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Feminist Security K 1NC

A. The discourse of the 1AC relies on a masculine and securitized paradigm of military dominance. The gendered assumption built into exploration and development policies ensure insecurity and patriarchy. 

Griffin 9 (Penny, Senior Lecturer - Convenor, MA International Relations, ‘The Spaces Between Us: The Gendered Politics of Outer Space’, in Bormann, N. and Sheehan, M. (eds), Securing Outer Space. London and New York: Routledge, pp.59-75.)

The discursive deployment of space as a ‘medium’ suggests that, in US discourse, space exists essentially as a void, an extractable and expendable resource to be used at will (much like the oceans of ‘historical sea commerce’), with the US cast in ‘a classic warfighter role’. The gendered assumptions that underlie this rhetoric are tacit but striking, and depend on two distinct, heteronormative, tropes of masculinization and femi­ nization. Firstly, the US’s ability to control ‘space capabilities’ depends upon assumptions of dominance inherent superiority that revolve around the (gendered) signifier of the US’s role as ‘classic’ or ‘active warfighter’: assumptions including the need for speed and watchfulness (‘real time space surveillance’), agility and technical superiority (‘timely and responsive spacelift’), ‘enhanced protection’ (of ‘military and commercial systems’), robustness and efficient repelling capabilities (‘robust negation systems’), ‘precision force’, and ‘enhanced “sensor-to-shooter”’ capabilities. Secondly, in establishing its (heterosexually masculine) credentials, the US’s technostrategic reconfigures all other space-able nations as subordinate, constructing a binary, heterosexual relationship of masculine hegemony/feminine subordination. Tellingly, US Space Command cites the forging of ‘global partnerships’ as essential to protecting US national interests and investments, where such partnerships are at the behest of the US, with those that partner the US ‘warfighter’ little more than passive conduits for US ‘opportunity’ and ‘commerce’ (‘Joint Vision 2020’). This 'warfighting' discourse is not, of course, the only construction of outer space to possess discursive currency in the US, 'Space exploration', as Crawford argues, 'is inherently exciting, and as such is an obvious vehicle for inspiring the public in general, and young people in particular' (2005: 258). Viewed predominantly as a natural extension [Q the so-called evolution of military and commercial 'arts' in the Western hemisphere, human, technological expansion into outer space is justified in terms of scientific, commercial and militaty global entrepreneurship. Conquering the final frontier of outer space is increasingly seen as crucial to a state's pre-eminence in the global economy (cf. 'Joint Vision 2020'). International alliances in the post-Fordist economy 'have already consolidated the decision for future space exploration and colonization' (Casper and Moore 1995: 315). In a particularly dramatic turn of phrase, Seguin argues that '(mJankind (sic] now stands at the threshold of long-duration space habi­ tation and interplanetary travel' (2005: 980). Similarly, Manzey describes human missions to Mars less as contingent future events, but as the inevitable consequences of technological progress (Manzey 2004: 781-790). Space, once defined as a power-laden site of Cold War military conflict, has also become a site of international political and economic cooperation. Often conceptualized in expansionist terms, as that which will make our world bigger, with space 'discovery' expanding human knowledge, space is also conceived of as that which will make the world smaller, in neo-liberal globalization terms, 'by reconfiguring capitalism and nationalism' (Casper and Moore 1995: 315). The US' 'warfighting' discourse is also at odds with much so-called 'space law', in particular the Outer Space Treary (967), which defines space as the 'province ofall mankind' and asks that states act 'with due regard to the corre­ sponding interests of States Parties to the Treaty' (Bready 2005: 16-17). Within the US itself, congressionally-led efforts to discuss and minimize the threats posed by human-made debris caught in Low Earth Orbit (LEO), of which there is somewhere in the region of 2,300 metric tons (ibid.: 9), appear ill-matched with clear efforts by US government to increase the weaponization of space. The US cooperates, to a limited extent, in perpetuating a sustainable space environment for its satellite-based systems, to which space debris undoubtedly poses a threat, because this is of direct individual benefit to US commercial interests. The US refuses, however, to ratifY the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), prohibiting all use of nuclear explosions in space, since this constitutes a restriction of its ability to develop and test 'new' weapons. US critics of the CTBT contend that ratifYing the treaty would 'undercut confidence in the US deterrent', and thus increase 'the incentive for rogue states to obtain nuclear weapons' (Medalia 2006: 13). All this is not to argue that dominant 'scientific' and 'commercial' justifications for space exploration, which are perhaps less overtly related to the militarization of space (for example, concerning advances in medicine, mole­ cular and cellular biology, geology, weather forecasting, robotics, electronics and so on), do not in their basic assumptions also embody a gendered sense of 'man's' natural right to colonize so-called unknown territory (see, e.g. Morabito 2005). The 'quest for knowledge' remains deeply embedded in Western accounts of the need for space colonization (as Bush's 2004 speech makes clear), rationalized from humanity's so-called 'natural' desire to explore and conquer (cf, Bush 2004; Crawford 2005; Mendell 2005). Craw­ ford, in proposing a case for the 'scientific and social' importance of human space exploration, suggests that, there are reasons for believing that as a species Homo sapiens is geneti­ cally predisposed towards exploration and the colonisation of an open frontier. Access to such a frontier, at least vicariously, may be in some sense psychologically necessary for the long-term wellbeing of human societies. (Crawford 2005: 260) Similarly, NASA's website claims that 'from the time of our birth, humans have felt a primordial urge to explore', to 'blaze new trails, map new lands, and answer profound questions about ourselves and O l l [ universe' (www.nasa.gov). Much commercial gain already depends on the exploitation of outer space, but there is undoubtedly more to be made of space's 'resources': 'asteroidal' mining, for example; the extraction of 'lunar soil oxygen'; the mining of very rare 'Helium-3' from lunar soil as fuel for nuclear fusion reactors; or space, and particularly the Moon, as a 'tourist venue', offering all kinds of new 'sporting opportunities' (Morabito 2005: 5-7), But the lines distinguishing the various components of the outer space 'whole' are vague, and are particularly obscured by the tacit but pervasive heteronormativity that makes of space (to borrow the language of the then USSPACECOM) a 'medium' to be exploited; the passive receptacle of US terrestrial 'force', As Goh states, outer space 'is an arena of growing economic and technological importance, It is also a developing theatre of military defence and warfare' (2004: 259), US outer space discourse is driven by the belief that outer space exists to be conquered (and that it rarely fights back), that those at the cutting edge of its exploitation are the 'visionaries' and 'entrepreneurs' that will pave the way to tourists, explorers, TV crews and to, as Morabito claims, 'dubious characters' such as, perhaps, 'bounty hunters' (2004: 10). 

Feminist Security K 1NC

B. This gendered security discourse causes inevitable violence and war that turns the case. Rejecting the 1AC opens up space for a feminist reconceptualization of security. 

Shepherd 2007 [Laura J., Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of Birmingham, “Victims, Perpetrators and Actors’ Revisited:1 Exploring the Potential for a Feminist Reconceptualisation of (International) Security and (Gender) Violence,” BJPIR: 2007 VOL 9, 239–256]

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 configura- tions 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 inter- national 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 vio- lence) 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 develop- ment, 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. Further- more, 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 natu- rally 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.

Heteronormativity K 1NC

A. Links:

1. The politics of space are profoundly gendered – the discourse of exploration, development, and colonization reproduce heteronormative hierarchies and ensure the continuation of patriarchy in space. 

Griffin 9 (Penny, Senior Lecturer - Convenor, MA International Relations, ‘The Spaces Between Us: The Gendered Politics of Outer Space’, in Bormann, N. and Sheehan, M. (eds), Securing Outer Space. London and New York: Routledge, pp.59-75.)

This chapter is about sex, but not the sex that people already have clarity about. 'Outer space' as a human, political domain is organized around sex, but a 'sex' that is tacitly located, and rarely spoken, in official discourse. The poli­ tics of outer space exploration, militarization and commercialization as they are conceived of and practiced in the US, embody a distinction between public and private (and appropriate behaviours, meanings and identities therein) highly dependent upon heteronormative hierarchies of property and propriety.1 The central aim of this chapter is to show how US outer space discourse, an imperial discourse of technological, military and commercial superiority, configutes and prescribes success and successful behaviour in the politics of outer space in particularly gendered forms. US space discourse is, I argue, predicated on a heteronormative discourse of conquest that reproduces the dominance of heterosexual masculinity(ies), and which hierarchically orders the construction of other (subordinate) gender identities. Reading the politics of outer space as heteronormative suggests that the discourses through which space exists consist of institutions, structures of understanding, practical orientations and regulatory practices organized and privileged around heterosexuality. As a particularly dominant discursive arrangement of outer space politics, US space discourse (re)produces meaning through gendered assumptions of exploration, colonization, economic endeavour and military conquest that are deeply gendered whilst presented as universal and neutral. US space discourse, which dominates the contemporary global politics of outer space, is thus formed from and upon institutions, structures of understanding, and practical orientations that privilege and normalize heterosexualiry as universal. As such, the hegemonic discursive rationalizations of space exploration and conquest ,re)produce both heterosexuality as 'unmarked' (that is, thoroughly normal­ ized) and the heterosexual imperatives that constitute suitable space-able people, practices and behaviours. As the introduction to this volume highlights, the exploration and utilization of outer space can thus far be held up as a mirror of, rather than a challenge to, existent, terrestrially-bound, political patterns, behaviours and impulses. The new possibilities for human progress that the application and development of space technologies dares us to make are grounded only in the strategy­ obsessed (be it commercially, militarily or otherwise) realities of contemporary global politics. Outer space is a conceptual, political and material space, a place for collisions and collusions (literally and metaphorically) between objects, ideas, identities and discourses. Outer space, like international relations, is a global space always socially and locally embedded. There is nothing 'out there' about outer space. It exists because of us, not in spite of us, and it is this that means that it only makes sense in social terms, that is, in relation to our own constructions of identity and social location. In this chapter, outer space is the problematic to which I apply a gender analysis; an arena wherein past, current and future policy-making is embedded in relation to certain performances of power and reconfigurations of identity that are always, and not incidentally, gendered. Effective and appropriate behaviour in the politics of ourer space is configured and prescribed in particularly gendered forms, with heteronormative gender regulations endowing outer space's hierarchies of technologically superior, conquesting performance with theif everyday power. It is through gender that US techno-strategic and astro-political discourse has been able to (re)produce outer space as a heterosexualized, masculinized realm. 
Heteronormativity K 1NC

2. The drive to colonize space precludes queer identities and concretizes sexual difference.  This reinforces heterosexism and turns women into commodities. 

