sphere and the private or domestic one. The public realm of the work place, the law, economics, politics and intellectual and cultural life, where power and authority are exercised, is regarded as the natural province of men; while the private world of the home, the hearth and children is seen as the appropriate domain of women. The public/private distinction has a normative, as well as a descriptive, dimension. Traditionally, the two spheres are accorded asymmetrical value: greater significance is attached to the public, male world than to the private, female one. The distinction drawn between the public and the private thus vindicates and makes natural the division of labor and alloca tion of rewards between the sexes. Its reproduction and acceptance in all areas of knowledge have conferred primacy on the male world and supported the domi nance of men.75 Feminist concern with the public/private distinction derives from its centrality to liberal theory. Explanations for the universal attribution of lesser value to women and their activities have sometimes proposed a variation of the public/pri vate dichotomy: women are identified with nature, which is regarded as lower in status than culture-the province of men.7' As Carole Pateman has pointed out, however, this universal explanation for the male domination of women does not recognize that the concept of "nature" may vary widely among different societies. Such an analysis can be reduced easily to a simple biological explanation and does not explain particular social, historical or cultural situations.77 Women are not always opposed to men in the same ways: what is considered "public" in one society may well be seen as "private" in another. But a universal pattern of identi fying women's activities as private, and thus of lesser value, can be detected.78 How is the western liberal version of the public/private distinction maintained? Its naturalness rests on deeply held beliefs about gender. Traditional social psy chology taught that the bench marks of "normal" behavior for men, on the one hand, and women, on the other, were entirely different. For men, normal and natural behavior was essentially active: it involved tenacity, aggression, curiosity, ambition, responsibility and competition-all attributes suited to participation in the public world. "Normal" behavior for women, by contrast, was reactive and passive: affectionate, emotional, obedient and responsive to approval.79  Although the scientific basis of the public/private distinction has been thor oughly attacked and exposed as a culturally constructed ideology,0 it continues to have a strong grip on legal thinking. The language of the public/private distinc tion is built into the language of the law itself: law lays claim to rationality, culture, power, objectivity-all terms associated with the public or male realm. It is de fined in opposition to the attributes associated with the domestic, private, female sphere: feeling, emotion, passivity, subjectivity.8' Moreover, the law has always operated primarily within the public domain; it is considered appropriate to regu late the work place, the economy and the distribution of political power, while direct state intervention in the family and the home has long been regarded as inappropriate.82 Violence within the home, for example, has generally been given different legal significance from violence outside it; the injuries recognized as legally compensable are those which occur outside the home. Damages in civil actions are typically assessed in terms of ability to participate in the public sphere. Women have difficulty convincing law enforcement officials that violent acts within the home are criminal.83 In one sense, the public/private distinction is the fundamental basis of the modern state's function of separating and concentrating juridical forms of power that emanate from the state. The distinction implies that the private world is uncontrolled. In fact, the regulation of taxation, social security, education, health and welfare has immediate effects on the private sphere.84 The myth that state power is not exercised in the "private" realm allocated to women masks its control. What force does the feminist critique of the public/private dichotomy in the foundation of domestic legal systems have for the international legal order? Tra ditionally, of course, international law was regarded as operating only in the most public of public spheres: the relations between nation-states. We argue, however, that the definition of certain principles of international law rests on and repro duces the public/private distinction. It thus privileges the male world view and supports male dominance in the international legal order. The grip that the public/private distinction has on international law, and the consequent banishment of women's voices and concerns from the discipline, can be seen in the international prohibition on torture. The right to freedom from torture and other forms of cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment is generally accepted as a paradigmatic civil and political right. It is included in all interna tional catalogs of civil and political rights85 and is the focus of specialized United Nations and regional treaties."6 The right to be free from torture is also regarded as a norm of customary international law-indeed, like the prohibition on slavery, as a norm ofjus cogens.87 

Using the state prevents discussion for alternative attempts to change IR to incorporate the feminist view of thinking because the state itself is a masculine creation

Peterson 4 (associate professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona (Feminist Theories Within, Invisible To, and Beyond IR, Winter/Spring 2004) http://www.watsoninstitute.org/bjwa/archive/10.2/Feminist%20Theory/Peterson.pdf,) AK

Through a post-positivist feminist lens on the state, the structural violence of gender (and class) hierarchy-- i.e., women’s systemic insecurity--is revealed as an internal as well as external dimension of state systems.7 Moreover, this lens illuminates the historical gender basis/bias of states, sovereignty, politics, political identity, and “legitimate authority.” That these constructions--and the understanding of security they presuppose--are profoundly gendered has important implications for (re)visioning world security: much more than rethinking security arrangements between and beyond states is required. Structural insecurities internal to states-constituted by gendered (and other) divisions of labor, resources, and identities-as well as androcratic politics generally must be recognized and critically examined. We must understand how extensive and systemic current insecurities are and how particular identities produce, and are produced by, this structural violence we can understand neither without attention to gender. “Radically rethinking security”8 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. Moreover, rendering women’s insecurities visible does not simply provide historical-empirical confirmation of masculinist domination. Illuminating the gender of core constructs and historical processes both sheds new light on ways of being and knowing and suggests alterative understandings of “who we are” that are then available for (re)visioning. 

A2: 1AC PREDITIONS TRUE

1AC authors might correctly predict coming crises but the 
methodology under which they research and articulate arguments assumes the infallibility of 
patriarchal power structures legitimized by androcentric science

Tickner 06—professor at the School of International Relations at USC (J Ann, “Feminism meets International Relations”, Feminist Methodologies for International Relations, p. 25-7, JB)
An important commitment of feminist methodology is that knowledge must be built and analyzed in a way that can be used by women to change whatever oppressive conditions they face. When choosing a research topic feminists frequently ask what potential it has to improve women’s lives ( Jayaratne and Stewart 1991: 101). This means that research must be designed to provide a vision of the future as well as a structural picture of the present (Cook and Fonow [1986] 1990: 80). Feminists study the routine aspects of everyday life that help sustain gender inequality; they acknowledge the pervasive influence of gender and acknowledge that what has passed as knowledge about human behavior is, in fact, frequently knowledge about male behavior (Cook and Fonow [1986] 1990: 73). Feminists claim that what is called “common sense” is, in reality, knowledge derived from experiences of men’s lives, usually privileged men. Importantly, “male behavior” and “men’s lives” are highly dependent on women and other subordinate groups playing all kinds of supportive roles in these lives and behind this behavior; for if there were only (privileged) men, their lives would surely be different. Designing research useful to women involves first deconstructing previous knowledge based on these androcentric assumptions. Joyce Nielsen suggests that feminist research represents a paradigm shift in the Kuhnian sense in that it sees women, rather than just men, as both the subject matter and creators of knowledge. This leads to anomalies or observations that do not fit received theory. For example, the periodization of history and our understanding of the timing of progressive moments do not always fit with periods that saw progress for women (Nielsen 1990: 19–21). Nielsen outlines the way in which androcentric theories have been used to explain the origins of human society. In the focus on “man the hunter,” man’s (sic) origins were associated with productive rather than reproductive tasks. Men were seen as responsible for organizing human life, and women’s roles as gatherers and reproducers were completely ignored. Nielsen claims that these partial stories are not good science; it follows, therefore, that objectivity depends on the positionality of the researcher as much as on the method used, a claim that contradicts the depiction of science as a foolproof procedure that relies on observation to test theories and hypotheses about the world (Nielsen 1990: 16–18). To this end, Sandra Harding claims that a distinctive feature of feminist research is that it uses women’s experiences as an indicator of the “reality” against which conventional hypotheses are tested and unconventional questions are formulated (Harding 1987: 7). Feminists have also claimed that knowledge based on the standpoint of women’s lives, particularly marginalized women, leads to more robust objectivity, not only because it broadens the base from which we derive knowledge, but also because the perspectives of “outsiders” or marginalized people may reveal aspects of reality obscured by more orthodox approaches to knowledge-building.13 Designing IR research of use to women involves considerable paradigm shifts. While the role of women as reproducers, caregivers, and unpaid workers has been largely ignored in conventional economic analysis, it is central to feminist concerns. Marilyn Waring has documented how national income data ignore reproductive and caring tasks. She describes the daily routine of a girl in Zimbabwe who works at household tasks from 4am to 9pm but who is officially classified as “economically inactive” or “unoccupied” (Waring 1988: 15–16). Yet national income data, which ignore these reproductive and caring tasks, are used by political elites to make public policy. IR feminists have highlighted the role of domestic servants and home workers; although, since the Industrial Revolution, the home has been defined as a feminine space devoid of work, feminists have demonstrated how women in all their various productive and reproductive roles are crucial to the maintenance of the global capitalist economy (Chin 1998; Pru¨ gl 1999). Making visible that which was previously invisible has led IR feminists to investigate military prostitution and rape as tools of war and instruments of state policy (Moon 1997; Enloe 2000). This leads not only to redefinitions of the meaning of security but also to an understanding of how the security of the state and the prosperity of the global economy are frequently dependent on the insecurity of certain individuals’, often women’s,. In lives bringing to light these multiple experiences of women’s lives, feminist researchers also claim that the research they conduct cannot and should not be separated from their identities as researchers. 

A2: WITHDRAWING TROOPS DECREASES MASCULINITY
The expansion of military information technology and the technicians required for withdrawal represents more modern hypermasculinity

Blanchard 3—PhD Candidate in the School of International. Relations at USC (Eric, “Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory”, Summer 2003, JSTOR, 1304=5, JB)
Applied to IR, the study of masculinities offers insights into the practices that sustain security. Connell argues that relationships between different masculine types are the basis for military organization: "physically violent but subordinate to orders on the one hand, dominating and organizationally competent on the other" (1985, 9). The U.S. military in the 1940s developed technological advances in nuclear weapons and logistics that increased the importance of a certain masculinity-"the professionalized, calculative rationality of the technical specialist" (Connell 1985, 9). Originally understood as feminine due to the "sedentary" nature of "keyboard work," information technology has taken on a meaning with more power for middle-class men as a result of personal computer marketing campaigns and violent games (Connell 1995, 55-56). According to Steve Niva, the 1991 Gulf War gave rise to a new iteration of hegemonic military masculinity, "tough and highly militarized but also sensitive and compassionate," counterposed to the type of masculinity represented by Saddam Hussein (1998, 119). Niva notes that media coverage of this newly hegemonic masculinity focused on "computer programmers, missile technologists, battle-tank commanders, high-tech pilots, and those appropriately equipped and educated for new world order warfare" at the expense of grunts and foot soldiers, thereby accentuating the American technological and societal superiority (119). The U.S. "military's new 'technowar' paradigm for capital-intensive, high-technology warfare highlighted the differences between economies and political systems and, thus, the superiority of Western men over other men" (119). Enloe asks whether UN peacekeeping forces evoke different, less militaristic masculinities than those who soldier for the nation-state (1993). In terms of structural violence, Connell sees a threat in the rising hegemony of a "transnational business masculinity" exemplified by globally operating business executives and their network of political and military contacts (2000, 26). 

A2: OUR REPS ARE GOOD

Hierarchies are internalized and are reproduced by those in power—no one is immune unless critically prompted to reevaluate their actions

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 44, JB)

But stereotypes and ideologies play a particular role in shaping our expectations and behaviors. We begin to be socialized into these belief systems early in life, well before we have the capacity to reflect critically on their implications for our own or others’ lives. Hence, for the most part, we internalize these beliefs and do not think to question them. Moreover, because ideologies are supported and sustained by those with power in our societies, there are powerful incentives for subscribing to these belief systems—and negative consequences of not doing so. (Consider the risks a man takes by wearing a dress, or a woman by hiking alone.) Unless something or someone prompts us to “see things differently”, these belief systems become unconscious assumptions that shape decision-making throughout our lives. They serve to reinforce the status quo and to blunt criticism of it. As such, they involve all of us in the often unintentional reproduction of various social hierarchies, including those that hurt us.

A2: WOMEN’S LEGAL RIGHTS SOLVE

Legal rights don’t solve sexism or any forms of gendered oppression

Charlesworth, et. al, ’91  Hilary Charlesworth is considered as the pioneer in feminist international law scholarship. Her groundbreaking book The Boundaries of International Law: A Feminist Analysis has been awarded the Certificate of Merit by the American Society of International Law in 2001,  Christine Chinkin is a Professor of International Law at the London School of Economics and Political Science and the William W. Cook Global Law Professor at the University of Michigan Law School,  Shelly Wright is Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, University of Sydney (October 1991, Hilary Charlesworth, Christine Chinkin, Shelley Wright, “Feminist Approaches to International Law”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2203269 , JSTOR, JPW)

The feminist critique of rights questions whether the acquisition of legal rights advances women's equality.'33 Feminist scholars have argued that, although the search for formal legal equality through the formulation of rights may have been politically appropriate in the early stages of the feminist movement, continuing to focus on the acquisition of rights may not be beneficial to women. 34 Quite apart from problems such as the form in which rights are drafted, their interpretation by tribunals, and women's access to their enforcement, the rhetoric of rights, according to some feminist legal scholars, is exhausted.'35 Rights discourse is taxed with reducing intricate power relations in a simplistic way.'36 The formal acquisition of a right, such as the right to equal treatment, is often assumed to have solved an imbalance of power. In practice, however, the promise of rights is thwarted by the inequalities of power: the economic and social dependence of women on men may discourage the invocation of legal rights that are premised on an adversarial relationship between the rights holder and the infringer. 137 More complex still are rights designed to apply to women only such as the rights to reproductive freedom and to choose abortion.' In addition, although they respond to general societal imbalances, formulations of rights are generally cast in individual terms. The invocation of rights to sexual equality may therefore solve an occasional case of inequality for individual women but will leave the position of women generally unchanged.'39 Moreover, interna- tional law accords priority to civil and political rights, rights that may have very little to offer women generally. The major forms of oppression of women operate within the economic, social and cultural realms. Economic, social and cultural rights are traditionally regarded as a lesser form of international right and as much more difficult to implement.'4

A2: WOMEN IN IR SOLVE

Simply including women fails to solve the true root cause – we must restructure IR to be able to 

Peterson 4 (associate professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona (Feminist Theories Within, Invisible To, and Beyond IR, Winter/Spring 2004) http://www.watsoninstitute.org/bjwa/archive/10.2/Feminist%20Theory/Peterson.pdf,) AK

My third starting point is that feminist IR in spite of a dramatic increase in publications and conference visibility, remains foreign to mainstream IR. More specifically, while “woman” as an empirical referent has gained visibility, feminist claims that gender is an analytic category (that infuses foundational dichotomies) remain poorly understood. In the latter sense, “all of social life is gendered,” hence, the dichotomy of masculine-feminine orders not only our subjective identities but also the concepts that structure our thought (for example, private-public, certainty-ambiguity, autonomy dependence, hard-soft,) and the practices that structure our options and activities (for example, statemaking-homemaking, paid-unpaid work, science humanities). So understood, gender is decidedly “not a synonym for women,” but a structural, pervasive feature of how we “order” social life. And taking gender seriously involves much more than the important but limited project of “adding women in.” 