Casper and Moore 95 (Monica J., Ph.D in sociology from the University of California, San Francisco, feminist scholar and researcher on reproductive justice. Lisa Jean, Ph.D in sociology from the University of California, San Francisco, professor of sociology and gender studies at Purchase College. “INSCRIBING BODIES, INSCRIBING THE FUTURE: Gender, Sex, and Reproduction in Outer Space”, pg. 312, jstor [NT])

In addition, animal studies have indicated that while ovulation, copulation, and fertilization may occur in space, there are potentially serious implications for resulting offspring (Santy, Jennings, and Craigie 1989).According to one informant, a reproductive scientist, embryos and fetuses may be impaired during space flight. The physical movement necessary for fetal development on Earth may be impossible in a weightless environment. If fetuses experience the same physiological deconditioning that adults do, this could severely impact fetal growth and development. This raises a possibility that fetuses which develop in a space environment may be unable physiologically to return to Earth once they are born. Would fiscal, material and moral responsibility for "space babies" then fall on the astronauts who birth them, or on the country, corporation, or movie star who sponsored the mission? Scientific accounts of sexual reproduction thus stress the problematic nature of female bodies and raise a number of intriguing questions about the construction of sex differences in outer space. In short, NASA has chosen to define reproduction and sexuality as synonymous and interchangeable. A simplified relationship would look like this: sexuality = men fucking women = reproduction. There are two contradictory readings here. First, NASA's long-term political goals include colonization of space as discussed earlier, which requires propagating the human species in a space environment. Given current reproductive conditions, female bodies are a necessary "space" for the creation and maintenance of fetuses. In such a reading, heterosexual sex becomes a necessary means through which reproduction is accomplished, especially given the limited use of assisted reproductive technologies in space. In this framing, NASA's reluctance to talk about sex seems somewhat puzzling. If the agency wants to colonize, it needs women and it needs heterosexual sex. Yet a second reading, drawing on the above data on reproduction, tells us that there is a fundamental problem with NASA's colonization goals. At this particular historical moment, reproduction in space is highly uncertain and NASA fears its physiological and social consequences. But if reproduction in space becomes a viable practice, then women will become commodities, valued for their role in potential colonization. Historically, colonizing activities on Earth have generally required women's participation in masculine voyages of discovery and conquer. It is possible that in future colonization efforts, heterosexual intercourse would be encouraged while other expressions of desire might be actively discouraged. Thus, NASA's activities may create a "brave new world" shaped by the sexual and reproductive trafficking women (Rubin 1975). We have argued that gender, sexuality, and reproduction are imbricating and mutually constitutive discourses within the US. space program Within the masculine framework of space flight, gender differences are constructed and deployed across multiple sites. Female bodies are essentialized in opposition to a male norm, leading to notions of masculinity and femininity as "natural" categories. These differences are construed as fundamental and constrain the ways sexuality and reproduction are understood and explored. Sexuality is discursively located in complementary male and female bodies, reflecting and reinforcing the heterosexual paradigm. Reproduction is then articulated as a natural and inevitable outcome of sexual activity defined in terms of male-female intercourse. On their surface, these constructions are consistent with NASA's long-term goals of colonizing space. Yet, because reproduction is physiologically problematic and because sexuality means many different things despite NASA's narrow ideological framing, sex and reproduction are contested and will likely remain so in the future. We have also suggested that these discourses are situated within a broader set of practices in which human bodies and futures are inscribed. These include scientific research, mission planning public relations activities, crew management, and other key sites. Inscription is a powerful tool for analyzing the dynamic, porous relationship between Earth and space, including the activities and meanings which mediate the symbolic and vehicular traffic. Space is alive with possibilities, yet it is also an embattled domain and no future is certain. What we have attempted to show in this paper is that conservative theories and praxis on Earth propel us towards some futures while eclipsing the possibility of others.
Heteronormativity K 1NC

B. The Impact: 

Heteronormativity results in omnicide. The combination of the universal suspicion of Queerness and the genocidal impulse to eradicate it motivates a larger apocalyptic movement to rescue hetero-culture with extinction.  

Sedgwick 8 (Eve, Professor of English at Duke University, Epistemology of the Closet, second revised edition, California at Berkeley Press, p. 127-130)

From at least the biblical story of Sodom and Gomorrah, scenarios of same-sex desire would seem to have had a privileged, though by no means an exclusive, relation in Western culture to scenarios of both genocide and omnicide.  That sodomy, the name by which homosexual acts are known even today to the law of half of the United States and to the Supreme Court of all of them, should already be inscribed with the name of a site of mass extermination is the appropriate trace of a double history.  In the first place there is a history of the mortal suppression, legal or subjudicial, of gay acts and gay people, through burning, hounding, physical and chemical castration, concentration camps, bashing—the array of sanctioned fatalities that Louis Crompton records under the name of gay genocide, and whose supposed eugenic motive becomes only the more colorable with the emergence of a distinct, naturalized minority identity in the nineteenth century.  In the second place, though, there is the inveterate topos of associating gay acts or persons with fatalities vastly broader than their own extent: if it is ambiguous whether every denizen of the obliterated Sodom was a sodomite, clearly not every Roman of the late Empire can have been so, despite Gibbon's connecting the eclipse of the whole people to the habits of a few.  Following both Gibbon and the Bible, moreover, with an impetus borrowed from Darwin, one of the few areas of agreement among modern Marxist, Nazi, and liberal capitalist ideologies is that there is a peculiarly close, though never precisely defined, affinity between same-sex desire and some historical condition of moribundity, called "decadence," to which not individuals or minorities but whole civilizations are subject.   Bloodletting on a scale more massive by orders of magnitude than any gay minority presence in the culture is the "cure," if cure there be, to the mortal illness of decadence.  If a fantasy trajectory, utopian in its own terms, toward gay genocide has been endemic in Western culture from its origins, then, it may also have been true that the trajectory toward gay genocide was never clearly distinguishable from a broader, apocalyptic trajectory toward something approaching omnicide.  The deadlock of the past century between minoritizing and universalizing understandings of homo/heterosexual definition can only have deepened this fatal bond in the heterosexist imaginaire.  In our culture as in Billy Budd, the phobic narrative trajectory toward imagining a time after the homosexual is finally inseparable from that toward imagining a time after the human; in the wake of the homosexual, the wake incessantly produced since first there were homosexuals, every human relation is pulled into its shining representational furrow. Fragments of visions of a time after the homosexual are, of course, currently in dizzying circulation in our culture.  One of the many dangerous ways that AIDS discourse seems to ratify and amplify preinscribed homophobic mythologies is in its pseudo-evolutionary presentation of male homosexuality as a stage doomed to extinction (read, a phase the species is going through) on the enormous scale of whole populations. 26 The lineaments of openly genocidal malice behind this fantasy appear only occasionally in the respectable media, though they can be glimpsed even there behind the poker-face mask of our national experiment in laissez-faire medicine.  A better, if still deodorized, whiff of that malice comes from the famous pronouncement of Pat Robertson: "AIDS is God's way of weeding his garden."  The saccharine luster this dictum gives to its vision of devastation, and the ruthless prurience with which it misattributes its own agency, cover a more fundamental contradiction: that, to rationalize complacent glee at a spectacle of what is imagined as genocide, a proto-Darwinian process of natural selection is being invoked—in the context of a Christian fundamentalism that is not only antievolutionist but recklessly oriented toward universal apocalypse.  A similar phenomenon, also too terrible to be noted as a mere irony, is how evenly our culture's phobia about HIV-positive blood is kept pace with by its rage for keeping that dangerous blood in broad, continuous circulation.  This is evidenced in projects for universal testing, and in the needle-sharing implicit in William Buckley's now ineradicable fantasy of tattooing HIV-positive persons.  But most immediately and pervasively it is evidenced in the literal bloodbaths that seem to make the point of the AIDS-related resurgence in violent bashings of gays--which, unlike the gun violence otherwise ubiquitous in this culture, are characteristically done with two-by-fours, baseball bats, and fists, in the most literal-minded conceivable form of body-fluid contact. It might be worth making explicit that the use of evolutionary thinking in the current wave of utopian/genocidal fantasy is, whatever else it may be, crazy.  Unless one believes, first of all, that same-sex object-choice across history and across cultures is one thing with one cause, and, second, that its one cause is direct transmission through a nonrecessive genetic path--which would be, to put it gently, counter-intuitive--there is no warrant for imagining that gay populations, even of men, in post-AIDS generations will be in the slightest degree diminished.  Exactly to the degree that AIDS is a gay disease, it's a tragedy confined to our generation; the long-term demographic depredations of the disease will fall, to the contrary, on groups, many themselves direly endangered, that are reproduced by direct heterosexual transmission. Unlike genocide directed against Jews, Native Americans, Africans, or other groups, then, gay genocide, the once-and-for-all eradication of gay populations, however potent and sustained as a project or fantasy of modern Western culture, is not possible short of the eradication of the whole human species.  The impulse of the species toward its own eradication must not either, however, be underestimated.  Neither must the profundity with which that omnicidal impulse is entangled with the modern problematic of the homosexual: the double bind of definition between the homosexual, say, as a distinct risk group, and the homosexual as a potential of representation within the universal. 27 As gay community and the solidarity and visibility of gays as a minority population are being consolidated and tempered in the forge of this specularized terror and suffering, how can it fail to be all the more necessary that the avenues of recognition, desire, and thought between minority potentials and universalizing ones be opened and opened and opened?
Heteronormativity K 1NC

C. The alternative: Vote negative to queer space and reject the 1AC. 

This solves by preventing static understandings of space and sexuality. Individual resistance to heteronormativity is a prerequisite to ending the suffering in the world. 

Steyaert 10 (Doctor in Psychology and Professor in Organizational Psychology at the University of St. Gallen (January 2010, Chris, Gender, Work and Organization., “Queering Space: Heterotopic Life in Derek Jarman’s Garden”, vol. 17, no. 1,  [NZR])
According to Foucault, resistance is focused on ‘the forms within which individuals are able, are obliged, to recognize themselves as subjects of this sexuality’ (Foucault, 1990b, p. 4). Perhaps resisting is not pleasant work, but it is clearly something that needs to be done repeatedly, daily, when you want to claim a space for oneself. Stonewall is the legendary symbol of gay resistance, the somewhat belated open opposition to those who wanted to take away even the small ghettos for gays. As a consequence, a little cafe in New York became a heterotopia for an act of resistance that was followed with an increasing amount of demonstrations, parades and (protest) marches, through which gay and lesbian people bring homosexuality out of the closet, or out of protected spaces, and visibly into the streets. Depicting exemplary demonstrations, processions and gatherings, Jarman made several references to this in his films, including The Garden and Edward II. The kind of liberating struggle that Jarman at that time practiced in his movies, paintings and artistic work in general comes close to the kind of ‘counterattack’ Foucault (1990) foresaw: It is the agency of sex that we must break away from, if we aim — through a tactical reversal of the various mechanisms of sexuality — to counter the grips of power with the claims of bodies, pleasures, and knowledges, in their multiplicity and their possibility of resistance. The rallying point for the counterattack against the deployment of sexuality ought not to be sex-desire, but bodies and pleasures. (Foucault, 1990a, p. 157; my emphasis)9 It is the dimension of resistance which in my view makes it feasible to connect the care of the self and the technologies of the self with the concept of queerness. According to Foucault (1982a) resistance is not just an act of negation, but a creative process. This includes as much the daily creative execution of living as the artistic option of creating an aesthetic track of one’s own. In the case of gay and lesbian resistance the creative process through which discursive realities are confronted has been captured by the term ‘queer’. The term ‘queer’ is itself heterotopic.10 It is at odds with definition and allergic to any kind of stabilizing, as it tries to escape the settling discourses and forms of living and is tending ‘toward “across” formulations: across genders, across sexualities, across genres, across “perversions” ’ (Kosofsky Sedgwick, quoted in Plonowska Ziarek, 1998, p. 18; italics in original). In an attempt to value the destabilizing character of the term queer, Halperin (1995) tries to develop a ‘queer’ politics based on Foucault’s work, drawing mainly on The History of Sexuality but also on several interviews Foucault gave in the 1980s to magazines for gay and lesbian audiences (such as The Advocate in 1982 and Christopher Street in 1981) and which have been collected in Part 4 of Dits et Ecrits (Foucault, 1994). According to Halperin (1995), homosexual emancipation and gay liberation imply a reversal of the discursive positioning of homosexuality and heterosexuality. Heterosexuality, which is in the position of a universal subject of discourse, needs to be interrogated and critiqued. Simultaneously homosexuality needs to shift from the position of an object of power/ knowledge ‘to a position of legitimate subjective agency’ (Halperin, 1995, p. 57). Queer activities and practices are thus trying to reverse the dominant position of a heterosexual discourse, which can never be considered as lacking what Foucault calls a tactical polyvalence. According to Foucault the world of discourse cannot be divided between accepted and excluded dis- course, or between the dominant and the dominated discourse, since [D]iscourses are not once and for all subservient to power or raised up against it, any more than silences are. We must make allowance for the complex and unstable process whereby discourse can be both an instru- ment and an effect of power, but also a hindrance, a stumbling-block, a point of resistance and a starting point for an opposing strategy. (Foucault, 1990a, pp. 100–1; my emphasis). The psychiatric discourse on homosexuality started being used in reverse to claim a position and to speak using the same categories but with opposite intentions, namely to start to claim a position which is not defined by oppo- sition to the heterosexual essence. It is here that queerness can be situated, and it is worthwhile to quote Halperin on this at length as he convincingly argued that to shift the position of ‘the homosexual’ requires making available to lesbians and gay men a new kind of sexual identity, one char- acterised by its lack of a clear definitional content. The homosexual subject can now claim an identity without an essence. To do so is to reverse the logic of the supplement and to make use of the vacancy left by the evacu- ation of the contradictory and incoherent definitional content of ‘the homo- sexual’ in order to take up instead a position that is (and always had been) defined wholly relationally, by its distance to and difference from the nor- mative. (Homo)sexual identity can now be constituted not substantively but oppositionally, not by what it is but by where it is and how it operates. Those who knowingly occupy such a marginal location, who assume a de-essentialised identity that is purely positional in character, are properly speaking not gay but queer. (1995, pp. 61–2; emphasis in original) Becoming queer is then turning the position of the gay, struggling with ‘coming out’ into an open positionality, where new possibilities for living and relating (to oneself and others) emerge. Queer can refer to a whole set of (sometimes eccentric) technologies of the self — which can not be defined substantively or even illustrated — where the space for development is inventively explored, never occupied. It is a space of concrete freedom, for self- styling and self-transforming. The care of the self, as a queer project, engenders a new strategic possibility for the self. Transformation is a matter of form where we play out ourselves in the field of institutional games (Foucault, 1995b). The politics and practice of queer resistance consists thus in the playful experimenting with new forms of relationships and in expanding possibilities of relational practices at the limits of established social orders. The breaking out of relationships as defined by heteronormativity is not so much a matter of redefining a new, this time homosexual, norm, but of leaving you in an open field in which to concoct new forms of relating and living together. Foucault described being gay in an open, becoming mode, which sounds to me very similar to the notion of ‘queer’ that was not yet in vogue in Foucault’s time: to be gay is to be in a state of becoming ... the point is not to be homosexual but to keep working persistently at being gay ... to place oneself in a dimension where the sexual choices one makes are present and have their effects on the ensemble of our life ... These sexual choices ought to be at the same time creators of ways of life. To be gay signifies that these choices diffuse themselves across the entire self; it is also a certain manner of refusing the modes of life offered, it is to make a sexual choice into the impetus for a change of existence. (Foucault, 1982b, p. 24) Queering one’s life is not just a matter of having done with heterosexual life forms, but Foucault seemed to believe that these experimentations might open up and inspire the social fabric of affecting and relating in general. He pleaded to resist the kind of relationships society proposes and thought that queer practices might bring along new relational possibilities that can also enrich the lives of non-homosexual people (Foucault, 1981). Foucault deemed such experimentation and ongoing formation of queering and othering rela- tionships indispensable but also improbable, since most of us are not willing to deal with such an open and complex relational life. Queering space can thus counter the impoverishment of the relational world, since in effect, we live in a legal, social, and institutional world where the only relations possible are extremely few, extremely simplified, and extremely poor. 

***LINKS***

Space Leadership/Hege Link

Their focus on security and space leadership entrenches an ideology of masculinity 

Griffin 03-[ Penny works at the University of Bristol Department of Politics ,“The Spaces Between Us: The Gendered Politics of Outer Space,”]-JT

The separation of a ‘public’ and ‘private’ face to the US approach to outer space is thus an important one, resulting in no small part from the political liberalism of US institutional and administrative culture. The secrecy of the development of military space technologies (including ‘missile defence’ systems, military ‘spy’ satellites and anti-satellite weapons) and the relative openness of ‘civilian’ projects (plans for ‘manned’ Moon and outer space stations, for example) also, however, reflect the discursive construction of a US discourse of neoliberal globalisation that, economically, politically and psychologically, has depended on the establishment and continuance of military hegemony to secure regional, economic interests. The functionally rational, neoliberal market actor and the essentially expansionist neoliberal free market in US discourse enjoy a peculiarly close relationship with the US’s seemingly unquestionable ‘right’ to bear arms across, and beyond, the globe. Thus while the US is a ‘neoliberal’ power to the extent that it is committed to the ideology of the market, to private capital, to flexible labour and to deregulated economies, the US ‘state’ is so heavily constituted by a 9 Paper for ISA. The International Politics of Outer Space Reading Outer Space II historical discourse of militarisation that, in effect, global economic competition and military ambition are rarely distinct categories. Explicitly clear in the case of China’s growing economic pre-eminence, official US discourse firmly allies economic ‘competition’ with future ‘military conflict’. With the US ‘looking at Asia as the most likely arena for future conflict, or at least competition’ (Ricks, 2000), the US appears to be summoning a physical arsenal with which to ‘contain’ the more ethereal threat of China’s expanding economic potential. Extending its military presence in the region, the US is currently engaged in lengthening and widening runways for its bombers in Guam, where it is also adding new fighter squadrons, installing small, ‘lily pad’ bases throughout the Asia-Pacific (for ‘rapid interventionary capability’), and even transferring the US First Corps to Japan to more tightly integrate that nation ‘in US global military planning’ (Gagnon, 2005: 1). In public, the US administration is hesitant to refer explicitly to a Chinese ‘threat’, or situate China as an adversary. Although, according to Ricks, when Pentagon officials sat down in 2000 to plan their Joint Chiefs of Staff document, China was notably listed as a future adversary, the final, publicized version of the document (the ‘Joint Vision 2020’) warns only of the possible rise of an unidentified ‘peer competitor’ (Ricks, 2000). But the wording of the document would seem to be directed at growing Chinese ‘space power’, as US Space Command term the deployment of space policy to support land, sea and air operations. As the document reads, ‘space forces will emerge to protect military and commercial national interests and investment in the space medium due to their increasing importance’ (US Space Command, ‘Joint Vision 2020’). In suggesting a need for US ‘full spectrum dominance’, the document refers to ‘denying an adversary’s [emphasis added] ability to fully leverage’ space capabilities to ‘collect, process, and disseminate an uninterrupted flow of information’. Launching its first space vehicle in 1964, and its first satellite in 1970, China, according to Filho, ‘became the fifth space power in the world’ (Filho, 1997: 153), alongside the US, former Soviet Union, the European Space Agency (ESA) 10 Paper for ISA. The International Politics of Outer Space Reading Outer Space II and, more recently, Japan (Iran, South Korea and India have also begun to focus on increasing their space capabilities, although their efforts are considered to be, thus far, relatively limited). China remains, however, the only one of these ‘space powers’ to pose, in US discourse, a significant and sustained threat to US hegemony. 

Frontier Discourse/Colonization Link
Space frontier discourse entrenches a masculine narrative of conquest and control – this is a culminating moment for domination of the feminine. 

Rushing, 1989 - Professor of Communication at the University of Arkansas (February 1989, Janice H., The Quarterly Journal of Speech, “Evolution of "The New Frontier" in "Alien" and "Aliens": Patriarchal Co-optation of the Feminine Archetype,” vol. 75, no. 1, NZR)

In this essay I have traced the evolution of the feminine in both its archetypal and American rhetorical forms, and argued that the land-based frontier myth represents a middle stage in which a once-whole feminine was split by the development of the patriarchy. An analysis of Alien and Aliens demonstrates that the frontier is again evolving, but only into a hybrid of the old and new myths, in which the lost feminine is encountered, found to be vengeful at the exploitation of her domain, and then killed by a patriarchalized heroine.