In International Relations women give up their struggles and engage in the posthegemonic process 

Sylvester 01 (Christine, Professor of Women, Gender, Development at the Institute of Social Studies, The Hague, Netherlands, Feminist International Relations: An Unfinished Journey, Pg 199)
At a third site in international relations, women give up on liberal struggles against the liberal-realist oppressor and embrace posthegemonic processes aimed at promoting transformed rather than reciprocated obligations. Their actions feature what Hirschmann (1992: chapter 6, 2-3, typescript) refers to as “working out the content of obligations within the context of connection . . . [rather than attempting] to predefine feminist obligation . . . in the standard fashion of analytic philosophy.” The connections are with women, and that move acknowledges the importance of bringing absent presences into theory and practice, not simply in the sense of “allowing voices to express themselves [as women advocacy groups in international regimes do] but helping them realize their expression, and attempting to see and understand the world from these other perspectives” (chapter 6, 6). Enloe briefly mentions one such case in relationships between women soldiers and military wives across boundaries of realist military practice. The basis of this defiance of convention is, ironically, the realist state’s unconventional invitation to women soldiers to be more than the absent or protected ones of yore, while designating them as less than military men in the tasks they can perform. Military women emerge in between to assume highly technological support tasks in a military suffering the effects of too few good men. As they respond to these liberal “opportunities,” some women find more in common with wives than with insider career peers. There is a certain choicelessness woven into their context, and in that choicelessness is an opportunity to rescript the type of military–civilian autonomy that has long prevented military people from crossing lines of status.

Feminist theories are ignored in international relations – just adding a pinch of woman doesn’t solve

Sylvester 4 (Christine Sylvester professor of international relations at Lancaster Universtiy PhD. “Feminist International Relations: an unfinished journey 2004) AK

Neorealism and world-systems contribute to our understanding of actors and structures that endure despite and beyond the changes and tensions associated with interdependence. Feminist theorists, though, are generally concerned with what gender invisibility in theory, and in the apparently durable actors, structures, and processes of the world, means. Where are the women in commodity agreements, food production and markets, newly industrializing countries, the fourth world, across various economic zones and in Japanese–American trade? Is their absence warranted, theoretically and empirically, or have women and their customary spheres of economic and political activity been structured out of international relations by a levels-of-analysis sleight-of- hand, which does not extend to men and their activities? What is the meaning of continuity and discontinuity in a system that does not recognize women’s agency? How deep and significant can some of the changes noted by transnationalists (and later lauded by aficionados of globalization) be when they do not overturn global structures of male dominance or have enough impact to nudge mainstream theorists to take gender into account? Are not deep gender divisions deeply implicated by silence about them? Feminist theories are diverse but generally concur that the invisibility of gender issues within mainstream social theories, and of women in “important” public domains of human existence, cannot be remedied simply by adding a pinch of woman – to the state, to capitalist processes, and to theories. Visibility requires considerable analysis of the points in the international system, and in the theories that depict it, where women’s behaviors and contributions are choked off and men’s are taken as the norm.

A2: MODERNIZATION SOLVES
Modernization fails to address the root mindset of patriarchy reproducing women’s oppression

Hawkesworth 01 (Mary E. Professor of Women’s and Gender Studies and Senior Scholar at the Center for American Women and Politics at Rutgers University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, pg. 223-228, SW)
Feminist scholars who have studied women in development have found that the assumptions of modernization theory have not been born out in development projects in the global South (or for that matter in the industrialized nations). Inclusion of women in industrial production can coexist with traditional belief systems and traditional patterns of women's subordination. Indeed, inclusion of women in industrial production need not supplant women's performance of traditional roles. Feminist political economists are in the process of documenting the simultaneous growth of the formal, informal, and subsistence economies. Many women in the global South and in former Soviet-bloc states are simultaneously involved in light industry jobs, provision of a range of services within the informal sector, and subsistence agriculture to produce the food to keep their families alive. Such a "triple shift" need not challenge established patterns of women's subservience. Feminist scholars have also demonstrated that "development" is far from linear and cumulative. A modicum of progress in one aspect of social transition can be off-set by setbacks in other areas of life. Consider, for example, the increase in domestic violence that can be coincident with a woman's increasing economic independence.3 Or consider the astonishing transformation of some young male antiapartheid activists in South Africa, who since 1995 have renamed themselves the South African Rapists Society and adopted sexual violence against women as the outlet for their "displaced political energy." Contrary to the assumptions of modernization theory, the impressive political empowerment of South African women under the African National Congress government and the dramatic increase in the number of women in the South Mrican parliament since the creation of the new constitution coexists with a huge increase in violence against women. Indeed South Africa now has the highest percentage of violence against women in the world: 60 percent of intimate relationships involve violence.

A2: REALISM GOOD
Realism and state-centric decision making fails to address transnational crises

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 4-5, JB)

As images and were adjusted, different issues, actors, and processes gained visibility. Domestic bureaucratic politics were revealed as significant factors in foreign policy decision making. The role of misperceptions in decision-making by national leaders became a focus of inquiry. Increased Third World voices in the General Assembly of the United Nations (UN) focused attention on the relationships between prosperity of the North and underdevelopment of the South. Regimes analysis explored how states in fact cooperate even without reference to governmental structures. The world at the turn of the century confirms the need to rethink categories and frameworks as we pursue new understandings that "match" new world politics. For example, both decentralization (marked by sub nationalist movements) and centralization processes (exemplified by the European Union) challenge conventional accounts of sovereign states, The demise of the former Soviet Union disrupts decades of East-West analysis. Crises of nuclear proliferation, economic maldevelopment, transborder and environmental degradation cannot be ad dressed by state-centric decision-making. And in response to global crises, social movements around the world demand more than the absence of war: People are deeper questions about the nature of power, the abuse of human the human costs of global inequities, and the meaning of a just world order.
Realism marginalizes social groups and leads to patriarchy

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 24, MR)

Neorealism not only privileged positivist knowledge claims but also reified what were historically contingent structures of the social and political world.20 Thus the notionof structural anarchy was presented as an enduring feature of IR, generating a pro- pensity on the part of states to pursue power and strategic and/or instrumental inter- ests. However, 'structural anarchy' was, at best, a historically contingent phenomenon and not an objective 'fact' or 'enduring condition' of international relations. Neoreal- ism constructed social practice and representations of social practice and, in the process, presupposed that the social world was self-evident. In perpetuating a belief in the natural rather than historical character of real social and political arrangements, neorealism was ideological and, moreover, could potentially be put to the service of conservative political ends. Both realism and neorealism reduced complex interna- tional phenomena to relations between reified sovereign states. This not only disguised the degree to which international processes could have an impact on specific social groups (for better or worse) but also marginalized or rendered invisible unequal social relations and many contemporary problems that had an international dimension.23 What emerged from the fourth debate was a more reflexive environment in which debate and criticism were encouraged and spaces opened up for scholars to rethink and rewrite IR.24 Critical theorists of all persuasions acknowledged the socially mutable and historically contingent nature of knowledge claims and defended, and to some degree embraced, methodological pluralism in IR. A growing group of, in many ways diverse, critical theorists began to ask questions concerning the nature of knowledgeclaims and how meaning and 'truth' were constructed. One of the central themes ofthe fourth debate was that the production of knowledge must be studied in relation to the dominant social forces and practices of the age.25 To some extent, the common aim of the various critics of neorealism was to undermine its hegemonic position in IR and open up a space for those voices marginalized or excluded from the mainstream in IR.26 
Their positivism rejects the idea of gender shaping social constructs and entrenches structural dichotomies 

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 27, JB)

For the most part, however, feminists employ postpositivism to show how the marginalized and subordinated position of women is inextricably tied to the power of gender as a value and valuing system that permeates our concepts and meaning systems, and hence our actions. Claims to being value-free merely mask the power of gender (along with other en trenched systems of oppression) to shape the production of knowledge. Because inquiry is a social practice and so is always value-laden, it is incumbent on inquirers to critically examine their social locations and values that arise from them. In this way, normative commitments that underlie inquiry are made visible and can become the subject of political debate about what values inquiry should advance. In sum, positivists may recognize the empirical role of gender and accept the need to examine sex as a variable, but their dichotomizing assumptions obscure and even deny the relevance of gender to concepts and thought. In contrast, postpositivists are critical of rigid dichotomies and recognize the centrality of meaning systems; they variously explore how agents and structures, subjects and objects, are mutually constituted. At the same time, postpositivists vary tremendously in how and to what extent they prioritize meaning systems, with postmodernists paying the most attention to the power of concepts and language.
Realism has perennially excluded women from the realm of IR

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 25-26, MR)

One of the major aims of feminist critique has been to expose the masculinist bias in neorealist/realist concepts and categories and to show how, consequently, 'claims to know' in IR have been partial and particular. In the following chapter, the feminist critique of realism is set out in some detail. At this juncture, it is appropriate to focus on how dominant ideas in IR construct the core subject matter of IR and also determine what counts as 'knowledge'. The idea that the study of gender is not part of IR because the subject is about the study of the state and its power is premised on certain ideas that privilege a realistlneorealist understanding of what the world is really like, what is enduring and what is ephemeral, what is central and what is marginal. The major source of gender bias in international relations theory generally is, ulti­ mately, rooted in concepts derived from political theory.32 Indeed, as Rebecca Grant has argued, 'the whole theoretical approach to IR rests on a foundation of political concepts which it would be difficult to hold together coherently were it not for the trick of eliminating women from the prevailing definitions of [man as] the political actor',33 These political concepts are drawn from a wide range of theorists, but owe a great deal to Thomas Hobbes and Niccolo Machiavelli particularly. These key thinkers will be revisited in the following chapter. At this point it is enough to note that the 'problem' with realism is that it is constructed around a series of concepts that privilege masculine identified traits and experiences. As Christine Di Stefano claimed, Hobbes’s(a major intellectual influence in realism) thought was shaped by a distinctly masculinist outlook, characterized by dualistic thinking, a need for a singular identity, a denial of relatedness and a radical individualism. In Hobbes's seminal text Leviathan (from which realists draw the analogy of IR as a 'state of nature'}, one was presented with a picture of atomized individuals who related to each other in entirely impersonal ways and where self/other distinctions were strongly enforced.-34 Hobbes's take on nature was a world in which the solitary subject (state) confronted a dangerous and threatening environment (anarchy).
Realism has formed patriarchal institutions that dominates women, ignoring the issue of gender

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 27, MR)

Nancy Hirschmann has argued that men have historically dominated women and so have exercised control over how they have constructed both themselves and women. This has not only resulted in institutions that socially and politically privileged men over women, but it has also affected the very structure of meaning and reality by pervading our categories of knowledge. Thus, Hirschmann has argued that modern epistemologies affect the kinds of questions asked and the particular modes of inquiry that are considered legitimate. The perspective of a socially constructed 'masculine' experience has been epistemologically validated and imposed on women, preserving male privilege and the social practices and structures that enabled men to consider their own experiences the human experience.J8 In this way, 'by explicitly ignoring gender while implicitly exploiting a distinctly masculine means of knowledge seeking, modern epistemologies have been able to mask their own bias'J9 
Realism reifies the state, creating displaced ‘others,’ a uniquely patriarchal characteristic

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 34, MR)

The 'state as actor' approach works to reify the state by casting the state as a 'thing', an entity that has a concrete materiality or existence. For the purpose of theorizing, realism invests the state with purpose. The state is conceived as a 'purposive individual' with particular characteristics. Sovereign man is a rational choice-making individual able to legitimize violence. The idea of sovereign man is placed firmly at the centre of the conceptual universe in realism and the subject of knowledge. IR is understood as the study of relations between the state (as actor and knowing subject) and a series of marginalized and displaced 'Others'. The concepts and categories employed by realism exclude women and distinctly feminine experiences since these are deemed to be nonpolitical and 'outside' of the proper realm of study in IR. 

Only postpositivism through gender analyses can solve global security—the age of security is outdated 

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 49, JB)

The “what" of IR is changing. The end of the Cold War and its East versus West tensions, the expansion of global capitalism, the revival of nationalisms and development of regionalism, and the growth of new social movements have altered the practical and theoretical terrain of IR. More specifically, peace studies and development studies have challenged conventional definitions of security and economic growth. Proponents of these studies argue that militarized national security, particularly in this nuclear age, and economic development strategies, which put profits before the needs of people and a sustainable ecology, compromise both individual and global security. By focusing on the security needs of people and the planet, these approaches open the field to gender issues. They permit the articulation of demands for peace, economic justice, and global equality, and they permit work in defense of the environment, upon which women and all other living things ultimately depend. In addition to rethinking the meaning of security, IR analysts are rethinking the meaning of states and sovereignty. The growth of transnational power has not eliminated but has certainly altered the power of states. In the context of unregulated global financial markets (therefore not under state control) and expansion of transnational institutions, organizations, and social movements, states confront a transformed political, economic, and socio-cultural environment. All of these are variously gendered and have varying implications for the positions of women and men.

Realism is part of the masculinist, exclusionary system of international politics that prevents lasting peace. 

Enloe 2005 (Cynthia, Feminist and Women Studies “Of Arms and the Women” http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt, EB)

Now--if you are still with me--the great intellectual challenge to the conventional realist understanding of international relations comes from the standpoint feminists and the postmodernist feminists, who agree on the broad outlines of the critique. (In what follows I will use "feminist" to mean standpoint and postmodernist scholars.) According to feminist critics, international relations theory as it has evolved incorporates "masculinist" prejudices at each of its three levels of analysis: man, the state and war. Realists are "androcentric" in arguing that the propensity for conflict is universal in human nature ("man"); that the logic and the morality of sovereign states are not identical to those of individuals ("the state"); and that the world is an anarchy in which sovereign states must be prepared to rely on self-help, including organized violence ("war"). Feminist theorists would stress the nurturing and cooperative aspects--the conventionally feminine aspects--of human nature; they would expose the artificiality of notions of sovereignty, and their connection with patriarchy and militarism; and they would replace the narrow realist emphasis on security, especially military security, with a redefinition of security as universal social justice. The first thing that must be said about the feminist critique of realism is that it is by no means incompatible with realism, properly understood. In fact, realist theory can hardly be recognized in the feminist caricature of it. Take the idea of the innate human propensity for conflict. Although some realist thinkers such as Hans Morgenthau have confused the matter (often under the influence of Reinhold Niebuhr) with misleading talk of "original sin," the controlling idea of realism is that there is an ineradicable potential for conflict between human beings--"men" in the inclusive, gender-neutral sense-- when they are organized in groups. Realism is not about conflict between individual men, that is, males; if it were, it would be a theory of barroom brawls or adolescent male crime. It is about conflict between rival communities, and those communities include women and men alike.
Realist and neorealist IR fail to predict or understand multilateral institutions like the EU

Sylvester, 04 PhD International Relations, Professor of International Relations at Lancaster University (Christine, “Feminist International Relations: An Unfinished Journey”, Cambridge University Press, JPW) John Ruggie (1993:12) maintains that “there is a widespread assumption in the literature that all regimes are, ipso facto, multilateral in character [and yet] this assumption is egregiously erroneous.” Regimes can encompass only two states and they can lack the generalized principles of conduct that would make a multilateral security regime, say, incorporate a “norm of nonaggression, uniform rules for use of sanctions to deter or punish aggression, and . . . collectively sanctioned procedures for implementing them” (p. 13).