It is possible that Alien/s is a portent of things to come—in the New Frontier, or even in the old—for, as Thomas Farrell observes, rhetorical propositions are always open to reappraisal.85 Insofar as the land-based frontier myth remains rhetorical, it is open to revision based on the new perspectives acquired in the scene of space. If this hybrid of the egoic hero and the descent to the Goddess is influential either in revising the telling of the old myth or in developing the direction of the new, this will not bode well for the acceptance of the feminine principle into the consciousness of the culture. Searching for the lost Goddess is a necessary task, but treating her as "alien" and then killing her helps to insure that the Furies will wreak vengeance again. As William Barrett warns: "It would be the final error of reason—the point at which it succumbs to its own hubris and passes over into its demoniacal opposite, unreason—to deny that the Furies exist, or to strive to manipulate them out of existence.. . . We may, of course, be able to buy off the Furies for a while; being of the earth and ancient, they have been around much longer than the rational consciousness that would entirely supplant them, and so they can afford to wait. And when they strike, more likely than not it will be through the offending faculty itself."86 And we might speculate that, when the matricide is perpetrated by a woman, such as Ripley, the Furies' wrath would intensify, for the woman kills her own kind. Irene de Castillejo summarizes the dilemma: "A woman today lives in perpetual conflict. She cannot slay the dragon of the unconscious without severing her own essential contact with it; without in fact destroying her feminine strength and becoming a mere pseudo¬man."87 Indeed, it is she who will suffer the most when the Furies strike back, for she will remain divided against herself and haunted by the half that will not stay buried.

Space politics projects the ideal that exploration and colonization are essential human traits though truly based upon bigoted, masculine constructions of conquest – the “magnificent cake of Africa” proves

Griffin 9, - Department of Politics, University of Bristol, Panel on “Reading Outer Space” (3/25/2006, Penny Griffin, “The Spaces Between Us: The Gendered Politics of Outer Space,” International Studies Association Conference in San Diego, www.bisa-ipeg.org/papers/19PennyGriffin.pdf)

These systems are material and heterogeneous in nature (Best and Kellner 1991, 26), and carry their meanings and modes of representation through discursive practices. This paper offers an analysis of US outer space discourse as a constructed, and thus potentially unstable, arrangements of identity. US space discourse constitutes an exceptionally powerful, but not unchallenged, arrangement of identities, practices, norms and processes, embodying tacit, but crucial, gendered and sexualized assumptions. 

Space, as a discursive realm, cannot be considered ‘extraterrestrial’ in any traditional sense. Outer space may, physically, exist somewhere beyond the Earth’s terrestrial atmosphere, but the politics of outer space are invariably Earth-bound. Global outer space politics, although involving a multitude of actors, organisations, state and non-state-based articulations, is currently dominated by a US-led ‘liberal’ discourse of military, commercial and scientific conquest that draws heavily from essentialist and foundational ideologies of nature, civilization, science, progress and consumption. Crawford, in proposing a case for the ‘scientific and social’ importance of human space exploration, suggests that, [T]here are reasons for believing that as a species Homo sapiens is genetically predisposed towards exploration and the colonisation of an open frontier. Access to such a frontier, at least vicariously, may be in some sense psychologically necessary for the long-term wellbeing of human societies. (Crawford, 2005: 260) 

Similarly, NASA’s website claims that ‘[f]rom the time of our birth, humans have felt a primordial urge to explore,’ to ‘blaze new trails, map new lands, and answer profound questions about ourselves and our universe’ (www.nasa.gov). This remark, along with others such as Crawford’s, presents a vision of the human colonisation of Outer Space as both natural and essential to humanity, a ‘psychological and cultural requirement’ that is not merely a ‘Western predisposition’, but ‘a human one’ (Crawford, 2005: 260). By their very nature, such statements are founded on a definition of ‘universal’ human society entirely Western in origin, dependent on the kind of ‘modern, knowledge-based economy’ that the US has sought to establish through technological, military and commercial expansion. Although the ‘we’ in much US space discourse is meant as universal, in reality it is a highly singular and culturally specific construction of identity, one deeply embedded in the liberal belief that humanity needs ‘a sense of freedom’ and ‘choice’ (Seguin, 2005: 981); that it was ‘our’ grandparents who thought exploring Africa was an adventure (Mendell, 2005: 10), and not Africans themselves; that the ‘scientific revolution’ sprang from the ‘unusual pragmatic and classless entrepreneurship of US society’ that ‘promoted commercialisation and innovative marketing of new technology’ (ibid.). 
Alien/Other Link
The search for the “alien” other replicates a political strategy that always seeks to identify and eliminate difference and the feminine unknown.  

Rushing, 1989 - Professor of Communication at the University of Arkansas (February 1989, Janice H., The Quarterly Journal of Speech, “Evolution of "The New Frontier" in "Alien" and "Aliens": Patriarchal Co-optation of the Feminine Archetype,” vol. 75, no. 1, NZR)

In this essay I have traced the evolution of the feminine in both its archetypal and American rhetorical forms, and argued that the land-based frontier myth represents a middle stage in which a once-whole feminine was split by the development of the patriarchy. An analysis of Alien and Aliens demonstrates that the frontier is again evolving, but only into a hybrid of the old and new myths, in which the lost feminine is encountered, found to be vengeful at the exploitation of her domain, and then killed by a patriarchalized heroine.

It is possible that Alien/s is a portent of things to come—in the New Frontier, or even in the old—for, as Thomas Farrell observes, rhetorical propositions are always open to reappraisal.85 Insofar as the land-based frontier myth remains rhetorical, it is open to revision based on the new perspectives acquired in the scene of space. If this hybrid of the egoic hero and the descent to the Goddess is influential either in revising the telling of the old myth or in developing the direction of the new, this will not bode well for the acceptance of the feminine principle into the consciousness of the culture. Searching for the lost Goddess is a necessary task, but treating her as "alien" and then killing her helps to insure that the Furies will wreak vengeance again. As William Barrett warns: "It would be the final error of reason—the point at which it succumbs to its own hubris and passes over into its demoniacal opposite, unreason—to deny that the Furies exist, or to strive to manipulate them out of existence.. . . We may, of course, be able to buy off the Furies for a while; being of the earth and ancient, they have been around much longer than the rational consciousness that would entirely supplant them, and so they can afford to wait. And when they strike, more likely than not it will be through the offending faculty itself."86 And we might speculate that, when the matricide is perpetrated by a woman, such as Ripley, the Furies' wrath would intensify, for the woman kills her own kind. Irene de Castillejo summarizes the dilemma: "A woman today lives in perpetual conflict. She cannot slay the dragon of the unconscious without severing her own essential contact with it; without in fact destroying her feminine strength and becoming a mere pseudo¬man."87 Indeed, it is she who will suffer the most when the Furies strike back, for she will remain divided against herself and haunted by the half that will not stay buried.

Realism Link
Realism is destructive because it inherently excludes women’s perspectives and encourages amoral and violent behavior.  

Tickner, 92 J. Ann. (1992). (Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving Global Security, Engendered Insecurities. Columbia University Press. Retrieved June 22, 2011 from Columbia International Affairs Online http://www.ciaonet.org/book/tickner/tickner12.html) AAA 

In the face of what is generally perceived as a dangerous international environment, states have ranked national security high in terms of their policy priorities. According to international relations scholar Kenneth Waltz, the state conducts its affairs in the "brooding shadow of violence," and therefore war could break out at any time. 1 In the name of national security, states have justified large defense budgets, which take priority over domestic spending, military conscription of their young adult male population, foreign invasions, and the curtailment of civil liberties. The security of the state is perceived as a core value that is generally supported unquestioningly by most citizens, particularly in time of war. While the role of the state in the twentieth century has expanded to include the provision of domestic social programs, national security often takes precedence over the social security of individuals. When we think about the provision of national security we enter into what has been, and continues to be, an almost exclusively male domain. While most women support what they take to be legitimate calls for state action in the interests of international security, the task of defining, defending, and advancing the security interests of the state is a man's affair, a task that, through its association with war, has been especially valorized and rewarded in many cultures throughout history. As Simone de Beauvoir's explanation for male superiority suggests, giving one's life for one's country has been considered the highest form of patriotism, but it is an act from which women have been virtually excluded. While men have been associated with defending the state and advancing its international interests as soldiers and diplomats, women have typically been engaged in the "ordering" and "comforting" roles both in the domestic sphere, as mothers and basic needs providers, and in the caring professions, as teachers, nurses, and social workers. 2 The role of women with respect to national security has been ambiguous: defined as those whom the state and its men are protecting, women have had little control over the conditions of their protection. 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 1 as a classical realist and a neorealist, respectively. 3 I shall also discuss some of the ideas of Thomas Hobbes and Niccolò Machiavelli, 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 world view of foreign policy practitioners, particularly national security specialists. Realists have concentrated their investigations on the activities 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 environment, 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 government to curb their ambitions, realists tell us that war could break out at any time because nothing can prevent it. Consequently, 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 security 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 dangerous world: a "realistic" understanding of amoral and instrumental behavior, characteristic of international politics, is necessary if states are not to fall prey to others' ambitions.
(Cuomo) Crisis-Based Politics Link
The aff’s impact scenarios reflect a crisis-based politics that ignores the omnipresence of militarism – this guarantees accelerating forms of structural violence which turns the case. 

Cuomo, 96 [Chris Cuomo, Ph.D., 1992, University of Wisconsin-Madison Department of Philosophy University of  Cincinnati  Hypatia Fall 1996.Vol.11, Iss. 4; pg. 30]