 Multilateralism is a generic form of modern institutional international relations that manifests diffuse reciprocity (such that the good of the group is valued), draws on generalized principles of conduct, and results in a group that is indivisible. In the post-World War II world, multilateralism has figured prominently in the organization of the western economic order, thanks initially to the US effort “to project the experience of the New Deal regulatory state into the international arena” (p. 30). Yet “much of the institutional inventiveness within multilateral arrangements today is coming from the institutions themselves, from platforms that arguably represent or at least speak for the collectivities at hand” (p. 34). The European Union illustrates this trend in a most visible manner; but so also do groups of multilateral players who, for example, keep the issues of global warming alive internationally (cf., Benedict et al., 1991). This phenomenon of institutionally directed agenda setting is difficult for neorealism to see, let alone accommodate. By contrast, it seems to be the neoliberal institutionalist vision come to life, only not in a causal sequence that school would recognize (i.e., with specific reciprocity between states leading to diffuse reciprocity that encourages states – the leaders of the band – to demand more regimes and to extend diffuse reciprocity). For multilateralism, cooperation is not simply instrumental, such that states adjust their policies to account for others when it is cost-effective to do so. Cooperation “depends on a prior set of unacknowledged claims about the embeddedness of cooperative habits, shared values, and taken-for-granted rules” (Caporaso, 1993:82). These claims draw attention to the conventions that neoliberal institutionalism acknowledges, and reach beyond them. “Sovereignty is not a concept that is sensibly applied to a single state or to numerous states in isolation from one another [so much as it] is inherently a relational concept.” In other words, the anarchic system of sovereign states is “a forum as well as a chessboard” (p. 78). Because mainstream IR favors the study of state rationalities and interests, it has neglected multilateralism, with its reflectivist and relational bent (p. 78). Also, one might add, it has neglected some postneoliberal institutionalist possibilities for exploring relational versus reactive forms of autonomy in international relations. Relational autonomy presupposes sociality and involuntary ties, such that we can imagine eviscerating our notions of separate and wary states disconnected in international realms of politics from domestic socialities. Yet when the emphasis is on “preconscious, taken-for-granted understandings” (p. 83) we also become aware of the many ways that even relational forms of cooperation may be narrow and exclusive, such that some groups are indivisible vis-`a-vis others. That is, some groups have encrusted certain “natural” principles of conduct and these create and deepen diffuse reciprocities, but only between themselves. Reginas have been frozen out by understandings that endow the worlds of Eugenes with taken-for-granted relevance to international relations. 

Women are used as tools or recourses by realist states

Sylvester 01 (Christine, Professor of Women, Gender, Development at the Institute of Social Studies, The Hague, Netherlands, Feminist International Relations: An Unfinished Journey,Pg. 202-03)

Women are nonrecognized resources for realist states, ranking with oil, geography, industrial capacity, and military preparedness as potential contributors to national power. When an already strong state seeks more power by appropriating more women to its cause – as the United States might be perceived to have done by sending mothers to the Persian War front – what might be the international consequences? What are the results when the United States continuously taps into the voluntarism of women living around its overseas military bases in order to comfort its troops? What types of women-aggrandizing actions reorder strong state preferences, and when, if ever, do such power moves become worthy of disordering confrontations by “inferior” states? Are we talking across levels of analysis inappropriately, or do such levels serve to mask the complicated relationships that deny national power variables their autonomy? Some precedents exist in international relations for gang-ups against people–aggrandizing state behaviors. When the Soviet state tried appropriating Jewish citizens to itself by preventing their ease of emigration in the 1970s, strong and less strong states (Israel) ganged up against it. Their response may be explained by many factors, including the high levels of education found among many seeking to leave the Soviet Union.15 What about contexts in which the ganging-up states have little hope of, or little to gain by, appropriating the victims for themselves? Do they still “see” the resource appropriation and calculate it as potentially productive of new and dangerous priorities? Do they still gang up?

Realism masks gender inequalities in international relations 

Sylvester 01 (Christine, Professor of Women, Gender, Development at the Institute of Social Studies, The Hague, Netherlands, Feminist International Relations: An Unfinished Journey, Pg. 184-185)

The seemingly generic term “realist” has been posed as a way of “examining reality as it really is – without subscribing to Realist assumptions” (Keohane, 1989b:68, n17). In practice, however, realism can smokescreen Realist strivings for autonomy from “men’s” and “women’s” “real” experiences of relationships and unchosen obligations, thereby reinforcing, in unexpected ways, the view proffered by Hedley Bull and Carsten Holbraad (inWight, Bull and Holbraad, 1978: 20), that “international relations is not one of those subjects in which it can be assumed that new studies represent an advance on old ones.” The Realist-realist gender concealments may have to do with shared groundings in liberalism (Stein, 1990).1 The feminist writings of Nancy Hirschmann, Carole Pateman, and Cynthia Enloe help us see how that connection works and how certain forms of liberal thought can erase womenfromspheres of significance. Hirschmann (1989) traces the unacknowledged gendering of freedom, recognition, and obligation in western liberal theory to defensiveness experienced by males in the process of becoming properly gendered as men; one sees within her treatise the origins of defensively positionalist realist states.2 Pateman (1988) writes about a conquest-based sexual contract predating the hypothetical liberal social contract that brought Leviathans into existence; both contracts are alive today within the gendered operations of many neorealist and neoliberal institutionalist regimes. Enloe (1989) offers glimpses of women engaged in liberal exchanges and reciprocities that should figure into realist theories of international relations, but do not; she argues in effect that viewing these activities from women’s standpoints reveals the false gender blindness of the realist imperium and makes it more difficult for the rule of emperors to continue. There are other clues to disguised gender in Realist-realist overlaps and skepticisms that complicate and enrich, order and disorder everyone’s theories and arguments; and there are concrete actions thatwomen engage in within international relations that reveal the limitations of our usual understandings of the field. After exploring the meanings of autonomy and obligation presented by Hirschmann, Pateman, Enloe, and others, compared with meanings encrusted in IR theory, this paper turns “strangely” onto highly contextualized terrains where women operate in, around, and against realist forms of autonomy and obligation in everyday international relations. The discussion provides gender “takes” on James Keeley’s (1990:93) point that “disorder and resistance can persist in the face of realist ordering or be created by it,” and suggests ways that seemingly insignificant disorderings begin to recast a field.

A2: REALISM EXCLUDES THE K

Feminist epistemology incorporates and improves the empiricism and rational thinking contained within realism

Anderson 09 [Prof of women’s studies &philosophy at Michigan, “Feminist Epistemology and Philosophy of Science,” AW]
The project of feminist epistemology with respect to theoretical knowledge has two primary aims (Longino 1993a). First, it endeavors to explain the achievements for feminist criticism of science, which is devoted to revealing sexism and androcentrism in theoretical inquiry. An adequate feminist epistemology must explain what it is for a scientific theory to practice to be sexist and androcentric, how these features are expressed in theoretical inquiry and in the application of theoretical knowledge, and what bearing these features have on evaluating research. Second, the project of feminist epistemology aims to defend feminist scientific practices, which incorporate a commitment to the liberation of women and the social and political equality of all persons. An adequate feminist epistemology must explain how research projects with such moral and political commitments can produce knowledge that meets such epistemic standards as empirical adequacy and fruitfulness. I will argue that these aims can be satisfied by  a branch of naturalized, social epistemology that retains commitments to a modest empiricism and to ration inquiry. Feminist naturalized epistemologies therefore demand no radical break from the fundamental internal commitments of empirical science. They may produce changes in our conception of what these commitments amount to, or changes in our methods of inquiry. But these can be derived from the core concept of reason, conjoined with perhaps surprising yet empirically supported hypotheses about social or psychological obstacles to achieving them, and the social and material arrangements required for enabling better research to be done. To see how such derivations are possible, modest conceptions of empiricism and reason must be explained before I outline a feminist epistemology that employs these notions. 

Feminist epistemology already aligns itself with current epistemic values, like empiricism and reason.

Anderson 9 [Prof of women’s studies &philosophy at Michigan, “Feminist Epistemology and Philosophy of Science”]

This relativity of the value of a model to the socially conditioned interests and experiences of the people to whom it is offered does not imply that theoretical explanations must be false, or that all are equally good, or that there is no common basis for comparing their merits. Empirical adequacy provides the fundamental and common standard for comparing all theories. But a theory can be empirically adequate without being interesting or useful. Thus, feminist naturalized epistemology uses reason both to constrain and to expand the range of acceptable theories, given what we know about how theories are formed. By raising the standards for evaluating methods of data collection and interpretation in the light of the reflective endorsement test, feminist epistemologists limit the field of credible theories. By legitimizing the explicit introduction of feminist interests to justify the choice o different models, feminist epistemologists use reason in its permissive mode to open up space for alternative theories oriented toward liboratory ends and to contest theories that close off possibilities or social change by representing the subjects of study as if they had no room to maneuver (Longino 1989, 210-13). Such moves to multiply available explanatory models, like the moves to reform scientific practices on the lines of the double-blind experiment, are internal to the practices of science. These two types of critical activity correspond to the two goals of the feminist epistemology of theoretical knowledge: to legitimate science oriented toward feminist ends and to underwrite feminist criticism of sexist and androcentric science. The fact that these activities can be situated inside science does not mean that the changes feminist epistemology recommends for science must be modest. The sorts of criticisms that generate internal reform of scientific practices today focus on such matters as improving data-gathering instruments and technical features of experimental method. Feminist epistemology and feminist criticism of science focuses on changing the background social conditions in which science is practiced. It is therefore an explicitly political enterprise, but one that is justified by epistemic values, such as reason and empirical adequacy, to which science already declares its allegiance. 

A2: REALISM INEVITABLE
The idea that Realism is inevitable reifies patriarchy and is the root of violence

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 38, MR)

To recap briefly, feminists have pointed to the gender bias in realism but also criticized realist discourse because of its tendency to present historically contingent features of world order, such as the sovereign state, as 'given'. In the realist construction of the 'state as purposive actor', the state is given a concrete identity through the fusion of the sovereign state with a nationalist construction of political identity. In realism the 'imagined community'I7 of the nation-state is privileged as the single irreducible component of identity and human attachment and thus reduces questions of identity in International Relations to identification on the part of individual citizens with the nation-state. The assumption that the state in some senses embodies the collective identity and will of 'the people' reduces all aspects of social relations which play a role in shaping identities, including violence and conflict for example, to relations between sovereign states. The concept of the 'national interest' as a central organizing concept in International Relations relies upon the assumption that our identification with the nation overrides all other dimensions of social and political identification. 

Turn – their ideas of realism are products of masculine perspectives, a feminist perspective offers a more realist approach, while also redefining the way we view the “inevitability of violence.”

Tickner 92. (J. Ann, professor at the School of International Relations, Gender in International Relations, pg. 30, MR)

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 indi​vidual, the state, and the international system not based exdusively 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 soci​ety is interrelated, a claim that calls into question the realist assumption of the anarchy/order distinction. Most impor​tant, these feminists claim that all types of violence are embedded in the gender hierarchies of dominance and sub​ordination that I described in chapter i. 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.

Their conception of realism is based on flawed masculine assumptions, forcing constant pursuit of security because violence is “inevitable.” 

Tickner 92. (J. Ann, professor at the School of International Relations, Gender in International Relations, pg. 28-30, MR)

I shall begin this chapter by examining the contemporary realist analysis of national security, concentrating on the work of Hans Morgenthau and Kenneth Waltz, two scholars of international relations whom I define in chapter i as a classi​cal realist and a neorealist, respectively.3 I shall also discuss some of the ideas of Thomas Hobbes and Niccolò Machia​velli, Western political theorists whose writings have had an important influence on contemporary realism. Of all the academic approaches to international relations, political realism is most closely associated with the worldview of foreign policy practitioners, particularly national security specialists. Realists have concentrated their investigations on the activi​ties of the great powers: therefore my discussion in this section will be drawn mainly from the experiences of the great powers, particularly the contemporary United States with whose activities realists are centrally concerned. For realists, security is tied to the military security of the state. Given their pessimistic assumptions about the likely behavior of states in an "anarchic" international environ​ment, most realists are skeptical about the possibility of states ever achieving perfect security. In an imperfect world, where many states have national security interests that go beyond self-preservation and where there is no international govern​ment to curb their ambitions, realists tell us that war could break out at any time because nothing can prevent it. Con​sequently, they advise, states must rely on their own power capabilities to achieve security. The best contribution the discipline of international relations can make to national se‑ curity is to investigate the causes of war and thereby help to design "realistic" policies that can prolong intervals of peace. Realists counsel that morality is usually ineffective in a dan​gerous world: a "realistic" understanding of amoral and in​strumental behavior, characteristic of international politics, is necessary if states are not to fall prey to others' ambitions.In looking for explanations for the causes of war, realists, as well as scholars in other approaches to international rela​tions, 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 uni​versal validity, the assumptions they use when analyzing states and explaining their behavior in the international sys​tem 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 con‑ structed in terms of the idealized or hegemonic masculinity described in chapter i. In the name of universality, realists have constructed a worldview based on the experiences of certain men: it is therefore a worldview that offers us only a partial view of reality.

Realists disregard the patriarchal nature of politics while feminists identify the gendered tendencies, making realism obsolete

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 35, MR)

Realists have not reflected on how this (inherited) conceptual baggage, specifically how the conceptions of power, autonomy, sovereignty and world order, are gendered. Most have been content to take the masculinized nature of world politics as yet another natural and immutable 'fact'. In contrast, feminists have called for reflexivity on just such matters, pointing out that the use of gendered imagery in realist texts is highly significant. Thus, feminists have focused not on the 'objective facts' of an anarchic, dangerous world, but rather on how dominant discourses in IR have worked systematically to create a conception of international politics as a realm characterized by ever-present 'threats' and 'dangers' and, in this way, present the world as disorderly and hostile.5 In realist texts, the political community (nation-state) has been constructed as a community of men whose power and autonomy is predicated upon the ability to control and/or dominate those 'outside'. The realist conception of the autonomous state has been juxtapositioned against images of anarchy or a disorderly international 'state of nature'. The use of such imagery has to be seen in terms of a deeply rooted fear of the 'feminine'. Thus, Ann Runyan has argued that: Whether the state has been viewed as continuous with nature, or juxtaposed to nature, its metaphysics has read order, unity, and an intolerance of difference, into both nature and the body politic. This has lead to a suppression and exploitation of all those things defined as 'natural' (including women) and that do not fit into the designs of the white, Western man and his state.6 

Realism not inevitable- incorporation of feminist ideals reconceptualizes the state

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 33, MR)

In the first part of this chapter, realism serves as the point of departure in under­ standing the place of gender in the theorization of the state in IR. To a great extent, the invisibility or marginalization of gender in the study of IR is a consequence of the methodological individualism in realism. Ann Tickner argues that an 'ontology based on unitary states operating in the asocial, anarchical world has provided few entry points for feminist theories, since these were grounded in an epistemology that took social relations as its central category of analysis.'! Realism has been a particular target of feminist critique because it has been an influential-indeed for a long time dominant- approach within IR and has provided a 'common-sense' view of the world for practitioners as well as theorists in IR. As Ann Tickner argued in her critique of realist discourse, 'the most dangerous threat to both a man and a state is to be like a woman because women are weak, fearful, indecisive, and dependent - stereotypes that still surface when assessing women's suitability for the military and the conduct of foreign policy today.'2 Feminist work has contributed to a reconceptualization of the state as a dynamic entity that is made and remade through discourses and practices that embed and reproduce both gendered understandings of the world and particular kinds of gender relations in the world of international politics. Accordingly, the second part of the chapter moves beyond critique to set out the various ways that gender is at work in the practice of 'state-making', specifically in the construction of identities and in the boundaries of political community. The third section of this chapter focuses on gendered conceptions of citizenship. 

A2: BIOLOGICAL DETERMINISM
Turn--The conservative insistence on biological determinism is only a way to maintain dominance in the political sphere

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 42-3, JB)

 Ideologies are often couched in terms of biological determinism, positing narrow genetic or biological causes for complex social behaviors. In the real world, human behavior is always mediated by culture--by systems of meaning and the values they incorporate. The role that biology actually plays varies dramatically and can never be determined without reference to-cultural context. Ideological beliefs may exaggerate the role of biological factors (the argument that men's testosterone explains male homicide rates) or posit biological factors where none need be involved (the argument that because some women during part of their life bear children, all women should care for children and are unfit for politics. Reliance on biological determinism means that ideologies tend to flourish in periods of disruption or transition, when political conservatism serves to buttress traditional power-wielders. And when traditional power-wielders are threatened by change, it is easy and often effective for them to repeat ideological claims that emphasize how natural and therefore unchanging inequality is. 

Gender is not biological or inflexible—depends on societal norms

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 6, JB)

 We learn, through culturally specific socialization, what characteristics are associated with masculinity and femininity and how to assume the identities of men and women. In this sense, "gender refers to characteristics linked to a particular sex by one's culture."5 The specific meanings of and values given to masculinity and femininity vary dramatically over time and across cultures. For example, Western ideals of "manliness" have undergone historical shifts: From the early Greeks through the feudal period, the emphasis was on military heroism and political prowess through male bonding and risk-taking, whereas more modern meanings masculinity stress "competitive individualism, reason, self-control or self-denial, combining respectability as breadwinner and head of household with calculative rationality in public life.6 Moreover, not all cultures have associated either of these conceptions of masculinity with leadership qualities: "Queen mother’s" in Ghana and "clan mothers" in many Native American societies have been accorded power and leadership roles in these matrilineal contexts on the basis of the feminine quality of regeneration of the people and the land.7 It is also the case that there is some play in gender roles even within patrilineal or patriarchal cultures given that men are not exclusively leaders and warriors, and women are not exclusively in charge of maintaining the home and caring for children in these contexts. Due to the variation in meanings attached to femininity and masculinity, we know that expressions of gender are not "fixed" or predetermined: The particulars of gender are always shaped by context. However, these variations still rest on concepts of gender differences and do not necessarily disrupt gender as a relation of inequality.
A2: CURRENT IR GOOD/FEMINISM CAN’T OPERATE IN IR
Status quo systems of international law are only validated by the acceptance of a false objective reality that normalizes the exclusion of all other viewpoints, making them impervious to criticism. Feminist critiques are disregarded because “they’re not how things work,” only further solidifying the masculine norm and perpetuating social hierarchies and political analyses dangerously lacking context.

Joyner and Little, 96 (Chrisopher Joyner - Professor of Government and Foreign Service at Georgetown University and George Little - Adjunct Professor of Government at Georgetown University, “It's Not Nice to Fool Mother Nature- The Mystique of Feminist Approaches to International Environmental Law,” Boston University International Law Journal vol. 14, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/builj14&id=241&type=text&collection=journals, CM) 
How does such objectivity influence international law? As commonly defined, international law is "a body of rules which binds states and other agents in world politics in their relations with one another and is considered to have the status of law."61 The "rule of law" precept that ear marks many political systems, especially in the Western democratic world, permeates not only domestic law; it typifies international law as well.62 It is similar to the "body of rules" notion in the above definition. Both constructs set limits on what states or individuals can or cannot do. The "body of rules" presumes that the law functions as an autonomous delineator of tile boundaries which states cannot cross in their international interactions. According to feminist scholars, autonomy is associated with men. In feminist theory, the normative separation of international law, as an autonomous force, from gendered sources of the law, acts to legitimize the law of nations on male grounds.6" The separation also distinguishes legal analysis from the political, social, economic, and cultural contexts in which people live.64 Men can point to the "body of rules" as an independent, "objective" platform on which to construct and preserve their gendered vision of law.65 Dissent from the international "rule of law" enables those men who control governments to coerce other states or non-state actors with forceful or non-forceful means, and without fear of subsequent guilt or retribution. These male leaders can claim that they are simply protecting the consent-based "rule of law" in the international system.66 Advocates of feminist approaches to international law lack both opportunity and capability to effect great change in the nature and structure of international law. They also lack the normative and tangible coercive means through which their ideas can penetrate male legal discourse and state-directed action. Consequently, prevailing gendered structures of international law tend to discount feminist approaches for their lack of "objectivity" and for their challenge to the "body of rules" and the "rule of law." Contemporary international law, like domestic law, tends to conceal governmental and social hierarchies, as well as distributions of power.67 Women's ideas on law, if they are to successfully influence legal thought, must pass a litmus test created and appraised by male institutions. In effect, this amounts to a gender-based catch-22 for international norm creation. Both international law itself, as well as the criteria for its inherent validation and global legitimization, are conceived as socially-biased constructs rather than universal standards.68 Hence the entire range of international legal rules and the "objective" sources from which they derive have become ripe for feminist criticism on grounds of gender bias.9

Gender roles are not biological—gendered behaviors prove individuals must conform

Peterson and Runyan 99—Peterson is a  Professor in the School of Government and Public Policy at the University of Arizona with courtesy appointments in the Department of Gender and Women’s Studies and Runyan is a  Professor and former Head, Department of Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, University of Cincinnati (V. Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan, Global Gender Issues, p. 37, JB)

In other words-and this illustrates how gender is constructed rather than "natural," obvious, or unchanging-men are not sufficiently masculine simply because they have the appropriate genitalia. Rather, they must continuously demonstrate their claims to being "real men" by distancing themselves from that which is defined as feminine. This distancing may involve avoidance of body decorations, bright colors, ballet, quiche, flowers, child care, gentleness, and asking directions. It may involve fear of acknowledging emotion, needs, vulnerabilities, and desire for affection/intimacy. It may involve exaggerating one/s rationality, competitiveness, and power, or encouraging tough and even violent behaviors. It may involve a preference for scotch, meat-and-potatoes, heavy-metal music, computer games, and exploring unknown territory. The point here is that gender is not established biologically but comes to pervade all aspects of social life. Consider that, in the context of masculinist/heterosexist culture demonstrating that we are "real men" and "real women' matters emotionally and materially; there are a variety of "cost--from mild to deadly--for not conforming to gender stereotypes. Because biological criteria alone do not establish our status as real men and real women we must continuously "perform/' (demonstrate, act out) gender attitudes and behaviors to "prove" that we are conforming appropriately. Doing so makes all of social life a test of our performance: Gender comes to matter in what we wear, eat, and drink; what entertainment and activities we prefer; how we approach risk-taking and dependence; and how we measure intelligence, courage, and leadership. In short, the acting out of gender-and the importance put on doing so appropriately-demonstrates both how gender is not biologically determined (it is not "given by a difference in sex organs) and how polarized gender-differentiation produces and sustains male-female inequalities. Putting so much weight on the differences between men/masculinity and women/femininity ensures that what we share is obscured and that any blurring of gender boundaries-and concomitant erosion of masculinism/heterosexism-feels threatening and is resisted.

Gender should be viewed in a social lens rather than the biological context of the male that epitomizes patriarchy and hyper-masculinity

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 11, MR)

Connell's work, which was alluded to above, has been important in the study of masculinities within the social sciences. Connell has argued that gender should be seen in terms of social and cultural practices that construct gender relations by 'weaving a structure of symbols and interpretation around them and often vastly exaggerating or distorting them' In this view, 'to sustain patriarchal power on the large scale requires the construction of a hyper-masculine ideal of toughness, and dominance' and 'images of physical beauty in women'.13 Thus the male or female body does not confer mas­ culinity or femininity on the individual; it takes on meaning through social practices. Connell has argued that 'meanings in the bodily sense of masculinity concern, above all else, the superiority of men to women, and the exaltation of hegemonic masculinity over specific groups of men, processes that are essential to the domination of women'.14 Just as contemporary feminist thinking tends to stress the multiple identities of women and the specificity of gender in certain localized, cultural contexts, Pease and Pringle stress the need to understand the multiple meanings of masculinity and how men's practices 'vary across a wide range of socio-cultural settings', while recog­ nizing that men and mascsulinities must be studied within the 'context of a clear gender relational framework'. 15 

Male constructions of gender as biological create subjugation and discrimination while feminist view the idea of gender as a social construct and provides the most equal and extensive explanation.

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 7-8, MR)

In everyday usage, the terms 'gender' and 'sex' are frequently used interchangeably. Indeed, one might say the belief that gender differences are rooted in 'natural' andlor essential differences between men and women is so prevalent that the proposition is often simply accepted as uncontested and uncontroversial. In other words the relation­ ship between sex and gender and the 'reality' of essential gender difference is simply imbued as 'common sense'. That this is so can be demonstrated by pointing to how beliefs about gender often give rise to certain prejudices and consequently how pejorative terms are often attached to people and types of behaviour that do not fit into this 'common-sense' view of what the relationship between natural sex and gender should be. Thus 'masculine' women might be derided for acting 'butch', empathetic men might be labelled 'soft', homosexuals characterized as 'queer' and so on. Within feminist discourse, and in much of the social science literatures more generally, this view of gender is now held to be at best unsophisticated and at worst ideological and harmful, serving to justify and legitimize forms of social discrimination by making appeals to 'nature' and/or by constructing those who do not conform to widely held gender stereotypes as in some way odd or deviant. Gender refers not to what men and women are biologically, but to the ideological (or discursive) and material relations that exist between groups of people called 'men' and people called 'women'. The terms 'masculine' and 'feminine' do not describe natural characteristics, but are gender terms. In all societies and in all cultures there are certain emotional and psychological characteristics that are held to be essentially 'male' or 'female'. Similarly, while sex and gender do not coincide naturally, individu­ als who are born as biological males or females are usually expected to develop 'masculine' or 'feminine' character traits and behave in ways appropriate to their gender. So, for example, certain social groups come to be labelled as 'queer' not because homosexuality is 'unnatural', but because it is behaviour that deviates from the dominant social norm of heterosexuality. This view of the social rather than natural relationship between sex and gender challenges biological essentialism or determinist ideas that hold that the constitution of the social world is a reflection of natural differences between different types or groups of people (and indeed animals). Instead, the view of gender as social not natural points to the importance of discursive constructions or inter-subjective understandings of gender; that is, the social meaning and significance attributed to perceived sex differences. Gender is material in the sense that even while one's gender is not necessarily rooted in the materiality of one's sexed body, it is nevertheless embedded in social institutions and practices that reproduce gender identities, gender roles and gender relations. In any given society, one's gender will influence one's entitlement to concretere sources and will be a crucial factor in deciding not only 'who gets what', but also'who can do what' or what one is permitted to 'be' in any given society. However, along with these material factors, gender must be understood in terms of ideas or the ideational realm or social life. Ideologies or discourses on gender play akey role in reproducing certain forms of power relationships. That said, 'dominant’(common-sense) constructions of gender are also challenged and contested in various ways, so thinking about gender invites deeper reflections on certain forms of powerrelations that exist within society and how the social meanings that sustain such rela- tions are constructed, reproduced and are also challenged, contested and renegotiated.Historically, feminism has been concerned with the unequal status of women and so has tended to view gender in terms of unequal social relations that exist between men and women. Feminist groups have struggled to challenge dominant definitions of 'woman' and woman's nature and purpose in order to make arguments in favour of extending economic opportunities and civil and political freedoms to women. Or, taking the example of sexuality, gay liberation groups have reclaimed terms like ‘queer’ and used them politically to infuse homosexuality with positive connotations in ways that challenge the negative construction of gays as social deviants. 

***AFF ANSWERS

PERM SOLVES

Feminist protest must be achieved through pre-existing political organizations it directly challenge male-dominated politics

Steans 06 (Jill, Professor of Gender in international relations, Ph.D, “Gender and international relations: issues, debates and future directions,” p. 40-41, MR)

Thus when we think about processes of social identification we need to be sensitive to the operation of power in the ascription of identitiesY In concentrating on the imagined community of the nation and nationalist constructions of identity, feminists have demonstrated that taking for granted the primacy of this concrete, familiar and seem­ ingly 'unproblematic' example of collective identity disguises how power relations are implicated in the construction and ascription of identityY The struggle to create nation-states as political communities involves the institution­ alization of gender differences. As the political map of the world this century has been drawn and redrawn, political spaces called nation-states have been carved and the boundaries between 'insiders' and 'outsiders' demarcated. Women have participated in struggles for national independence and self-determination33 and in so doing have often challenged and transformed the 'authentic identities' that nationalist discourse often seeks to preserve and reproduce.34 When participating in struggle, women have not only desired emancipation from foreign domination; they also, often implicitly, sometimes explicitly, challenge many of those same 'authentic' cultural traditions that have historically legitimized patriarchal relations. The participation of women has often constituted a direct challenge to the privileged position of men within the social order and, to some degree, resulted in fluidity in social relations.35 However, the possibilities for achieving advances in the status of women as a group have been constrained by the discourse of nationalism. It is not unusual to find that women who have actively campaigned for women's rights have been stigmatized and accused of betraying the nation. The desire to achieve changes in the position of women has sometimes been portrayed as a betrayal of cultural or national identity. Chatterjee has argued that the relationship between the 'women's question' and nationalism is inherently problematic. The problem arises because one politics is taken over and spoken for by another. When the imagined community of the nation is authorized as the most authentic unit of collective identity, men are often in positions of power and so able to define its meaning.36 Furthermore, women's protest must be seen in the context of pre-existing political organizations and socio-economic structures. Women frequently have a 'domestic orientation' to a lifestyle devoted to the home and family relations. Men, on the other hand, have a 'public orientation' to a lifestyle concerned with extra-domestic matters of economic, political and military import. While the distinction between domestic and public orientations should not be seen as a distinction between political and non­ political spheres of activity, women's power is more diffused and individualized outside the bureaucratic structures of society, while men's power is more coordinated within an institutionalized framework. Women's protests also have to be understood not only in terms of pre-existing political organizations and socio-economic structures, but also in terms of the 'internalities' of political protest. In many ways women's own political powers are derived from their 'domestic orientation'. Thus, motherhood can come to be seen as a national duty and act. This seems to be especially true of older and less­ educated women. Where women assert themselves in a political role as women they may be well received, even honoured, but once they step outside the boundary of the home and domestic roles they are often subjected to rough treatment in male-orientated societies.37 Women's political struggles do not occur in a vacuum but are determined by the goals and methods of wider social movements and wider power structures. The pursuit of 'interests' implies access to institutions that already in some sense embody male dominance and patriarchy. Callaway and Ridd have argued that institutionalized power is for the most part controlled by men and that where women enter the public domain they generally do so within a male-ordered framework. 38 For these reasons it is extremely difficult to politicize the 'women's question', and consequently it is easily and coercively spoken for by the discourse of nationalism.39 When gender relations are introduced into the analysis of nationalism, it encourages us to reassess nationalist political movements and to ask whether nationalism is 'progressive' or 'liberating' and, if so, from whose perspective. As the forces of nationalist struggle have drawn and redrawn the political map of the world this century, carving out political spaces and demarcating the boundaries between 'insiders' and 'outsiders', what has motivated women who have participated in nationalist struggles and what have been the consequences for the world's women? To what extent have women achieved lasting changes in their status? Asking questions of this kind raises further questions about how power relations operate and how existing social and economic conditions constrain the possibilities for achieving advances in the status of women as a group. 
Rejecting gendered politics while still engaging in realism can still solve

Lind 5 (Michael, Executive Editor of the National Interest, “Of Arms and the Woman,” Jan 20,http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt) AK

The first thing that must be said about the feminist critique of realism is that it is by no means incompatible with realism, properly understood. In fact, realist theory can hardly be recognized in the feminist caricature of it. Take the idea of the innate human propensity for conflict. Although some realist thinkers such as Hans Morgenthau have confused the matter (often under the influence of Reinhold Niebuhr) with misleading talk of "original sin," the controlling idea of realism is that there is an ineradicable potential for conflict between human beings--"men" in the inclusive, gender-neutral sense-- when they are organized in groups. Realism is not about conflict between individual men, that is, males; if it were, it would be a theory of barroom brawls or adolescent male crime. It is about conflict between rival communities, and those communities include women and men alike.