In this essay, I will expand upon her argument by showing that accounts of war that only focus on events are impoverished in a number of ways, and therefore feminist consideration of the political, ethical, and ontological dimensions of war and the possibilities for resistance demand a much more complicated approach. I take Schott's characterization of war as presence as a point of departure, though I am not committed to the idea that the constancy of militarism, the fact of its omnipresence in human experience, and the paucity of an event-based account of war are exclusive to contemporary postmodern or postcolonial circumstances.(1)    Theory that does not investigate or even notice the omnipresence of militarism cannot represent or address the depth and specificity of the everyday effects of militarism on women, on people living in occupied territories, on members of military institutions, and on the environment. These effects are relevant to feminists in a number of ways because military practices and institutions help construct gendered and national identity, and because they justify the destruction of natural nonhuman entities and communities during peacetime. Lack of attention to these aspects of the business of making or preventing military violence in an extremely technologized world results in theory that cannot accommodate the connections among the constant presence of militarism, declared wars, and other closely related social phenomena, such as nationalistic glorifications of motherhood, media violence, and current ideological gravitations to military solutions for social problems.    Ethical approaches that do not attend to the ways in which warfare and military practices are woven into the very fabric of life in twenty-first century technological states lead to crisis-based politics and analyses. For any feminism that aims to resist oppression and create alternative social and political options, crisis-based ethics and politics are problematic because they distract attention from the need for sustained resistance to the enmeshed, omnipresent systems of domination and oppression that so often function as givens in most people's lives. Neglecting the omnipresence of militarism allows the false belief that the absence of declared armed conflicts is peace, the polar opposite of war. It is particularly easy for those whose lives are shaped by the safety of privilege, and who do not regularly encounter the realities of militarism, to maintain this false belief. The belief that militarism is an ethical, political concern only regarding armed conflict, creates forms of resistance to militarism that are merely exercises in crisis control. Antiwar resistance is then mobilized when the "real" violence finally occurs, or when the stability of privilege is directly threatened, and at that point it is difficult not to respond in ways that make resisters drop all other political priorities. Crisis-driven attention to declarations of war might actually keep resisters complacent about and complicitous in the general presence of global militarism. Seeing war as necessarily embedded in constant military presence draws attention to the fact that horrific, state-sponsored violence is happening nearly all over, all of the time, and that it is perpetrated by military institutions and other militaristic agents of the state.    Moving away from crisis-driven politics and ontologies concerning war and military violence also enables consideration of relationships among seemingly disparate phenomena, and therefore can shape more nuanced theoretical and practical forms of resistance. For example, investigating the ways in which war is part of a presence allows consideration of the relationships among the events of war and the following: how militarism is a foundational trope in the social and political imagination; how the pervasive presence and symbolism of soldiers/warriors/patriots shape meanings of gender; the ways in which threats of state-sponsored violence are a sometimes invisible/sometimes bold agent of racism, nationalism, and corporate interests; the fact that vast numbers of communities, cities, and nations are currently in the midst of excruciatingly violent circumstances. It also provides a lens for considering the relationships among the various kinds of violence that get labeled "war." Given current American obsessions with nationalism, guns, and militias, and growing hunger for the death penalty, prisons, and a more powerful police state, one cannot underestimate the need for philosophical and political attention to connections among phenomena like the "war on drugs," the "war on crime," and other state-funded militaristic campaigns.  I propose that the constancy of militarism and its effects on social reality be reintroduced as a crucial locus of contemporary feminist attentions, and that feminists emphasize how wars are eruptions and manifestations of omnipresent militarism that is a product and tool of multiple oppressive, corporate, technocratic states.(2) Feminists should be particularly interested in making this shift because it better allows consideration of the effects of war and militarism on women, subjugated peoples, and environments. While giving attention to the constancy of militarism in contemporary life we need not neglect the importance of addressing the specific qualities of direct, large-scale, declared military conflicts. But the dramatic nature of declared, large-scale conflicts should not obfuscate the ways in which military violence pervades most societies in increasingly technologically sophisticated ways and the significance of military institutions and everyday practices in shaping reality. Philosophical discussions that focus only on the ethics of declaring and fighting wars miss these connections, and also miss the ways in which even declared military conflicts are often experienced as omnipresent horrors. These approaches also leave unquestioned tendencies to suspend or distort moral judgement in the face of what appears to be the inevitability of war and militarism.
Economic Competition Link
Status quo economic institutions and studies are patriarchal

Ruiz 05 (Tricia works at the center for studies in Demography and Ecology. “Feminist Theory and International Relations: The Feminist Challenge to Realism and Liberalism,” Soundings Journal, 2005 http://www.csustan.edu/honors/documents/journals/soundings/Ruiz.pdf) AK
 In contrast to realism, liberalist theory emphasizes the role of the individual over that of the state. Instead of seeing anarchy and “a struggle for power” as a defining feature of world politics, these thinkers emphasize an international “struggle for consensus” as central to explaining international relations.17 Liberalist tools include free trade, education, and international institutions to protect and promote the economic and civil interests of the individual. 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.18 True also reports that “on a world scale, women are a disadvantaged group: they own one percent 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. Charlesworth outlines some of the disappointing results, such as the lack of agreement on the definition of gender, and inability to secure benchmarks for measuring progress.20 Such critiques underscore the challenges of feminist theory, because they indicate that highly publicized and widely supported liberalist women’s movements do not necessarily equate with the goal of achieving real gender equality.In light of these feminist criticisms of realism and liberalism (and the constraints working against their inclusion in IR discussions), we are led to ask: how feminist theory strong enough on its own to be considered separate from realism and liberalism? This paper has argued that feminist theory should not be taken as a separate theory within IR, if one considers its relationships and discussion with the main IR theories of realism and liberalism. In its clear opposition against the overall realist theory, feminist theory aligns itself with liberalist ideals, especially through its view of the role of the individual and its emphasis on a cooperative world. Despite its criticisms of liberal patriarchal systems, feminist theory still relies heavily on liberalist international organizations and liberal pursuit of civil liberties in order to achieve gender equality. As feminism continues to widen perspectives in IR, its basic argument for international cooperation makes it a sub-category of liberalism,21 and helps to strengthen and enhance the liberalist theory. Certainly, there are strong arguments for the contention that liberalist progress has created disproportionate strife and marginalization for women, and that liberalist institutions themselves are gendered in favor of men. So with this in mind, feminist theory distinguishes itself from liberalist theory. However, in the broader context of liberalist theory, with its emphasis on the individual as the main actor – whether male or female — feminist theory and its critiques have a clear epistemological place within IR when liberalist theory is prevalent; whereas in discussions dominated by realism there is no place for the individual. Additionally, there is room for gender reconstruction of liberalist institutions, especially with the expansion of civil society and when women lead grassroots efforts. Civil society generally provides strong arenas for feminist and liberalist discussion on the importance of the individual, regardless of gender. 
Colonization/Reproduction Link
When bodies are seen through lens of heteronormativity, everything outside of that description is configured as problematic. We must engage in constant criticism show how discourses reinforce such depictions.

Casper and Moore 95 (Monica J., Ph.D in sociology from the University of California, San Francisco, feminist scholar and researcher on reproductive justice. Lisa Jean, Ph.D in sociology from the University of California, San Francisco, professor of sociology and gender studies at Purchase College. “INSCRIBING BODIES, INSCRIBING THE FUTURE: Gender, Sex, and Reproduction in Outer Space”, pg. 312, jstor [NT])

In a  twist  on  the  "truth is stranger than  fiction" maxim,  this  paper examines gender, sex, and reproduction in outer space. Unlike on Star Trek, where these issues are more or less  taken for granted, in "real time" they are highly contested.  In 1992, a married couple flew together on a U.S. space shuttle mission, generating  a flurry of  public  curiosity  and controversy over  what  the  paparazzi termed  "celestial intimacy."  The National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  (NASA)  was bombarded  with  questions  about  heterosexual  sex and reproduction in space, topics  which  the  agency seemed ill-equipped  and unwilling to address. Not  only are sex  and reproduction  perceived as topics  which  should  not  be  discussed  in polite  society,  they  are also seen as contributing to  a loss of legitimacy for NASA in an age of uncertain and ever-diminishing resources. We argue that the emergent controversy over "sex in space" is shaped by intersecting  and  mutually reinforcing  discourses  about  gender,  sex,  and reproduction in the contemporary United States. Our argument rests on three core findings. First, gender  differences are constructed  at multiple  "spaces" within  this domain; male bodies  are equated  with masculinity and are accepted  as the norm, while female bodies are equated with femininity and are configured as problematic. Women astronauts are defined simultaneously  as potential sexual partners for male astronauts  and as  potential  reproducers in the  interest  of  colonization.  Second, sexual  practices  are framed exclusively  within  the  heterosexual  paradigm, which leaves few "spaces" for other sexualities. Third, sexuality is explicitly and invariably linked to reproduction, reflecting and reinforcing heterosexist  assumptions  about sexual behavior. Yet, reproduction in a space environment  is potentially  damaging to missions because human bodies are physiologically transformed by microgravity and  radiation.  Thus,  as  far  as  NASA  is  concerned,  astronauts  should  neither copulate nor reproduce; within  the heterosexual paradigm, preventing sex in space becomes  a strategy for preventing  reproduction in space. In short, contemporary accounts  of sex  and reproduction in space, like Star Trek and its progeny, inscribe human  bodies  and  futures,  and in  so  doing tell us  a great deal  about  who  "we" are at present.

Normative views on reproduction exclude queer bodies leading to sexuality based discrimination. Those who don’t fit the antiquated, heterosexual image of the astronaut will attempt to be screened out.

Casper and Moore 95 (Monica J., Ph.D in sociology from the University of California, San Francisco, feminist scholar and researcher on reproductive justice. Lisa Jean, Ph.D in sociology from the University of California, San Francisco, professor of sociology and gender studies at Purchase College. “INSCRIBING BODIES, INSCRIBING THE FUTURE: Gender, Sex, and Reproduction in Outer Space”, pg. 320-321, jstor [NT])

Heterosexist assumptions undergirding this coverage are evident. Many other extended and cramped space explorations preceded the 1992 flight, but these were predominately "manned." The media and NASA have chosen to frame sex in space as conceivable only when conception is a possibility. Not only does this ignore the  prospect of lesbian or gay  activity in space, but it  also does  not  address unmarried sexual activity, as mixed-gender crews have been going to space for several years now. Heterosexual sex was described in these initial news articles through pop psychological discourse; one psychiatrist remarked "sex is a normal part of human behavior. It happens in offices. It happens in the Antarctic. It happens where you have males and females together." Does this inscription of the future help create a "space" where only certain types of sexual relations will be tolerated, understood, accepted, and/or possible? Although to our knowledge NASA has no written policy on homosexuality in the space program, organizational strategies can be seen as indicators of a latent agenda. Instead of operating under a "don't ask, don't tell" military model, NASA officials asked a flight crew surgeon, also a psychiatrist, if there was a way to screen out homosexuals. Replying that homosexuality was not a "psychiatric disorder," the surgeon stated that screening would be impossible. She also suggested during an interview that "there are probably thousands of  high-achieving military homosexuals in NASA." Sexuality tropes such as these are prevalent in space discourses and many have become mythologized within the NASA community. For example, one informant related to us a story of an Apollo mission. After this mission had successfully landed, the two male astronauts made their way to the press conference holding hands and greeted reporters by stating, "We would like to announce our engagement." Indeed a campy and comical way to break the post-mission tension, this story plays on the fear that these astronauts, after hours companionship,  would  become romantically linked. Could  there be  a strategy behind  NASA's use  of mixed crews for long-duration  missions?  It is likely that  not sending  women  on  missions  would  be challenged  as  sexist  and discriminatory in this  "postfeminist" era. However,  NASA could  also be trying to abate what it perceives  as negative  implications  of homosexuality  by sending  men and women together on long  missions.