Feminist critics of realism, then, begin by attacking a straw man, or a straw male. Even worse, they tend to indulge in the stereotypes that they otherwise abhor: aggression is "male," conciliation is "female." To their credit, most feminist theorists are aware of this danger, ever mindful of their dogma that all sexual identity is socially constructed, ever fearful that they will hear the cry of "Essentialist!" raised against them. Thus Enloe, in an earlier book called Bananas, Beaches and Bases: Making Feminist Sense of International Politics, struggles with how to answer what she calls "the `What about Margaret Thatcher?' taunt." Her answer is that women like Margaret Thatcher and Jeane Kirkpatrick reinforce the patriarchy by making international conflict look "less man-made, more people-made and thus more legitimate and harder to reverse." Enloe applies this analysis consistently--right-wing women like Phyllis Schlafly are pawns of the patriarchal-militarist power structure, while left-wing women like the Greenham Common Women are disinterested proponents of the good of humanity. Still, Enloe is troubled enough to return to the question: "some women's class aspirations and their racist fears lured them into the role of controlling other women for the sake of imperial rule." Admit that, however, and you are close to conceding the point about collective human behavior made by realists. Then there is "the state." Here, too, there is nothing in realism that cannot accommodate many feminine observations about the particular patriarchal features of particular historic states. The realist definition of "the state" as a sovereign entity with an existence and a strategy distinct from that of individuals is very broad, including medieval duchies and ancient empires-- and, perhaps, female biker gangs. Realist theory holds no preference for the modern nation-state, though a word might be spoken in its defense. Again and again in feminist writings one encounters the claim that the modern nation- state is inherently "gendered," as though its predecessors--feudal dynastic regimes, theocratic empires, city-states, tribal amphictyonies--were not even more rigidly patriarchal.
The perm solves – critical thinking fails without inclusion of problem-solving

Keohane, 98 Professor of Political Science at Princeton University, President of the International Studies Association (Robert, 3/98, "Beyond Dichotomy: Conversations Between International Relations and Feminist Theory", International Studies Quarterly, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2600824, JPW)
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. 
Perm solves – Current IR can be expanded to adequately represent the feminist perspective
Joyner and Little, 96 (Chrisopher Joyner - Professor of Government and Foreign Service at Georgetown University and George Little - Adjunct Professor of Government at Georgetown University, “It's Not Nice to Fool Mother Nature- The Mystique of Feminist Approaches to International Environmental Law,” Boston University International Law Journal vol. 14, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/builj14&id=241&type=text&collection=journals, CM) 
Within the past four decades, however, women have made considerable and important contributions to international legal discourse.51 Feminists no doubt are pleased with this development. Still, they continue to question a worldwide legal order that men ensconced long ago. International law, feminists presume, still contains many traces of sex-based bias and partiality in favor of males. Not surprisingly, the same fatal flaws can be inferred to taint international environmental law, which has been negoti ated, agreed upon, and promulgated by men, through an inherently male biased international legal system. Feminists criticize the normative structure and rhetoric of international law as reflecting and reinforcing a system that serves the priorities of men in power and subordinates women."2 Notwithstanding this indictment, feminists believe that international law can be expanded to incorporate a feminist perspective.63 The initial step in a feminist reconstruction of the international legal system is to achieve equal representation in the decision-making roles within states and international organizations. Attaining a one-to-one ratio of female-to-male representatives, some feminists assert, would bring women's concerns more readily to the table for discussion. The current proportion in which male representatives greatly outnumber female representatives provides a political environment in which "female" issues (e.g., sex discrimination, domestic violence and socio-eco nomic inequity) are relegated to a separate sphere and tend to be set aside."4 The reason why is clear: saliency of such issues is low for men, who have little vested interest in pursuing drastic policies of change. Thus, a paramount goal of feminist legal thought is to create an international legal system that represents not just women and the concerns of women, but rather one that addresses the concerns of both women and men as human beings.

Perm solves - Deconstructing IR from within current systems of international politics to solve hegemonic masculinization.
Hooper 01 (teacher of Gender politics and IR, lecturer at University of West England, 01[Charlotte, Manly States: Masculinities,) International Relations, and Gender Politics Columbia University Press, New York. p227
The power of such struggles over masculine identities, as I argue, depends to some extent on their taking part in a space that has been naturalized as a masculine space. If the environment is no longer so clearly a masculine one, then some of the imagery loses its genderspecific connotations, while the rest loses the power of naturalization. Cracks in the edifice of masculinism are appearing, not only with the arrival of feminist scholarship and a number of postpositivist fellow travelers who take gender seriously, but also in that gender issues are beginning to be addressed, however crudely, by more mainstream IR contributors. 

Perm solves – no division between reformist and transformist. Even marginal inclusion can solve.

Hooper 01 (teacher of Gender politics and IR, lecturer at University of West England,  [Charlotte, Manly States: Masculinities,) International Relations, and Gender Politics Columbia University Press, New York. p228
Perhaps feminist contributions to IR cannot, and should not, be divided so easily into reformist and transformist varieties. Changes in the representation of women and feminism in The Economist in the latter half of the 1990s, and a recognition by academics such as Fukuyama that women matter to international relations, may mark the beginnings of an epistemological shift. These—albeit as yet minor—influences occurred after the introduction of feminist imagery at the margins of the newspaper and the recognition of feminist issues at the margins of IR discourse. Habitual exposure to feminist ideas, however critically or derisorily received, may of itself result in eventual changes to the accepted parameters of discourse.
LINK TURN – DEMOCRATIZATION

Women’s status increases through technological advancement and democratization. 

Hawkesworth 01 (Mary E. Professor of Women’s and Gender Studies and Senior Scholar at the Center for American Women and Politics at Rutgers University “Democratization and Gender Politics in South Korea”, Gender, Globalization, and Democratization, pg. 223-228, SW)

Consultants currently offering advice on democratic consolidation are drawing heavily on "modernization theory," which assumes that capitalism will itself produce liberal democracy, which in tum will elevate women's status. On this view, integrating women into the modem labor force is deemed the basis for their liberation. This assumption is predicated upon a belief that modem methods of production will generate modernist belief systems, including commitments to representative government. Specifically, the adoption of modern machine technologies is expected to promote norms of rationality, universalism, and egalitarianism, which in turn engender mobility and achievement. In principle, these rules of "modern" society negate ascription standards-including gender-as determinants of the individual's socioeconomic and political status. Thus opportunities for women are expected to expand as technological advancement makes production less a function of physical strength. Greater employment opportunities supposedly contribute to higher aspirations and expectations as women begin to recognize their own economic power. On this view, inclusion of women in the modern industrial economy contributes to a greater open-mindedness, resulting in the destruction of the patriarchal ideology that has justified women's exclusion from the "socially valued" productive sphere and from participation in the institutions of state.

WITHDRAWING TROOPS SOLVES

Removal of troops decreases the female oppression

Murray 2003, JD at Columbia, (Jennifer, 34 Columbia Human Rights Law Review 475, Spring, lexis)
Although people may be trafficked for a variety of reasons, including sweatshop labor, domestic servitude, and agricultural work, the trafficking of women and children for sexual exploitation is particularly pervasive n76 and lucrative. n77 Women are trafficked into prostitution, stripping, peep shows, and massage parlors. n78 It is believed that over one million women are trafficked worldwide each year. n79The gendered nature of trafficking derives from laws and customs that have universally and historically promoted the sexual and economic exploitation of women and girls. n80 This gender-based discrimination often intersects with discrimination based on race, ethnicity, and religion, thus trapping women in situations of "double or triple marginalization." n81 Women in less developed countries are particularly vulnerable to trafficking because of poverty and lack of opportunities arising from traditional family structures, discriminatory wage and labor practices, lack of access to education, customary religious and social practices, and cultures of male privilege. n82 Moreover, when the feminization of poverty pushes women to migrate, restrictions on opportunities for legal migration, combined with the fact that most of the jobs  [*492]  available to women are unregulated, serve to further marginalize female migrants. n83There has also been a rise in trafficking among women who are fleeing political instability and internal armed conflict. n84 In the wake of war, as women become the main or only source of income for families who have lost men and boys, they are increasingly seeking economic opportunities abroad n85 and thus are more vulnerable to recruitment by traffickers. The rise in trafficking of women in post-conflict areas has been exacerbated by the presence of the United Nations; indeed, U.N. peacekeepers stationed in areas of armed conflict worldwide have been accused of participating in trafficking for sexual exploitation. n86
WITHDRAWING TROOPS SOLVES – IRAQ

American imperialism in Iraq only strengthens American masculinity

Christensen, 2005 MS in sociology, 8—BS in sociology from State U of NY, Magna Cum Laude. MS in sociology, U Wisconsin-Madison. PhD expected in Spring 2010 (Wendy, “Cowboy of the World? Gender Discourse and the Iraq War Debate,” http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/2/2/ 8/8/pages22889/p22889-1.php, AMiles, EB)

As cowboy masculinity originates with the Western cowboy in the United States who fought Native Americans to civilize the West the notion of cultural imperialism is implicit in cowboy masculinity. The Western cowboy notion evoked in war debate by those who are pro-war constructs cowboy masculinity against those who are uncivilized “savages.” The dichotomy of civilized/non-civilized is utilized in discourse to evoke a specific and unequal set of power relations. For pro-war actors, military action is justifiable as Iraq is considered an uncivilized, barbaric country of savages that needs to be civilized; “when you're confronted with evil dictators who are totally uncivilized and barbaric, sometimes war is the only answer” (Fox News 1/23/03). In a NPR discussion a pro-war actor critiques the president’s explanation of European reluctance to attack Iraq in terms of civilization; “the president describes those who disagree with his strategy on terrorism as not belonging to the civilized world” (NPR 9/3/02). Anti-war actors critique this civilized/uncivilized dichotomy as imperialistic. A strong anti- war editorial in the New York Times compares Bush’s call for going to war with Iraq to US conquering the “uncivilized” Indians as they expanded West; “this new fight isn't logical -- it's cultural. It is the latest chapter in the culture wars, the conservative dream of restoring America's sense of Manifest Destiny…The Bushies want to bring back the imperial, imperious presidency.” (NYT 9/22/02)

WITHDRAWING TROOPS SOLVES – AFGHANISTAN

US military presence in Afghanistan perpetuates male dominance in the military

Pettman, 04 (2004, Jan Jindy, Director of Centre for Women’s Studies at The Australian National University. “Feminist International Relations After 9/11”, Volume X Issue 2, p.88-89, EB)

It is quite wrong however to suggest that gender had disappeared or even that women were not present. Women appeared in ways long embedded in the gendered war story. They appeared alongside men as victims and relatives of victims of 9/11. Quite quickly Afghan women also appeared as victims of the deadly Taliban regime. They figured in a familiar guise, as symbols of difference, of Otherness, as border guards of the boundaries between Us and Them, marking their culture/religion, lack of civilization, barbarity, and unreformed religion.27 They were utilized in the equally familiar rescue romance, an international triangle: our men setting out to rescue their women, from their men. The myth of protection foists upon men responsibilities of soldiering and on women the function of being those for whom men must fight, underlining men as agents and women as passive pawns in international politics, regardless of what individual men and women are doing. These gendered civic identities also legitimize the military solution as a humanitarian, indeed progressive intervention. As many feminists, Afghani and international, pointed out, this was too easy a discovery of outrage and too sudden a conversion to the rights of Afghan women as “rights of convenience.”28 In a disconcerting twist, the plight of Afghan women was highlighted after 9/11 by Laura Bush and Cherie Blair, wives of the primary war leaders, as if it was a “women’s issue” or auxiliary aspect rather than a human rights or human security issue. Why not before? Why not now? Why not in other states hostile to women’s rights, for example in Saudi Arabia?29

NO IMPACT – WOMEN’S RIGHTS HIGH NOW

Women’s rights are high now, examples prove.

Smith 08 (Dee Dee, “The Womens Rights Movement) http://activism.suite101.com/article.cfm/the_womens_rights_movement) AK

The success of the women’s rights movement is evident when we see females like Senator Hillary Clinton and many others running for and holding political offices. It is also evident in institutions of higher learning, religious institutions and even in the board room. Nonetheless, because young women in America have always enjoyed these liberties, are these freedoms as valued as they were by the foremothers of the movement?  Recently many news stories have spoken of the injustices concerning women in the Middle East. One such story was told on court television. It was about a woman from Iran who risked all that she had to escape that country. She’d desired that her daughters experience the freedoms of a more liberated/equal society. Her hopes for her daughters included higher education, equal employment opportunities, freedom to marry/not marry, freedom to reproduce/not reproduce and protection from sexual abuse/violence. Because the daughters came to America at very young ages, they never really witnessed or experienced the oppression their mother fought so hard to escape. Consequently, to the mother’s dismay, the daughters did not value freedom in the same way that the mother had. The Women’s Rights Movement - Historians credit Susan B. Anthony and Elizabeth Cady Stanton for the birth of the women’s rights movement. Although the heart of the struggle centered around achieving the right to vote, these women and many other women's rights activists fought for the complete equality of/justice for women in America. Some of the battles fought and accomplishments won by this movement include:     * The right to vote     * Gender equality/equal employment opportunity     * Protection of women’s rights in divorce     * Laws/tough penalties for rape and sexual violence against women     * The promotion of higher education for women     * Passing of sexual harassment laws     * Implementation of laws/services to stop/protect against domestic violence     * Reduction of poverty and economic growth for women
NO IMPACT – PATRIARCHY = PURSUIT OF HAPPINESS

No Impact - Patriarchy is the just the product of people’s pursuit of happiness

Goldberg, 1999 (Steven, Chairman of the Department of Sociology, City College, City University of New York, “The Inevitability of Patriarchy” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/gmklass/foi/readings/patriarchygoldberg.htm, EB)

But it is not only expectations that lead to the high-status roles in a society being designated masculine.  This arrangement also reflects a society's tendency to try to maximize individual happiness.  For consider what would happen if a society did not socialize women away from competing with men, from its not directing girls toward roles women are more capable of playing, or with status low enough that men will not strive for them.  No doubt some women would be aggressive enough to succeed in competitions with men and there would be considerably more women in high-status positions than there are now.  But most women would lose in such competitive struggles with men (because men have the aggression advantage), and so most adult women would be forced to live lives as failures in areas in which the society had wanted them to succeed.  It is women, far more than men, who would never allow a situation in which girls were socialized in such a way that the vast majority of them were doomed to adult lifetimes of failure to live up to their own expectations.  If women did not develop an alternative set of criteria for success, their sense of their own competence would suffer intolerably.  Our system of patriarchal sex roles is just this society's way of trying to maximize the individual
PATRICARCHY INEV

Patriarchy is inevitable, based on male and female hormonal differences

Goldberg, 1999 (Steven, Chairman of the Department of Sociology, City College, City University of New York, “The Inevitability of Patriarchy” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/gmklass/foi/readings/patriarchygoldberg.htm, EB)

The thesis put forth here is that the hormonal renders the social inevitable.  Because of hormonal differences between males and females, it is inevitable that males will be socialized to aspire to the roles that have highest status in a society.  Our biology makes the social arrangement known as patriarchy --the rule of males --inevitable. It is true (as the feminists never tire of pointing out) that what are considered masculine roles in one society may be considered feminine roles in another society.  Of far greater importance, however, is the fact that in every known society the masculine roles are rewarded with higher status than the feminine roles.  The role of healer might be a masculine role in a society such as ours, and a feminine role in some other culture; but in any society that accords this role high status, the expectation will be that it will be filled principally be men. The reason for this is simply that men are by nature more aggressive than women, and social arrangements have been designed to accommodate this fact.

NO ALT SOLVENCY – REINFORCES GENDER HIERARCHIES
Turn and alt doesn’t solve: feminist thought just reproduces gender stereotypes

Witworth, 94 prof of political science and female studies @ York U, (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.

Turn - The rhetoric of the negative reinforces patriarchy through comfortable stereotype assumptions. 

Witworth 94 prof of political science and female studies @ York U (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 alternative refuses to recognize and take into account any sort of contradictory feminist arguments, creating dichotomies between different feminist groups and approving a counter-elite in the world of the alternative. 
Goetz 91, research fellow in Development studies at U of Sussex,(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 “complicates” in contributing to the continued ‘degradation’ 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.

Turn - Exclusionary discourse of feminists is based in neoliberalist, exclusionary hierarchies based off the 

Honkanen, 07 (Katriina Honkanen, contributor to Rhizomes, “Deconstructive Intersections, http://www.rhizomes.net/issue14/honkanen.html, Summer 2007, EB)

How should we approach the question of othering in academic feminism? Should we conceptualize feminisms' others through the concept of identity, a concept that operates through exclusion? Or should we consider the problem of othering as one related to the hegemony of poststructuralist feminist theory that excludes the real life experiences of "ordinary women"? Should othering be seen as a problem that can be solved through more inclusive theories or should it be understood as a mechanism of meaning making that cannot be overcome through refinements of theory? The question of who is speaking in the name of feminism has been central ever since feminists started to question the white heteronormative thinking that feminism presented as universal (Lorde, 1988; Anzaldúa, 1987; Mohanty, 1988). Considering the nature of questions concerning exclusion it is crucial to continue asking them in various ways and from multiple perspectives. This essay asks these questions in ways particularly relevant to the current situation of feminists working with a rhetoric that is dominant in Finnish equality discourses "Since I have not broken the ties that bind me to underclass poor black community, I have seen that knowledge, especially that which enhances daily life and strengthens our capacity to survive, can be shared. It means that critics, writers, academics have to give the same critical attention to nurturing and cultivating our ties to black communities that we give to writing articles, teaching, and lecturing" (hooks, 1990: 30).I have experienced the predominantly middle class, white heterosexual spaces that equality politics center around. I am sure many can relate to my wonder at listening to political speeches concerning equality and feeling excluded. Trying to solve this puzzle I have thought that perhaps politics is like this—a democratic majority-rule that through some detour would also benefit me or start speaking about me. Many times women have been preoccupied with an identity politics that did not speak to my queer gender identity. Was I included "in theory"? [2] My non-academic lesbian friends tell me that I am being too academic when I discuss equality politics or gender issues. My language is strange. They might even be doing identity politics through excluding my academic language culture from the issues that they consider relevant to their lives. At those instances I like to recall bell hooks' words, when she says that she does not only talk postmodernism to "intellectuals and academics" but also to non-academic friends. However, the relevance of one's theories might not always be received as relevant. Those outside academe might not be interested and they might even be opposed to being addressed as if they were, or should be. I think about the often quoted passage in Spivak's "Can the subaltern speak?": when we speak for the other we speak ourselves (Spivak, 1994). How am I speaking when I "speak equality" and to whom am I addressing my politics? What values am I promoting and what ethics am I motivated by in my feminist politics? [3] So the problems concerning feminisms' others are complex ones. This article aims to discuss othering in relation to the politics of representation. I discuss various examples of feminist practices by focusing on how these practices other a substantial number of feminist issues in the dominant Finnish equality discourses. On the basis of this, I argue for the benefits of a deconstructive feminist politics—both on a practical policy level and an academic theoretical level. I consider this important in order to take responsibility for the problems related to representational politics, since "the power to impose on people representations of themselves, or of others on their behalf, is intrinsically oppressive" (Braidotti, 2006: 13). Theoretically my work is predominantly situated as part of European and Nordic theoretical discussions concerning equality discourse and intersectional theories.[4] Feminists have shown the problems involved in an identity politics (for a discussion see Phoenix & Pattynama, 2006) and pointed at the unavoidable complicity we have in the very power we oppose. A deconstructive politics that takes this critique seriously needs to proceed through careful deconstruction of the very discourses that it is constituted by. This enables us to see and problematize the extent to which our practices are constituted by the political climate and global situation we inescapably find ourselves in. We have to begin to deconstruct the neoliberal individualist and Judeo-Christian values that our ideals and values concerning human rights and equality usually are based on, especially in an intellectual atmosphere where these values are considered unproblematically "secular." This not because one would want to give up all values and finally become somehow "secular," but because feminists, as knowledge producing and political agents, have always wanted to problematize our complicity in power. A deconstruction of the equality discourse hinders a reformist approach that would firmly place one inside the parameters of the particular political discourse one operates with. Deconstructing the equality discourse reveals its ethical rootedness in a Judeo-Christian value system and a liberal individual political discourse (Badiou, 2004). Equality discourses are essential systems of power that neoliberal market economies operate through (Thornton, 2006: 155).

NO ALT SOLVENCY – THIRD WORLD FEMINISTS

Turn and alt doesn’t solve: feminism silences voices of non-Western, non-white women

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

Third world women have accused first world 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 extent 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.
Struggles of third-world women and Western women are not the same: alt fails because it doesn’t incorporate third world views

Oloka-Onyango and Tamale, 95 Joe Oloka-Onyango is a Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, Makerere University, Uganda, and spent the 1994-1995 academic year as a Visiting Professor at the University of Minnesota.Sylvia Tamale holds law degrees from Makerere University (Uganda) and Harvard Law School. She is currently a doctoral student in Sociology and Feminist Studies at the University of Minnesota, (“The Personal is Political” or Why Womens Rights are Indeed Human Rights. J. Oloka-Onyango and Slyvia Tamale. Human Rights Quarterly 17.4, 691-731 . Project Muse, JPW)
Recalling the basic themes of this essay, for women in the south, the slogan "the personal is political" tells only half the story of the multiple dimensions of gender oppression by which they are confronted.44 To complete the picture of the third world situation, that slogan would have to be married to another, "the local is global." The latter conveys the message that local circumstances and conditions of patriarchy and exploitation in the third world are intricately connected to international conditions. Those factors extend beyond the androcentric construct of the international legal regime on which the theoretical discourse in the reviewed volumes largely hinge.45 When a husband batters his wife, two dynamics are at play. The first dynamic corresponds to the political character of the seemingly personal act sanctioned by the forces of patriarchy and domination. Furthermore, there is a manifest distinction between the personal in Western and nonwestern societies. In the African context, this distinction emanates from the largely communitarian and extended-family complex of relations. This is a phenomenon very distinct from the spatially atomized individual existence that is more typical of Western societies. In short, the province of the personal in Africa is legion.46 The second dynamic in the African context must invariably be linked to the global public sphere which impacts on local space in a variety of different and complex ways, including that of private actors, such as transnational corporations, banks, and arms dealers. At the political level, western women do not often confront the state (or any of these other actors) through the medium of a global network of imperialist relations that impact upon the African state. In sum, what in Africa appears to be a local political act is compounded by the frustrations and tensions set in motion by global forces. 

Alt fails: even if your movement spreads globally, without inclusion of third-world women there is no solvency

Oloka-Onyango and Tamale, 95 Joe Oloka-Onyango is a Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, Makerere University, Uganda, and spent the 1994-1995 academic year as a Visiting Professor at the University of Minnesota.Sylvia Tamale holds law degrees from Makerere University (Uganda) and Harvard Law School. She is currently a doctoral student in Sociology and Feminist Studies at the University of Minnesota, (“The Personal is Political” or Why Womens Rights are Indeed Human Rights. J. Oloka-Onyango and Slyvia Tamale. Human Rights Quarterly 17.4, 691-731 . Project Muse, JPW)
Taking the phenomenon of cultural relativism as another example, it is quite clear that its emergence and growth in the south is not simply linked to local conditions of domination and patriarchy, but is directly related to the increasing differentiation third world communities are experiencing under current global economic and political policies. The narrow application of culture thus serves as both an escape valve for frustration with the stifling economic order and a hook on which patriarchy can further consolidate its local hegemony. In other words, the internal domestic structure of a single third world nation is increasingly determined by the political economy of international law and relations. To forget this is to produce a truncated feminism with little resonance for the vast majority of African women. Given these links, the failure to fully integrate third world perspectives into theoretical analyses of international feminism will lead only to partial solutions to the problem of the universal marginalization of women. As a result, it will have serious implications for the evolution of the movement. This will be so even if the feminist agenda succeeds in making inroads at the international level.

A cross-cultural approach that includes third-world feminists is necessary for the alt to solve

Oloka-Onyango and Tamale, 95 Joe Oloka-Onyango is a Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, Makerere University, Uganda, and spent the 1994-1995 academic year as a Visiting Professor at the University of Minnesota.Sylvia Tamale holds law degrees from Makerere University (Uganda) and Harvard Law School. She is currently a doctoral student in Sociology and Feminist Studies at the University of Minnesota, (“The Personal is Political” or Why Womens Rights are Indeed Human Rights. J. Oloka-Onyango and Slyvia Tamale. Human Rights Quarterly 17.4, 691-731 . Project Muse, JPW)
At the same time, there are genuine issues that need to be considered within the specific sociocultural context with which one is confronted. This implies a need for a cross—rather than supra—cultural approach that simultaneously confronts the inequities and contradictions on both sides of the geopolitical divide and divests itself of the arrogance that fired the Christian crusades of erstwhile eras, and the gerrymandered and autocratic fiat of the colonial African chief that still exists today. Only then can we overcome a deterministic approach to the issue. The struggle to achieve genuine universality—a universality that considers human rights in their broadest possible framework, irrespective of geopolitical boundaries—must come to terms with these basic factors. To borrow from Abdullahi An-Na’im, the universality of human rights, “should therefore be sought and achieved through sustained intra-cultural and cross-cultural dialogue, rather than as an abstract, culturally neutral proposition which it can never be.” Without this dialogue, any international action is doomed to be dominated by a single ideology or perspective. The personal is political, but the political is extremely rich and diverse. Nowhere is this more clearly illustrated than in the promise and the failings of the main instrument for women’s rights at the international level—CEDAW.

Alt fails: incorporation of third-world voices into feminism is a prerequisite to solving patriarchy

Oloka-Onyango and Tamale, 95 Joe Oloka-Onyango is a Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, Makerere University, Uganda, and spent the 1994-1995 academic year as a Visiting Professor at the University of Minnesota.Sylvia Tamale holds law degrees from Makerere University (Uganda) and Harvard Law School. She is currently a doctoral student in Sociology and Feminist Studies at the University of Minnesota, (“The Personal is Political” or Why Womens Rights are Indeed Human Rights. J. Oloka-Onyango and Slyvia Tamale. Human Rights Quarterly 17.4, 691-731 . Project Muse, JPW)

For that reason alone, third world feminism must confront directly and become engaged in the formulation of any international women's human rights agenda and the elaboration of a cogent theory or theories in the area. In the process, attempts must be made to overcome the strictures to genuine solidarity and transnational mutual respect and commonality. Such a process must be consciously undertaken not only as part of the transformative challenge, but also in the quest for the cross-pollination and fertilization of ideas and strategies. The anthologies reviewed here are a necessary beginning to this process, and their most welcome feature is the extensive incorporation of diverse third world feminist voices. This stands in stark contrast to the usual international anthologies, conferences, and journals that feature the token third world scholar.39 Further interrogation of this issue, however, entails a closer look at the division of topics and themes adopted in the anthologies under review. Aside from Gender Violence, which is exclusively by African women, both Women's Rights and Human Rights reflect a broad division of labor. Discussion on international feminist theory is generally dominated by contributors from the north. The regional studies and particularities of female oppression (usually with a regional or country focus) are primarily covered by scholars from the south.40 Considering only the case of Women's Rights, to demonstrate this point, the northern writers cover issues such as the need for feminist transformation, international feminism as a movement, and women's rights at the United Nations.41 The theoretical discussion of the "public and the private" excludes all of the southern voices, and can only lead to the unfortunate conclusion that the editors presumed a comity of perspectives between north and south on this issue. This criticism does not suggest that issues of theory are not implicated in the regional or particularist contributions, but the matters they are addressing (with the notable exceptions of the contributions by Nadia Youseff, Arati Rao, and Sima Wali) speak volumes of the relations of power, access, and intellectual hegemony within international feminism. Nine of the ten regional studies, for example, are by southerners. The importance of this issue in the struggle for more effective and representational theories about social and political minorities within an international framework is pointed out by David Slater in a recent study of the history of theoretical discourse on international questions. Slater points out that the tendency to erase theory from the history of nonwestern societies has been, "a pivotal strategy in the West's construction of an international division of intellectual labour, and the turn towards a global agenda has been marked by a continued reflection of the same construction." 

Fem IR is a western criticism that replicates white dominance. 

Oloka-Onyango and Tamale, 95 -Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, Makerere University, Uganda, and spent the 1994-1995 academic year as a Visiting Professor at the University of Minnesota. Sylvia Tamale holds law degrees from Makerere University (Uganda) and Harvard Law School. She is currently a doctoral student in Sociology and Feminist Studies at the University of Minnesota, (“The Personal is Political” or Why Womens Rights are Indeed Human Rights. J. Oloka-Onyango and Slyvia Tamale. Human Rights Quarterly 17.4, 691-731 . Project Muse, JPW)

In tandem with such an approach, feminists in third world contexts must be wary of cooptation and exploitation-a trait of western societies that appears to not respect boundaries of sex-particularly because the dominant mode of international feminism reflects the dominant character and color of international relations, Bourgeois/white, often predatory, and paternalistic.26 As Maivan  Lam has recently pointed out in an article aptly entitled, Feeling Foreign in Feminism, the agenda of Western feminism appears not only to be off target, but also "filmic."27 According to Lam, Western feminism is "too cleanly and detachedly representational, with little connection to the ongoing lives of women who have experienced racial or colonial discrimination... ."28 Vasuki Nesiah is even more critical of the transposition of Western feminism onto the international scene because it ignores" global contradictions"29 by emphasizing the commonality of women's experience. Instead, she urges theorists to look at gender identities as being "continually reconstituted through social processes."30 The bond that is necessary for a coalition to evolve within international feminism cannot be created from a romanticized sisterhood that assumes common oppression of all women."' Rather, such bonding can only occur after women's diverse priorities and interests have been recognized and the various barriers to this goal have been identified by the international community of women.