State Link
Gendered Institutions including the state and market ignore women

Youngs 04(Gillian is an international political economist with a university teaching background in the UK and Hong Kong. “Feminist International Relations: A Contradiction in Terms? Or: Why Women and Gender Are Essential to Understanding the World 'We' Live in” January www.jstor.org) AK
In broad terms, feminist International Relations has expanded, and built on, the work of feminist political and economic theory to examine the masculinist framing of politics and economics and associated institutions, including notably the state and its key military and governmental components, as well as the discourses through which these institutions operate and are reproduced over time. In the course of this work, feminist analysis has highlighted three major related phenomena: * The state and market, in theory and practice, are gendered by masculinist assumptions and structures. * The dominant conceptualization of political and economic agency in maledominated terms ignores both women's realities and their active contributions to political and economic life. * Lack of attention to the analytical category of gender obscures the interrelated social construction of male and female identities and roles. Feminist International Relations has identified malestream International Relations theory as one of the discourses that help perpetuate a distorted and partial world view that reflects the disproportionate power of control and influence that men hold, rather than the full social reality of the lives of women, children and men. Thus this theory is more reflective and expressive of historically established male power than it is an open and comprehensive exploration of the political and economic processes in which all members of societies are engaged. It is more a discourse of and about the powerful than one that seeks to examine deeply how power works, including its gendered, racialized and socioeconomic dimensions, or to situate individuals and groups differently in terms of contrasting levels of capacity, control, influence and freedom.

States are inherently patriarchal- border constructions and governments.

Youngs 04(Gillian is an international political economist with a university teaching background in the UK and Hong Kong. “Feminist International Relations: A Contradiction in Terms? Or: Why Women and Gender Are Essential to Understanding the World 'We' Live in” January www.jstor.org)AK
Sovereignty is a core concept in International Relations because it defines the pre-eminent role of states as political actors, and by implication also defines political identity (citizenship) in state-centred terms, binding 'authentic politics exclusively within territorially-bound communities'.20 For feminist International Relations there are ways in which sovereignty can be regarded as a foundational problem in the masculinist distortions of the nature of politics and political agency. Masculinist dominance is institutionalized by the 'sovereignty contract' and the 'sexual contract' of modern European state-making, which is simultaneously-and not coincidentally-the making of rational man, the sovereign subject and political agency. In this historical context, politics-as concept and action-is rendered definitely masculine and political identity is gendered both conceptually (in terms of how we think about political agency, subjectivity and subject-ive relations) and empirically (in terms of how we organize political activities, structures and object-ive relations).2' The public over private (male over female) social hierarchy leads to the gendering of political agency and influence in profound ways. This is a problem when we think of internal state politics but it is amplified in international relations, the so-called realm of high politics, where women have had least presence and direct impact. Radical thinkers such as John Hoffman argue for the reconstruction of the political concept of sovereignty as emancipatory, for 'a sovereignty beyond the state'.22 States are an expression of patriarchal power. 'Empirically, states are (mostly) run by men, defended by men and advance the interests of men ... Logically, state sovereignty is gendered by its assertion that leadership is monolithic, hierarchical and violent. These principles are all "masculinist" in character since the idea of concentrating power so that the few rule by force over the many is associated with the domination of men.'23 Hoffinan explores the problematics and complexities of the characteristic of the state as the sole legitimate user of force in the interests of maintaining internal and external order, a legitimacy deriving in the liberal tradition from the social contract.24

Security Link
Western security is derived on masculine politics that cause war and disregard feminine values-this makes violence inevitable
Blanchard 2003 [ Eric M. Blanchard is a PhD Candidate in the School of International. Relations at the University of Southern California, “ Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory”; http://people.reed.edu/~ahm/Courses/Reed-POL-240-2010-S3_IP/Syllabus/EReadings/05.1/05.1.zFurther_Blanchard2003Gender.pdf ]-JT
National security discourses are typically part of the elite world of masculine high politics. Statesmen, diplomats, and the military conduct 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 overlooks 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-9/11 world, 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 term security itself has been wrought with ambiguity and has recently taken on the status of an essentially contested concept in the discipline. Within international relations, discussions of international security traditionally revolve around issues of war and peace in an international system of sovereign and self-interested nation-states, with a particular focus on issues of military strategy. In this view, the provision of security is entrusted to the state, with the assumption that states protect and secure the members of the political community from threats emanating from the dangerous, foreign realm outside state boundaries. However, feminists and other critical scholars have started to inquire into the meaning of this The author would like to thank Ann Tickner, Sandra Harding, and the editors of Signs for their comments and support. 1290 Blanchard concept by asking just who is being secured by security policies? Against the illusion of total security, feminists contest the possibility of a perfectly controlled, coherent security policy that could handle every international contingency. Security for women struggling with everyday patriarchy, as Christine Sylvester observes, “is always partial . . . elusive and mundane” (1994, 183). In this essay, I survey the relatively new but promising IR feminist literature on international security, highlighting the functions of feminist scholarship in any disciplinary intervention—the critique of existing theory, the reconceptualization of core concepts, and the expansion of empirical knowledge (Boals 1975; Jaquette 1976). A review of feminist security theory scholarship (FST) indicates important successes in another task of feminist analysis—rendering the familiar strange, in this case by problematizing the naturalness of “security” (Harding 1991, 142, 149; cited in Tickner 2001). Through a dialogue fostered with political theorists, peace activists, and policy makers, FST has subverted, expanded, and enriched notions of security for more than a decade by making at least four theoretical moves.1 First, IR feminists question the supposed nonexistence and irrelevance of women in international security politics, engendering or exposing the workings of gender and power in international relations. This entails the recovery of women’s experiences, the recognition of gender-based exclusion from decision-making roles, and the investigation of women’s invisibility in international theory. Second, FST questions the extent to which women are secured by state “protection” in times of war and peace. Third, FST contests discourses wherein women are linked unreflectively with peace, arguing that the identification of women with peace be balanced by recognition of the participation, support, and inspiration women have given to war making. Fourth, and more recently, feminists have troubled the assumption that gendered security practices address only women and have started to develop a variegated concept of masculinity to help explain security. I discuss these contributions in three sections, treating theoretical innovations in feminist 1 Feminists in IR have emphasized a conversational approach (Peterson 1992b, 16) and fostered an “aware cacophony” (Sylvester 1987, 501) of feminist perspectives. Unfortunately, attempts to “open new conversational spaces” between conventional IR theories and the feminist periphery (Peterson 1992d, 184) have not yet dissipated the “gendered estrangement” that inhibits constructive dialogues and public critical engagement between feminist and IR scholars (Tickner 1997, 613). For some recent exchanges between feminists, the mainstream, and other feminists, see Keohane 1989, 1998; Weber 1994; Jones 1996, 1998; Tickner 1997, 1998; Carver, Cochran, and Squires 1998; Marchand 1998; Elshtain 2000; Van Crevald 2000. S I G N S Summer 2003 ❙ 1291 IR, the conceptual development of the discipline’s core issues, and the empirical expansion of IR theory. 

Technology Link
Status quo concepts of advancing and mastering technology are patriarchal and force women to give up their feminine identity

Wajcman 09 (Judy is a sociologist working in the field of the social shaping of technology and gender in organisations. She is currently Head of Sociology at the London School of Economics and Political Science. She was formerly a Professor of Sociology in the Research School of Social Sciences, Australian National University, a Visiting Professor at the Lehman Brothers Centre for Women in Business at London Business School, and a Visiting Professor at the Oxford Internet Institute. She was also formerly a Centennial Professor in the Department of Sociology's Gender Institute at London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE), and has previously held posts in Cambridge, Edinburgh, Manchester, Sydney, Tokyo, Vienna, Warwick and Zurich. She was also a Visiting Fellow at All Souls College, Oxford. “Feminist theories of technology” Cambridge Journal of Economics January 8th http://wiki.medialab-prado.es/images/4/4b/Wajcman_Feminist_theories_of_technology.pdf) AK
What role does technology play in embedding gender power relations? Let us begin with the traditional conception of what technology is taken to be. On this view technology tends to be thought of in terms of industrial machinery and military weapons, the tools of work and war, overlooking other technologies that affect most aspects of everyday life. The very definition of technology, in other words, is cast in terms of male activities. An initial challenge for feminists was to demonstrate that the enduring identification between technology and manliness is not inherent in biological sex difference. Feminist scholars have demonstrated how the binary oppositions in Western culture, between culture and nature, reason and emotion, hard and soft, have privileged masculinity over femininity (Harding, 1986). The taken-for-granted association of men and machines is the result of the historical and cultural construction of gender. Similarly, the standard conceptions of innovation, production and work have been the subject of scrutiny. Just as feminist economists have redefined the discipline of economics to take account of unpaid domestic and caring work (Folbre, 2001; Himmelweit, 2003), so too feminist scholars of STS have argued for the significance of everyday life technologies (Cowan, 1976; Stanley, 1995). A revaluing of cooking, childcare and communication technologies immediately disrupts the cultural stereotype of women as technically incompetent or invisible in technical spheres. It is salutary to be reminded that it was only with the formation of engineering as a white, male middle-class profession that ‘male machines rather than female fabrics’ became the markers of technology (Oldenziel, 1999). During the late nineteenth century, mechanical and civil engineering increasingly came to define what technology is, diminishing the significance of both artefacts and forms of knowledge associated with women. This was the result of the rise of engineers as an elite with exclusive rights to technical expertise. Crucially, it involved the creation of a male professional identity, based on educational qualifications and the promise of managerial positions, sharply distinguished from shopfloor engineering and blue-collar workers. It also involved an ideal of manliness, characterised by the cultivation of bodily prowess and individual achievement. At the same time, femininity was being reinterpreted as incompatible with technological pursuits. It was during and through this process that the term ‘technology’ took on its modern meaning. The legacy is our taken-for-granted association of technology with men. In common with mainstream STS, feminist writing has long identified the ways in which socio-technical relations are manifest not only in physical objects and institutions but also in symbols, language and identities (McNeil, 2007). Scientific facts and technological artefacts are treated as simultaneously semiotic and material. Such a broad notion of science and technology (technoscience) as a culture or ‘material-semiotic practice’ enables us to understand how our relationship to technology is integral to the constitution of subjectivity for both sexes (Haraway, 1997). To continue with the example of engineering for a moment, here we see a classic case of an archetypal masculine culture, where mastery over technology is a source of both pleasure and power for the predominantly male profession (Faulkner and Lohan, 2004; Hacker, 1989). Such images resonate with the world of computer hackers at MIT described by Sherry Turkle (1984, p. 216): ‘though hackers would deny that theirs is a macho culture, the preoccupation with winning and of subjecting oneself to increasingly violent tests make their world peculiarly male in spirit, peculiarly unfriendly to women’. This is not to say that all women reject ‘geek culture’, nor that computer science is universally coded as masculine. In Malaysia, for example, women are well represented among computer science students (Lagesen, 2008). Sexual ideologies are remarkably diverse and fluid, and for some men technical expertise may be as much about their lack of power as the realisation of it. However, in contemporary Western society, the hegemonic form of masculinity is still strongly associated with technical prowess and power (Wajcman, 1991). Different childhood exposure to technology, the prevalence of different role models, different forms of schooling, and the extreme gender segregation of the job market all lead to what Cockburn (1983, p. 203) describes as ‘the construction of men as strong, manually able and technologically endowed, and women as physically and technically incompetent’. Entering technical domains therefore requires women to sacrifice major aspects of their feminine identity. Notwithstanding the recurring rhetoric about women’s opportunities in the new knowledge economy, men continue to dominate technical work. Women’s employment in the information technology, electronics and communications (ITEC) sector is much lower than their participation in the workforce generally, and it is declining in most industrialised countries. In the UK, for example, fewer than one in five ITEC professionals and managers are female and this figure is even lower in IT strategy and software development roles (Evans et al., 2007). This is consistent with the findings of the 2006 Skills Survey which found that men are more likely than women to be found in jobs that involve complex and advanced computer or computerised equipment use and ‘this gender imbalance has changed little between 1997 and 2006 (Felstead et al., 2007, p. xii).1 These sexual divisions in the labour market are proving intransigent and mean that women are largely excluded from the processes of technical design that shape the world we live in—a point to which I return below.