NO ALT SOLVENCY – INDIVIDUAL REJECTIONS FAILS
Individual promotion of feminist standpoint epistemology fails—only a community reevaluation can solve

Rolin 07—Professor at the Academy of Finland Research Fellow at Helsinki School of Economics (Kristina, Episteme, “The Bias Paradox in Feminist Standpoint Epistemology”, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/episteme/v003/3.1rolin.html, JB)
For a long time feminist standpoint epistemology has relied on the power of visual and spatial images such as "perspectives" and "standpoints." The very term "standpoint" evokes an image of a position where one stands and views the object of inquiry from a particular "perspective" (Pohlhaus 2002, 288). Even though this image has been fruitful in feminist epistemology, it is time to acknowledge that it creates more problems than it solves. One problem is that it imports a foundationalist theory of epistemic justification into feminist epistemology. The visual and spatial image of a "standpoint" easily leads us into thinking that we need a "view from nowhere" in order to be able to compare different perspectives. I have argued that a contextualist theory of epistemic justification offers an alternative to a "view from nowhere." A context of default entitlements provides a "situated" standard of impartiality that enables us to assess the relative merits of two or more socially grounded perspectives. Another problem generated by visual and spatial images is that it is not clear what we assess when we assess socially grounded perspectives. I have argued that it is possible to identify and evaluate an assumption that manifests [End Page 134] a socially grounded perspective. This requires that we specify a context of epistemic justification. I have not yet said anything about standpoints and how they differ from perspectives. So, let me explain what a standpoint is in a contextualist theory of epistemic justification. In contextualism, epistemic justification takes place in a context of default entitlements. In any context, some assumptions are likely to function as default entitlements simply in virtue of the fact that no one has yet challenged them in an appropriate way. This may be due to the fact that scientific communities are dispersed in institutions and societies that have limited the access of many social groups into scientific education and profession in many ways. Contextualism suggests that opening a community to wider participation as well as to outside criticism increases the likelihood that some default assumptions are challenged in appropriate ways. The more diversity there is in a scientific community, the more likely it is that its default assumptions are challenged, and consequently either defended, modified, or abandoned. So, I suggest that a standpoint is a commitment to diversity in a scientific community. To summarize, a socially grounded perspective is not simply a view from a social position. It is a matter of doing research with certain moral and social values. Also a standpoint involves moral and social values, but moral and social values have a different function in a standpoint from the one they have in a socially grounded perspective. A standpoint is a matter of building scientific communities which are committed to diversity and responsive to criticism coming from other communities. So, whereas a socially grounded perspective is something that an individual can realize in her inquiry, a standpoint is a community achievement.2 
NO ALT SOLVENCY – RADICALISM

Feminists fail because their epistemological standpoint uses radical extremist jumps that would better be solved through policy changes

Walby 1 (Sociology Department, University of Leeds (Sylvia, “Against Epistemological Chasms: The Science Question in Feminism Revisited,” Signs, Vol. 26, No. 2 (Winter, 2001), pp. 485-509, JSTOR) AK 

The conclusion that there are no epistemological chasms means that there is no justification for the separation of bodies of knowledge on the basis of socially divided groups. Standpoint epistemology falls with this. This is because conceptions of epistemological chasms are necessary for feminist standpoint theory, since without this theories can address each other and evidence can be used to evaluate rival theories. While science is not a mirror of nature, neither is it a mirror of culture. We should not simply move from one extremist pole to another, from an absolutist conception of science to a relativist one. Feminist epistemology should learn from the new postrelativist sociology of science that our choices are not so limited. The power of doubt and of argument should not be underestimated as routes to the improvement of knowledge. There is no need to accept a special or marginal status for knowledge about gender inequalitv. Why should feminist researchers not claim as much scientific status as any other form of systematic knowledge? Why should such researchers not declare their work to be the best knowledge that there is, although always subject to revision? Why admit any caveat that it is restricted to a certain category of knower? Any caveat will be used in the broader world to downgrade the relevance of the research findings. Any such caveat is now inappropriate and can be a hindrance to the creation of a feminist scholarship that can affect public policies that affect women's lives. Examples of this include research on the extent and nature of male violence against women supporting the change in policing of rape and domestic violence, the nature of discriminatory practices against women in employment on the revision of laws and procedures regulating the labor market, the impact on the policies of the World Bank of structural adjustment policies on women. When policy changes are sought from male-dominated decision makers, the ability to appeal to scientific authority and to general rather than situated knowledge is an asset for feminist campaigners.

NO ALT SOLVENCY – STANDPOINT EPISTEMOLOGY

Standpoint epistemology fails - conflicting views and no guiding principle

Rolin 06 (Kristina, Academy of Finland Research Fellow at Helsinki School of Economics and researcher in the philosophy of science and epistemology, “The Bias Paradox in Feminist Standpoint Epistemology,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/episteme/v003/3.1rolin.html#bio, MR)
Sandra Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology is an ambitious and controversial attempt to argue that diversity among inquirers is an epistemic advantage to a community of inquirers. According to Harding, epistemic advantage accrues not to just any kind of diversity but to diversity with respect to the social positions of inquirers and participants in their studies. Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology advances the claim that those who are unprivileged with respect to their social positions are likely to be privileged with respect to gaining knowledge of social reality. According to Harding, unprivileged social positions are likely to generate perspectives that are "less partial and less distorted" than perspectives generated by other social positions (Harding 1991, 121; see also pages 138 and 141). I call this claim the thesis of epistemic privilege. The thesis of epistemic privilege is connected to a particular conception of objectivity, "strong objectivity," which is the view that objective research starts from the lives of unprivileged groups (Harding 1991, 150; see also page 142). Diversity with respect to social positions is beneficial for knowledge-seeking communities because there are many ways of being unprivileged. As Harding explains, "the subject of feminist knowledge – the agent of these less partial and distorted descriptions and explanations – must be multiple and even contradictory" (1991, 284). The thesis of epistemic privilege has been criticized on two grounds. One objection is that Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology does not provide any standards of epistemic justification that enable one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as better than others. Another objection is that there is no evidence in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege. These two objections are connected. As long as it is not [End Page 125] clear what standards of epistemic justification allow one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as better than others, it is not clear either what kind of evidence we should expect in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege. Let me explain each objection. The first objection is raised by Louise Antony (1993) and Helen Longino (1999). They argue that the thesis of epistemic privilege is undermined by another thesis in Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology, the thesis that all scientific knowledge is socially situated (Harding 1991, 11; see also pages 119 and 142). I call this the situated knowledge thesis (see also Wylie 2003, 31). The thesis of epistemic privilege relies on the assumption that there is a standard of impartiality that enables one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as "less partial and distorted" than others. The situated knowledge thesis seems to undermine this assumption by suggesting that all knowledge claims are partial in virtue of being grounded on a particular perspective on social reality. As Helen Longino explains, in order to argue that some socially grounded perspectives are better than others, a standpoint epistemologist would have to be able to identify privileged perspectives from a non-interested position, but according to standpoint epistemology, there is no such position (1999, 338; see also Hekman 2000, 24). Louise Antony calls the tension between the thesis of epistemic privilege and the situated knowledge thesis a "bias paradox" (1993, 188-189). In claiming that all knowledge is partial, feminist standpoint epistemology challenges the very notion of impartiality. But by undermining the notion of impartiality, feminist standpoint epistemology is in danger of losing its critical edge (Antony 1993, 189). In Whose Science? Whose Knowledge? (1991) Harding is aware of the bias paradox. Instead of abandoning either the thesis of epistemic privilege or the situated knowledge thesis, she tries to solve the bias paradox by introducing a distinction between cultural and epistemological relativism. She claims that "a strong notion of objectivity requires a commitment to acknowledge the historical character of every belief or set of beliefs – a commitment to cultural, sociological, historical relativism" (Harding 1991, 156). And she adds that "it also requires that judgmental or epistemological relativism be rejected" (Harding 1991, 156). However, Harding's attempt to solve the paradox is not successful because the distinction between cultural and epistemological relativism begs the question of what standards of epistemic justification enable her to reject epistemological relativism. Instead of articulating such standards, Harding insists that feminist standpoint epistemology should reject the assumption that there is a "view from nowhere" (Harding 1991, 311). Moreover, Harding is reluctant to say that the goal of scientific inquiry is truth or empirical success. Instead, she suggests that scientific inquiry should progress "away from falsity rather than toward truth" (1991, 185). Let me turn to the second objection, the claim that there is no evidence to support the thesis of epistemic privilege. This objection is raised by Cassandra Pinnick (1994 and 2005). Pinnick suggests that the thesis of epistemic privilege should be understood as an empirical hypothesis and she claims that feminist literature "describes no effort to accumulate the kind of empirical data that could easily resolve matters in favor of the feminists" (Pinnick 1994, 653; see also Hekman 2000, 23). Ten years after the publication of her critical paper in Philosophy of Science, Pinnick (2005) claims that the thesis of epistemic privilege still remains without evidence to support it. [End Page 126] It is not fair to claim that there is no effort to argue for the thesis of epistemic privilege in Harding's Whose Science? Whose Knowledge? Harding presents seven claims in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege: (1) Women's lives have been devalued and neglected as starting points for scientific research and as the generators of evidence for or against knowledge claims (Harding 1991, 121). (2) Women are "strangers" to the social order (Harding 1991, 124). (3) Women's oppression gives them fewer interests in ignorance about the social order (Harding 1991, 125). (4) Women can come to understand hidden aspects of social relations between the genders and the institutions that support these relations by means of struggles to change them (Harding 1991, 127). (5) Women's perspective is from everyday life (Harding 1991, 128). (6) Women's perspective comes from mediating ideological dualisms: nature versus culture (Harding 1991, 130). (7) Women researchers are "outsiders within" (Harding 1991, 131). However, Harding's arguments fail to be convincing for two reasons. One reason is that the universal extension of her claims about women undermines their plausibility. Certainly, we can think of counter-examples to each claim, for example, women whose lives have not been devalued, women who are not strangers to the social order, or women who have an interest in ignorance about social order, and so on. But even if the extension of Harding's claims about women is narrowed down, her arguments fail to be convincing for another reason. The reason is that it is not clear how these seven claims support the thesis of epistemic privilege, the claim that women's social positions, insofar as they are unprivileged, are likely to generate better perspectives on social reality than other social positions. More specifically, it is not clear what is meant by a perspective in feminist standpoint epistemology. As long as it is not clear what a socially grounded perspective is and what the relevant alternatives are, the thesis of epistemic privilege lacks empirical content.
NO ALT SOLVENCY – NOT CONTEXTUALIZED 
Feminist analysis applied to international relations is not contextualized; it will only lead to a new form of debilitating gender structures for females. 

Enloe 2005 (Cynthia, Feminist and Women Studies “Of Arms and the Women” http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt, EB)

Completely missing from such an analysis is any acknowledgement that the successes of feminism have been largely based on appeals to the universal norms governing citizens of the impersonal, bureaucratic nation-state. Those appeals would have made no sense in any previous political system. Notwithstanding this, feminist scholars tend to join free marketeers, multiculturalists and Wilsonians in their approval of the (mostly imaginary) dissolution of the nation-state in a new world order. If the nation-state is "gendered," Enloe reasons, then perhaps the post-national nonstate need not be: "Perhaps effective u.n. soldiering will call for a new kind of masculinity, one less reliant on misogyny, less insecure about heterosexual credentials." (If the recent "peacekeeping" of u.n. forces in Bosnia and Somalia shows anything, however, it is that a little more of the old masculinity may be necessary to prevent mass slaughter--and mass rape, too.) Though realist theory can survive, and perhaps even accommodate, many of the arguments of feminism with respect to collective conflict and state sovereignty, realism must reject the third aspect of the feminist criticism: the redefinition of security to mean social justice. From the Marxist left, feminists have picked up the argument that interstate violence is just one genre of "structural violence," which includes the economic oppression of lower classes by upper classes (Marxism) and the subordination of women to men by custom and by violence (feminism). But this notion merely disguises a change of subject as a change of approach. To say that mass rape by soldiers in wartime and wife-beating in societies at peace (excuse me, at "peace") are parts of the same phenomenon is to abandon any pretense of engaging in serious thinking about international relations. The result may be feminist theory, but it is not a theory of world politics. It is a theory of human society in general. When, as in "ecofeminism," the mistreatment of women by men in all societies, in peace and at war, is fused, as a subject of analysis, with the mistreatment of the ecosystem by humanity, one has a theory of everything, and a theory of everything is usually not very much.

NO ALT SOLVENCY – NO VIABLE POLICY ACTION POST-ALT

Feminist theory fails because it doesn’t provide a clear view of IR post-alternative. A policy option should be pursued instead.

Caprioli, 04  (“Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis” Mary Caprioli, Dept. of Political Science, University of Tennessee. International Studies Review. Volume 42 Issue 1 Page 193-197, March 2004. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/0020-8833.00076.) AK

Conventional feminist IR scholars misrepresent the field of international relations in arguing that IR scholarship as popularly accepted excludes alternative explanations of state behavior, including feminist inquiry, that go beyond structural, state-focused models. Feminist IR theorists, among others, critique the IR field for its state-centric approach and argue that "a world of states situated in an anarchical international system leaves little room for analyses of social relations, including gender relations" (Tickner 2001:146). As a result, they appear to set up a straw man by refusing to recognize the variety within "conventional" IR research. Indeed, as Jack Levy (2000) has observed, a significant shift to societal-level variables has occurred, partly in response to the decline in the systemic imperatives of the bipolar era. Certainly the democratic peace literature, particularly its normative explanation (Maoz and Russett 1993; Dixon 1994), among other lines of inquiry, recognizes the role of social relations in explaining state behavior. The normative explanation for the democratic peace thesis emphasizes the societal level values of human rights, support for the rule of law, and peaceful conflict resolution in explaining the likelihood of interstate conflict. Furthermore, dyadic tests of the democratic peace thesis rely "on an emerging theoretical framework that may prove capable of incorporating the strengths of the currently predominant realist or neorealist research program, and moving beyond it" (Ray 2000:311). In addition, theorizing and research in the field of ethnonationalism has highlighted connections that domestic ethnic discrimination and violence have with state behavior at the international level (Gurr and Harff 1994; Van Evera 1997; Caprioli and Trumbore 2003a, 2003b).  Contrary to the argument that conventional IR theory excludes feminist inquiry, space exists within the field of international relations for feminist inquiry even allowing for a state-centric focus, just as room exists for scholars interested in exploring the democratic peace and ethnonationalism. International relations feminists make the same mistake that they accuse IR scholars of making: narrowing the space for various worldviews, thereby creating competition and a sense of exclusion among the so-called others. If the role 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" (Tickner 2001:11), then feminist IR scholarship ought to allow for an explanation of how women's subordination or inequality has an impact on state behavior, assuming a state- centric focus, while at the same time challenging the predetermination of a structural analysis. If domestic inequality does affect state behavior, or even perpetuates the existence of states, then policy prescriptions should be sought.
NO ALT SOLVENCY – GENDERIZATION TOO WIDESPREAD

No alt solvency - masculinised IR is the effect of genderization that permeates in society 
Hooper 01, teacher of Gender politics and IR, lecturer at University of West England, [Charlotte, Manly States: Masculinities,) International Relations, and Gender Politics Columbia University Press, New York. p12-3]
To mention just a few of these connections: international relations is a world of traditionally masculine pursuits—in which women have been, and by and large continue to be, invisible (Enloe 1990; Halliday 1991; Peterson and Runyan 1993, 1988). The focus on war, diplomacy, states, statesmen, and high-level economic negotiations has overwhelmingly represented the lives and identities of men. This is because of the institutionalization of gender differences in society at large and the consequent paucity of women in high office. Between 1970 and 1990, for example, women worldwide represented under 5 percent of heads of state, cabinet ministers, senior national policymakers, and senior persons in intergovernmental organizations (Peterson and Runyan 1993, 6). States have historically been oppressive to women, who have often been denied full citizenship. Rights and duties of citizenship have depended on the bearing of arms, a duty by and large confined to men (Stiehm 1982). Men form not only the decision makers, but also the law enforcers, backed by the threat of violence (Enloe 1987). In fact, masculine violence has become thoroughly embedded, institutionalized, and legitimized in the modern state (Connell 1990). Meanwhile, the rhetoric of nationalism has been found to be heavily gendered (Parker et al 1992), with national identity often being articulated through control over women (Kandiyoti 1992). Although many women have been active in national-liberation movements, nonetheless, nationalism has been found to have “a special affinity for male society [which] legitimizes the dominance of men over women” (Steans 1998, 69). 

NO ALT SOLVENCY – LACK OF QUEER IDENTITY POLITICS

Feminist attempts at reconfiguring identity politics fail due to lack of account for queer identity 

Honkanen, 07 (Katriina Honkanen, contributor to Rhizomes, “Deconstructive Intersections, http://www.rhizomes.net/issue14/honkanen.html, Summer 2007, EB)

[11] By focusing on political intersections we can refer to the exclusions that an identity-based equality politics produces, for instance a "queer" identity not being addressed by the politics of equality. Structural intersectionality occurs when inequalities and their intersections are directly relevant to the experiences of people in society (Verloo, 2006: 213). I suggest the concept of subaltern as an analytical tool that reminds us of the coexistence of these two levels of intersectionality. I suggest deconstruction as a political strategy that feminists must insist upon in order to overcome the problems of humanism, liberalism and individualism.