NASA/Astronaut Link
An examination of NASA’s history shows that sexism is encoded both in the language NASA uses, as well as the structure of the organization

Lathers 2009 (Marie, professor of humanities @ Case Western Univ. “No Official Requirement: Women, History, Time, and the U. S. Space Program,” Feminist Studies, Spring 2009, vol 35 no. 1)

IN JULY 1962, a special subcommittee of the U.S. House of Representatives was convened to determine whether there was gender discrimination in the National Aeronautics and Space Administration's (NASA's) establishment of qualifications for astronauts. One member stated that the committee's work was to "once and for all settle this problem about women astronauts." The problem was settled by one witness with the statement quoted above: there was no discrimination, he argued; there were just no women who qualified for the program. Yet the hearings offered more than this simplistic approach to the problem. A careful reading of the transcripts reveals an alliance between language and institutional power made visible through rhetorical strategies used by committee members and witnesses. Specific terms foregrounded in the debate were molded by one side or the other to make its case, to reinforce or contest historical realities. These included broad categories of time and history as well as terms more particular to the hearings, including experience and engineering, interruption and interference, and qualifications and requirements. Our understanding of history as both concept and discipline owes its rise in the nineteenth century to modern conceptions of origins and evolution, time as chronological--as opposed to cyclical--and progress. Feminist historians have argued that "gender" as a category of analysis began to be used in its current form in the 1970s but that its history as category dates also to the nineteenth century. Liberal feminism has wanted to write women into history, and one powerful way of doing so has been to recover "forgotten" women and their contributions; these neglected individuals and events are greeted with a sense of triumph: "It's about time!" NASA's Herstory Project, for example, uses interviews available to the public on-line in order to recuperate women who have worked for NASA, thus recovering women from and in history. Yet the history of women in space is not only a celebration of women's accomplishments; it is also a discursive history that defines the ever-evolving relationships among gender, chronological time, and the very notion of history. Joan Wallach Scott has summarized the conjoining of the subject, or discipline, of history with historical fact, or the past, writing: "History figures in this approach not exclusively as the record of changes in the social organization of the sexes but also crucially as a participant in the production of knowledge about sexual difference. I assume that history's representations of the past help construct gender for the present." The House of Representatives transcripts examined here and this essay itself work to solve the "problem" of women in space by considering it not as a question of statistics and dates but, rather, as a construction that is realized through language.

The notion of the astronaut models the cult of heroism enabling the acceptance of male superiority
Griffin 03-[ Penny works at the University of Bristol Department of Politics ,“The Spaces Between Us: The Gendered Politics of Outer Space,”]-JT

 ‘Sex’ is only explicitly spoken of in US space discourse to signal the category of ‘woman’, and the physical and psychological constraints that woman’s ‘body’ brings to spaceflight and exploration. NASA, for example, in identifying ‘gender-related’ differences affecting the efficacy and effects of spaceflight and travel, focus exclusively on the physiological differences between men and women (bone density, blood flow, hormonal and metabolic differences, etc.). As Casper and Moore argue, NASA’s heterosexist framings of these issues highlight sex in space as a social and scientific problem (1995: 313). Female bodies are thus ‘constructed against a backdrop in which male bodies are accepted as the norm, an inscription process shaped by the masculine context of space travel’ (ibid.: 316). By identifying only ‘woman’ with ‘sex’, and the ‘ostensibly sexualised features’ of women’s ‘bodies’ (Butler, 1990: 26), a certain, heterosexist, order and identity is effectively instituted in US outer space discourse. Persons (for example, those astronauts selected for spaceflight) cannot be signified, as Butler argues, ‘without the mark of gender’ (ibid.: 28). Inextricably bound to the ‘popular heroes’ of the Cold War (American) 14 Paper for ISA. The International Politics of Outer Space Reading Outer Space II cultural imaginary, the construction of the astronaut as space pioneer is embedded within a broader political framework of space travel, wherein ‘women’ are seen as essentially different to men both physiologically and in terms of being taken seriously with a masculine environment, one in which the true ‘visionary’ and ‘entrepreneur’ leading the quest into outer space has, in the US, always been coded male. Thus NASA not only physically and empirically regulates which bodies can and cannot succeed in outer space (from its refusal to consider women candidates in the 1950s and 1960s, to ongoing controversies surrounding the possibility of menstruation, sexual intercourse and pregnancy in mixed-crew space travel); it also constitutes the discursive regulations through which persons are made ‘regular’. Gender, as Butler argues, thus becomes the ‘norm’ that operates within social practices as ‘the implicit standard of normalization’ (2004: 41). 

(Earth) Science Link
The 1AC’s method and goals rest on a flawed faith in science and objectivity. Space exploration and technology depend on masculine ways of knowing and ensure ecological domination. 

Litfin 97 (Karen T., has a Ph.D from UCLA and is an associate professor in the Department of Politics at the University of Washington, Jstor “The Gendered Eye in the Sky: A Feminist Perspective on Earth Observation Satellites” pg.26-27)

A major shift in the way knowledge about our planet is produced is now under way, a shift that is likely to have profound consequences for environmental politics in the coming decades. The lion's share of information that will guide international environmental policy making will soon be obtained through the global gaze of space-based satellites. While this sort of knowledge production will no doubt offer many advantages, it has gained ascendancy amid a remarkable absence of critical thinking about its implications. Among participants and observers alike, the expectations are lofty, verging on the grandiose. The view from space is said to offer "unlimited perspectives on ourselves, the world, and the cosmos around us"' and benefits from satellite observation that "cannot be overestimated."2 In the absence of the Soviet threat, satellite technology will be deployed against the "environmental threat" in order "to prevent new ecological and economic `falling dominoes' and enhance global security."3 Yet the celebratory discourse surrounding Earth remote sensing (ERS), as is usually the case with celebratory discourses, serves to mask deeper questions regarding the uses of science and technology in an unequal world. This paper raises some of those questions in the hope of uncovering some unconscious assumptions and resurrecting some unheard voices in conversations about the global environment. In particular, this essay explores satellite monitoring of the earth from the perspectives of feminist theory, asking: What are the cultural and philosophical underpinnings of the planetary gaze, and how might these be played out if the science and technology that generate it are embraced uncritically? The article draws especially on insights from ecofeminism, psychoanalytic feminism, and postmodern feminism. What do we expect to gain from space-based observation that justifies placing the earth's climate systems at risk of unprecedented change as we await greater scientific certainty? The aim of "Earth system science," built upon satellite data, is "to build a comprehensive predictive model of the earth's physical, chemical, and biological processes."16 No doubt, remote sensing and computerized data processing techniques will generate hitherto unknown quantities of information and "hitherto unknown power for the scientist," as David Rhind has pointed out.'7 In the absence of the Cold War threat, satellite monitoring accompanied by computer-based analytic techniques, will, according to Peter Thatcher, "prevent new, ecological and economic `falling dominoes' and enhance global security"'8 The "global view" afforded from the vantage point of space is certainly conducive to notions of "global security," but what might that mean in an unequal world? Not only will remote sensing benefit poor countries, we are told, but it will simultaneously serve both U.S. interests and global welfare. But there is good reason to be wary of a celebratory discourse that stifles critical thinking about the nature of these technologies. Must we not be skeptical of a technology that promises so much? If celebratory discourses serve a masking function, then what might be said of the shadow side of remote sensing? Feminist Perspectives on Science and Technology Critical approaches to science and technology, including feminist critiques, begin with the premise that these bastions of neutrality are not neutral, but rather originate from, express, and reinforce certain sets of power relations. A critical approach to remote sensing reveals some of the unquestioned assumptions that undergird the celebratory discourse surrounding earth remote sensing, giving preference to those voices that are least likely to be heard. Because programs like EOS and EOSDIS, relying as they do upon aerospace and electronics technologies, are primarily the domain of white men in the wealthiest countries, that means looking at the matter from the perspectives of women and the disempowered. From those perspectives, six assumptions embedded in most discussions of satellite monitoring may be uncovered. First, the scientists are assumed to be the neutral architects of this global view, despite the fact that they are drawn from a rather narrow segment of the global population. Second, science, taken as a source of neutral information, is taken as a basis for rational policy making. Third, science is believed to generate the kind of certainty needed to guide action. Fourth, the same scientific and technological paradigms that have caused environmental problems on a global scale are thought to be capable of solving them. Fifth, a "global view" is assumed to be necessary, both scientifically and politically. Sixth, once scientists have an understanding of the "earth system," policymakers will have the capacity to "manage" the planet. All of these assumptions are rooted in a paradigm of rationality and control that has characterized patriarchal modernity. Taking these assumptions in order, consider the purported neutrality of science and scientists. Since the publication ofThomas Kuhn's work in the 1960s, a great deal of research in the history of science and the sociology of knowledge has undercut this assumption, demonstrating that science, like all social institutions, is suffused with power dynamics and irrationalities.19 Feminist theorists have highlighted the dimension of gender, elucidating how scientific practice has evolved under the formative influence of a particular ideal of masculinity based upon objectification and control. Feminists relate the fixation on scientific objectivity, which depends upon a rigid dichotomy between subject and object, to other parallel hierarchical dichotomies of modernity: human/animal, mind/body, mas-culine/feminine, reason/emotion, and elite/mass. Feminists also find in these hi-erarchical dichotomies of modernity the link between the oppression of women and the degradation of nature, pointing to the Baconian legacy that summons the scientist "to bind Nature to your service and make her your slave."20 Women, who have been traditionally defined as objects of control, have good reason to question the subject/object dichotomy. Evelyn Fox Keller, one of the pioneers of feminist philosophy of science, argues that the static objectivity of science that renders Nature into alien Other is rooted in the distinctive subjectivity of masculine psychological development with its preoccupation with autonomy.21 Keller's conception of dynamic objec-tivity offers an alternative stance, one that draws upon the ebb and flow (rather than a rigid dichotomy) between subject and object. While dynamic objectivity, which "actively draws on the commonality between mind and nature as a re-source for understanding," is rooted in a feminist psychoanalytic perspective, it is similar to Sylvester's postmodern feminist notion of "empathic cooperation."22 I return to these ideas toward the end of this article in order to draw out the possi-bilities of Earth remote sensing informed by feminist insights. With respect to issues of objectivity, one striking aspect of remote sensing of the environment is indeed its very remoteness. In a sense, satellite-generated pho-tographs of the earth represent the ultimate subject/object dichotomy. Space technology offers the tantalizing prospect of being able to leave the earth in order to get a better view-the ultimate Archimedean vantage point. Rather than being embedded participants in the reality depicted, Earth system scientists become disengaged observers of that reality.23 T hus, according to the celebratory dis-course, remote sensing is "building a valid picture of the earth" for the first time.24 Presumably this picture is "valid" because it is drawn from huge quantities of objective, remotely acquired information. It is a picture that privileges knowl-edge derived from abstract science over knowledge derived from lived experi-ence. The main elements of a spaceborne remote sensing system are "spacecraft, instruments, modeling/systems engineering, and data processing,"25e lements that give primacy to an expert structure comprised primarily of white men in affluent societies. To the question, "Who shall be designated as reliable environmental narrators?"E arth system science answers, "Scientists with professional creden-tials in physics, chemistry, and computer sciences-particularly those whose work is most distant from the everyday lived experience of poor people and most women." Whenever quantifiability monopolizes the mantle of legitimacy, qualititative val-ues are given short shrift, so that even if satellite data are supplemented with "ground truth," the privileging of abstract decontextualized data is likely to de-value other approaches to knowledge.26 In particular, as a male-dominated activ-ity, it may reinforce the division of labor that Joni Seager suggests permeates environmental politics: Women care about the environment and men think about it. 27A strong feminist position need not valorize caring as the only viable activity, but can rather insist that environmental preservation requires both men and women to become caring and thinking