NO ALT SOLVENCY – OVERSIMPLIFICATION
IR feminists vastly over simplify IR—they need a specific link to our aff

Caprioli, 04 (“Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis” Mary Caprioli, Dept. of Political Science, University of Tennessee. International Studies Review. Volume 42 Issue 1 Page 193-197, March 2004. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/0020-8833.00076, JPW)

Conventional feminist IR scholars misrepresent the field of international relations in arguing that IR scholarship as popularly accepted excludes alternative explanations of state behavior, including feminist inquiry, that go beyond structural, state-focused models. Feminist IR theorists, among others, critique the IR field for its state-centric approach and argue that ‘‘a world of states situated in an anarchical international system leaves little room for analyses of social relations, including gender relations’’ (Tickner 2001:146). As a result, they appear to set up a straw man by refusing to recognize the variety within ‘‘conventional’’ IR research. Indeed, as Jack Levy (2000) has observed, a significant shift to societal-level variables has occurred, partly in response to the decline in the systemic imperatives of the bipolar era. Certainly the democratic peace literature, particularly its normative explanation (Maoz and Russett 1993; Dixon 1994), among other lines of inquiry, recognizes the role of social relations in explaining state behavior. The normative explanation for the democratic peace thesis emphasizes the societal level values of human rights, support for the rule of law, and peaceful conflict resolution in explaining the likelihood of interstate conflict. Furthermore, dyadic tests of the democratic peace thesis rely ‘‘on an emerging theoretical framework that may prove capable of incorporating the strengths of the currently predominant realist or neorealist research program, and moving beyond it’’ (Ray 2000:311). In addition, theorizing and research in the field of ethnonationalism has highlighted connections that domestic ethnic discrimination and violence have with state behavior at the international level (Gurr and Harff 1994; Van Evera 1997; Caprioli and Trumbore 2003a, 2003b).  

Arguing that any IR theory overwhelms the specifics of the situation is an over simplification that re-creates the hierarchies they critique

Caprioli, 04 (“Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis” Mary Caprioli, Dept. of Political Science, University of Tennessee. International Studies Review. Volume 42 Issue 1 Page 193-197, March 2004. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/0020-8833.00076, JPW)

There is little utility in constructing a divide if none exists. As Thomas Kuhn  (1962) argues, common measures do exist across paradigms that provide a shared  basis for theory. It seems overly pessimistic to accept Karl Popper’s ‘‘Myth of  Framework,’’ which postulates that ‘‘we are prisoners caught in the framework of  our theories, our expectations, our past experiences, our language, and that as a  consequence, we cannot communicate with or judge those working in terms of a  different paradigm’’ (Neufeld 1995:44). Some feminists (for example, Tickner  1996, 2001; Peterson 2002; Steans 2003) appear to embrace this ‘‘Myth of Framework’’  by accentuating the differences between the perspectives of feminist and IR  theorists based on their past experiences and languages and criticize IR theorists  for their lack of communication with feminist IR scholars.  Ironically, the ‘‘Myth of Framework’’ shares a number of assumptions with Hobbes’s  description of the state of nature that feminists routinely reject. The ‘‘Myth of  Framework’’ assumes no middle ground scholars are presumably entrenched in  their own worldviews without hope of compromise or the ability to understand  others’ worldviews. If this is the case, scholars are doomed to discussions with likeminded  individuals rather than having a productive dialogue with those outside their  own worldview. Scholars who accept the ‘‘Myth of Framework’’ have essentially created  a Tower of Babel in which they choose not to understand each other’s language.  The acceptance of such a myth creates conflict and establishes a hierarchy within international relations scholarship even though conventional feminists theoretically  seek to identify and eradicate conflict and hierarchy within society as a whole. 

The flaw with radical feminist thought is that there is no distinction made between which “States” are and are not patriarchal. This over generalization is faulty.

Tesón, 1998 (Fernando R., professor of law at a number of institutions [Cornell, Indiana U., Florida State, etc.], A philosophy of international law, pg. 167-168)

I will now respond to the third feminist critique of international law, the claim that international law is inherently oppressive of women. Some feminists argue that because current international law derives from European, male, liberal legalism, its very form and structure are inherently patriarchal and oppressive. In response to this contention. I first argue that the foundations of the "inherent oppressiveness" thesis are faulty, that nothing in the philosophic "nature of a state” makes it oppressive or non-oppressive, and that the radical feminists' nominalism only serves to obscure differences between states that defenders of women's interests ought to care about. I then examine and defend two institutions of liberal political thought proffered by some radical feminists as constitutive of inherent liberal oppression: the public-private distinction and the liberal emphasis on individual autonomy. Against these philosophical attacks, the positive justification of the Kantian thesis presented in this book views it as a bundle of normative commitments rather than deductions from some arcane masculinist metaphysics. Finally. I examine the methodological strictures entailed by the Kantian normative commitments and criticize radical feminists for abandoning them, and with them, the liberal norms of objectivity and intellectual integrity.
ALT=UNNECESSARY

Rejection of the alternative does not mean we reject female empowerment in IR, but rather the selected process. Rejection of ALT doesn’t prevent solving for the K’s impacts.

Enloe 2005 (Cynthia, Feminist and Women Studies “Of Arms and the Women” http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt, EB)

Rejecting the feminist approach to international relations does not mean rejecting the subjects or the political values of feminist scholars. Differing notions of masculinity and femininity in different societies, the treatment of women and homosexuals of both sexes in the armed forces, the exploitation of prostitutes by American soldiers deployed abroad, the sexual division of labor both in advanced and developing countries: all of these are important topics that deserve the attention that Enloe awards them. She shows journalistic flair as well as scholarly insight in detailing what abstractions like the Caribbean Basin Initiative mean in the lives of women in particular Third World countries. Still, such case studies, however interesting, do not support the claim of feminist international relations theorists that theirs is a new and superior approach. One thing should be clear: commitment to a feminist political agenda need not entail commitment to a radical epistemological agenda. Ideas do not have genders, just as they do not have races or classes. In a century in which physics has been denounced as "Jewish" and biology denounced as "bourgeois," it should be embarrassing to denounce the study of international relations as "masculinist." Such a denunciation, of course, will not have serious consequences in politics, but it does violence to the life of the mind. The feminist enemies of empiricism would be well-advised to heed their own counsel and study war no more.

FEM KRITIK FAILS W/OUT EMBRACING ECOFEM

Alt can’t solve – lack of ecofeminist analysis precludes solvency

Nhanenge, 2007Masters of Arts at University of Africa, (Jytte, Development Studies, “Ecofeminism:Towards Integrating the Concerns of Women, Poor People and Nature into Development,” ER) 

It is important to understand what the logic of domination does not assert. It does not assert that there are no relevant differences between groups that may make some groups superior or inferior in some relevant respect. For example, race car drivers may be superior to ordinary drivers with regard to their ability to drive cars. However, nothing follows morally from that fact about who deserves what sort of treatment. Rational human beings may be superior to any other animals. However, it does not follow what the rational human being is allowed to do to the non-rational animal. For this to happen one needs the logic of domination. The argument also does not assert that women are closer to nature, nor that all women are always, everywhere associated with nature, while men are related to culture. The argument, however, does show how elements related to the feminine category are conceptualized as inferior to those related to the masculine. Thus, the kind of logic used to justify domination of women is the same that justify the domination of nature. Hence, feminism must embrace ecological feminism if it hopes to end domination of women because it is tied conceptually and historically to the domination of nature. In this way, naturism becomes an integral part of any feminist solidarity movement. The framework also connects all other isms of domination like gender, race or class etc. That consequently gives a good reason to require that feminism is expanded to include the elimination of all systems of domination. One may then want to call ecofeminism for "anti-domination". However, Warren (2000: 62) disagrees. The prefix feminism is important analytically. All analysis is seen through a feminist lens. One can in fact only access this information when one starts from a feminist position. The concept feminism also has a critical bite to it in a contemporary context. It reminds us that there are some groups, which are privileged. It puts issues of gender on the table immediately and that is where it belongs. Without the prefix, we would be prevented from noticing the male gender bias in the modern world. Concepts like anti-domination cannot express this serious bias. (Warren 1990: 132, 143; Warren 2000: 50-51, 54, 62-63, 92).

FEM KRITIK FAILS W/OUT REALISM

Pure feminist kritik fails because it assumes gender equality is the ONLY variable in international relations, when in fact we need to work with realism but with gender in mind 

Caprioli, 04  (“Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis” Mary Caprioli, Dept. of Political Science, University of Tennessee. International Studies Review. Volume 42 Issue 1 Page 193-197, March 2004. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/0020-8833.00076.) AK

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" (Peterson 2002;Steans2003), 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.260 Such a critique only serves to undermine the feminist argument against a scientific methodology for the social sciences by questioning the scholarship of those who employ quantitative methodologies. One does not pull variables "out of the air" to put into a model, thereby "adding and stirring." Variables are added to models if a theoretical justification for doing so exists. Peterson (2002:158) postulates that "as long as IR understands gender only as an empirical category (for example, how do women in the military affect the conduct of war?), feminisms appear largely irrelevant to the discipline's primary questions and inquiry." Yet, little evidence actually supports this contention—unless one is arguing that gender is the only important category of analysis.  If researchers cannot add gender to an analysis, then they must necessarily use a purely female-centered analysis, even though the utility of using a purely female- centered analysis seems equally biased. Such research would merely be gender-centric based on women rather than men, and it would thereby provide an equally biased account of international relations as those that are male-centric. Although one might speculate that having research done from the two opposing worldviews might more fully explain international relations, surely an integrated approach would offer a more comprehensive analysis of world affairs. Beyond a female-centric analysis, some scholars (for example, Carver 2002) argue that feminist research must offer a critique of gender as a set of power relations. Gender categories, however, do exist and have very real implications for individuals, social relations, and international affairs. Critiquing the social construction of gender is important, but it fails to provide new theories of international relations or to address the implications of gender for what happens in the world. Sylvester (2002a) has wondered aloud whether feminist research should be focused primarily on critique, warning that feminists should avoid an exclusive focus on highlighting anomalies, for such a focus does not add to feminist IR theories.
REALISM INEV
The alt is unable to function because of the inevitability of realism

Mearsheimer 95 (John, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, “The False Promise of International Institutions,” International Security, MR)

In contrast to liberals, realists are pessimists when it comes to international politics. Realists agree that creating a peaceful world would be desirable, but they see no easy way to escape the harsh world of security competition and war. Creating a peaceful world is surely an attractive idea, but it isn’t a practical one. “Realism,” as Carr notes, “tends to emphasize the irresistible strength of existing forces and the inevitable character of existing tendencies, and to insist that the highest wisdom lies in accepting, and adapting oneself to these forces and these tendencies.”26  This gloomy view of international relations is based on three core beliefs. First, realists, like liberals, treat states as the principal actors in world politics. Realists focus mainly on great powers, however, because these states dominate and shape international politics and they also cause hue deadliest wars. Second, realists believe that the behavior of great powers is influenced mainly by their external environment, not by their internal characteristics. The structure of the international system, which all slates must deal with, largely shapes their foreign policies. Realists tend mint to draw sharp distinctions between “good” and “bad” states, because all great powers act according to the same logic regardless of their culture, political system, or who runs the government.27 It is therefore difficult to discriminate among states, save for differences in relative power. In essence, great powers are like billiard balls that vary only in size.28  Third, realists hold that calculations about power dominate states’ thinking, and that states compete for power among themselves. That competition sometimes necessitates going to war, which is considered an acceptable instrument of statecraft. To quote Carl von Clausewitz, the nineteenth-century military strategist, war is a continuation of politics by other means.29 Finally, a zero-sum quality characterizes that competition, sometimes making it intense and unforgiving. States may cooperate with each other on occasion, but at root they have conflicting interests. 

Peacemaking fails- realism states that countries will always participate in war if it serves their goals

Mearsheimer 1 (John, Professor at University of Chicago, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, Pages 17-18) MR

In contrast to liberals, realists are pessimists when it comes to international politics. Realists agree that creating a peaceful world would be desirable, but they see no easy way to escape the harsh world of security competition and war. Creating a peaceful world is surely an attractive idea, but it isn’t a practical one. “Realism,” as Carr notes, “tends to emphasize the irresistible strength of existing forces and the inevitable character of existing tendencies, and to insist that the highest wisdom lies in accepting, and adapting oneself to these forces and these tendencies.”26  This gloomy view of international relations is based on three core beliefs. First, realists, like liberals, treat states as the principal actors in world politics. Realists focus mainly on great powers, however, because these states dominate and shape international politics and they also cause hue deadliest wars. Second, realists believe that the behavior of great powers is influenced mainly by their external environment, not by their internal characteristics. The structure of the international system, which all slates must deal with, largely shapes their foreign policies. Realists tend mint to draw sharp distinctions between “good” and “bad” states, because all great powers act according to the same logic regardless of their culture, political system, or who runs the government.27 It is therefore difficult to discriminate among states, save for differences in relative power. In essence, great powers are like billiard balls that vary only in size.28  Third, realists hold that calculations about power dominate states’ thinking, and that states compete for power among themselves. That competition sometimes necessitates going to war, which is considered an acceptable instrument of statecraft. To quote Carl von Clausewitz, the nineteenth-century military strategist, war is a continuation of politics by other means.29 Finally, a zero-sum quality characterizes that competition, sometimes making it intense and unforgiving. States may cooperate with each other on occasion, but at root they have conflicting interests.

A2: REALISM OBSOLETE
Realism still applies: there haven’t been significant enough international changes to make realism obsolete

Waltz, 00   Emeritus Ford Professor of Political Science at US Berkeley, past President of the American Political Science Association (Kenneth, “Structural Realism after the Cold War”, http://mitpress.mit.edu/catalog/item/default.asp?tid=3347%ttype=6, JPW) 

Some students of international politics believe that realism is obsolete. They argue that, although realism’s concepts of anarchy, self-help, and power balancing may have been appropriate to a bygone era, they have been displaced by changed conditions and eclipsed by better ideas. New times call for new thinking. Changing conditions require revised theories or entirely different ones. True, if the conditions that a theory contemplated have changed, the theory no longer applies. But what sorts of changes would alter the international political system so profoundly that old ways of thinking would no longer be relevant? Changes of the system would do it; changes in the system would not. Within-system changes take place all the time, some important, some not. Big changes in the means of transportation, communication, and war fighting, for example, strongly affect how states and other agents interact. Such changes occur at the unit level. In modern history, or perhaps in all of history, the introduction of nuclear weaponry was the greatest of such changes. Yet in the nuclear era, international politics remains a self-help arena. Nuclear weapons decisively change how some states provide for their own and possibly for others’ security, but nuclear weapons have not altered the anarchic structure of the international political system. Changes in the structure of the system are distinct from changes at the unit level. Thus, changes in polarity also affect how states provide for their security. Significant changes take place when the number of great powers reduces to two or one. With more than two, states rely for their security both on their own internal efforts and on alliances they may make with others. Competition in multipolar systems is more complicated than competition in bipolar ones because uncertainties about the comparative capabilities of states multiply as numbers grow, and because estimates of the cohesiveness and strength of coalitions are hard to make. Both changes of weaponry and changes of polarity were big ones with ramifications that spread through the system, yet they did not transform it. If the system were transformed, international politics would no longer be international politics, and the past would no longer serve as a guide to the future. We would begin to call international politics by another name, as some do. The terms “world politics” or “global politics,” for example, suggest that politics among self-interested states concerned with their security has been replaced by some other kind of politics or perhaps by no politics at all.