Satellites Link
Satellite monitoring is rooted in a paradigm of rationality and control that characterizes patriarchal modernity

Litfin 97 (Karen T., has a Ph.D from UCLA and is an associate professor in the Department of Politics at the University of Washington, Jstor “The Gendered Eye in the Sky: A Feminist Perspective on Earth Observation Satellites” pg.26-27)

Yet the celebratory discourse surrounding Earth remote sensing (ERS), as is usually the case with celebratory discourses, serves to mask deeper questions re-garding the uses of science and technology in an unequal world. This paper raises some of those questions in the hope of uncovering some unconscious assump-tions and resurrecting some unheard voices in conversations about the global environment. In particular, this essay explores satellite monitoring of the earth from the perspectives of feminist theory, asking: What are the cultural and philo-sophical underpinnings of the planetary gaze, and how might these be played out if the science and technology that generate it are embraced uncritically? The article draws especially on insights from ecofeminism, psychoanalytic feminism, and postmodern feminism. Earth observation satellites can generate data on an enormous range of issues, including forest cover, the health of crops, atmospheric concentrations of many pollutants, drought conditions, crisis monitoring, resettlement of refugees, storm warnings, and the locations of many resources, from drinking water to petro-leum and mineral deposits to endangered species.4 During the 1990s, approxi-mately fifty Earth observation satellites will be launched by the spacefaring na-tions of the world. The National Aeronautics and Space Administration's (NASA) Earth Observing System (EOS), the centerpiece of the Mission to Planet Earth program, will be by far the largest of these ERS projects, with a price tag of perhaps forty billion dollars.' The marriage of satellite and computer technology, sometimes referred to as "geomatics," will "make possible quantum leaps in the ability to observe and understand Earth."6 Drawing upon feminist approaches that analyze the modern conception of scientific objectivity as a masculine construct and that understand technologies as "valenced" rather than as neutral tools,7 this article uncovers and critically assesses six fundamental assumptions embedded in the discourse surrounding EOS: 1) the neutrality of science; 2) science as a foundation for rational policy; 3) science as a source of certainty; 4) technology as cause and solution of envi-ronmental problems; 5) the globalist impulse; and 6) the perceived needs for planetary management. Each of these assumptions, I argue, is rooted in a para-digm of rationality and control, which is characteristic of androcentric moder-nity. After making this argument, I ask whether EOS can be redeemed from a feminist perspective and explore the possibility of a postmodern feminist "home-steading," to use a term suggested by the work of Christine Sylvester, of satellite-based Earth observation.8
IR Link
International politics is a masculinized world that diminishes peace by emphasizing power and competition

Tickner, 92 J. Ann. (1992). (Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving Global Security, Engendered Insecurities. Columbia University Press. Retrieved June 22, 2011 from Columbia International Affairs Online http://www.ciaonet.org/book/tickner/tickner12.html) AAA 
As Eleanor Roosevelt and countless others have observed, international politics is a man's world. It is a world inhabited by diplomats, soldiers, and international civil servants most of whom are men. Apart from the occasional head of state, there is little evidence to suggest that women have played much of a role in shaping foreign policy in any country in the twentieth century. In the United States in 1987, women constituted less than 5 percent of the senior Foreign Service ranks, and in the same year, less than 4 percent of the executive positions in the Department of Defense were held by women. 1 Although it is true that women are underrepresented in all top-level government positions in the United States and elsewhere, they encounter additional difficulties in positions having to do with international politics. The following stories can help us to understand why. Before the superpower summit in Geneva in 1985, Donald Regan, then White House chief of staff, told aWashington Post reporter that women would not understand the issues at stake at that meeting. As reported in theBoston Globe of October 10, 1985, Regan claimed that women are "not... going to understand [missile] throw-weights or what is happening in Afghanistan or what is happening in human rights. ... Some women will, but most women... would rather read the human interest stuff of what happened." Protesting Regan's remarks, feminists cited women's prominent roles in the various peace movements of the twentieth century as evidence of their competency in international affairs. 2 When Bella Abzug entered the House of Representatives in 1972, she claimed that ending the war in Vietnam was the most important item on the congressional agenda and the one on which she most wanted to work as the representative of the many women and men in her district who opposed the war. With this goal in mind, Abzug requested a seat on the House Armed Services Committee, a committee on which, in 1972, no woman had served in the past twenty-two years. Abzug's request was denied by members of the House leadership, one of whom suggested that the Agriculture Committee would be more appropriate. In her account of this incident, Abzug notes that, of the twelve women in the House of Representatives in 1972, five were assigned to the Education and Labor Committee, evidence that suggests that women in politics are channeled into certain arenas of public policy that are perceived as "women's issues." 3 Each of these stories reinforces the belief, widely held in the United States and throughout the world by both men and women, that military and foreign policy are arenas of policy-making least appropriate for women. Strength, power, autonomy, independence, and rationality, all typically associated with men and masculinity, are characteristics we most value in those to whom we entrust the conduct of our foreign policy and the defense of our national interest. Those women in the peace movements, whom feminist critics of Donald Regan cited as evidence for women's involvement in international affairs, are frequently branded as naive, weak, and even unpatriotic. When we think about the definition of a patriot, we generally think of a man, often a soldier who defends his homeland, most especially his women and children, from dangerous outsiders. (We sometimes even think of a missile or a football team.) The Schroeder story suggests that even women who have experience in foreign policy issues are perceived as being too emotional and too weak for the tough life-and-death decisions required for the nation's defense. Weakness is always considered a danger when issues of national security are at stake: the president's dual role as commander in chief reinforces our belief that qualities we associate with "manliness" are of utmost importance in the selection of our presidents. The few women who do make it into the foreign policy establishment often suffer from this negative perception: Jeane Kirkpatrick is one such example. Attracted by her authoritative and forceful public style and strong anticommunist rhetoric, Ronald Reagan appointed Kirkpatrick as ambassador to the United Nations in 1981. Yet in spite of the visibility she achieved due to her strong stance against anti-American voices at the United Nations, Kirkpatrick complained of not being taken seriously by her peers both in the United Nations and in the U.S. foreign policy establishment. Although other American ambassadors to the United Nations have also complained that they lack influence over U.S. foreign policy-making, Kirkpatrick specifically attributed this lack of respect to her sex: describing herself to one reporter as a "mouse in a man's world," Kirkpatrick claimed that her views were seldom listened to and that she failed to have any effect whatsoever on the course of American foreign policy. 5
International Cooperation Link

Even cooperative and international approaches to security reify the state by presumption the relational and natural importance of states. 

Shepherd 2007 [Laura J., Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of Birmingham, “Victims, Perpetrators and Actors’ Revisited:1 Exploring the Potential for a Feminist Reconceptualisation of (International) Security and (Gender) Violence,” BJPIR: 2007 VOL 9, 239–256]

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 conceptuali- sation 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 transna- tional 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 problema- tises 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 analy- sis to fill in the gaps rather than a thorough reconceptualisation of its basic organi- sational 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 institu- tions and collectives capable of providing security and guaranteeing freedoms are also vital on this view. Ultimately, the critique I offer is concerned that the concep- tualisation 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 conceptualisa- tion, 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.

Rationality Link
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" 

Claims of rationality are inherently masculine

Nagl-Docekal 99 (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). 
Ignore/Silence Link
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).

***IMPACTS***
Extinction Terminal Impact

Patriarchy 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. 

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.

Extinction Terminal Impact

Feminism is the only way to prevent great power wars- solves the root cause of masculine policies and unjust social hierarchies

Tickner 2001 [J. Ann is a feminist international relations (IR) theorist. She is a professor at the School of International Relations, University of Southern California, Los Angeles.[1] Her books include Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era (Columbia University, 2001), Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security (Columbia University, 1992) “Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era” May http://www.ciaonet.org/book/tia01/index.html] AK

Chapter 2 deals with war, peace, and security—issues that continue to be central to the discipline. While realists see the contemporary system as only a temporary lull in great-power conflict, others see a change in the character of war, with the predominance of conflicts of state building and state disintegration driven by ethnic and national identities as well as by material interests. Since feminists use gender as a category of analysis, issues of identity are central to their approach; chapter 2 explores the ways in which the gendering of nationalist and ethnic identities can exacerbate conflict. Feminists are also drawing our attention to the increasing impact of these types of military conflicts on civilian populations. Civilians now account for about 90 percent of war casualties, the majority of whom are women and children. Questioning traditional IR boundaries between anarchy and danger on the outside and order and security on the inside, as well as the realist focus on states and their interactions, feminists have pointed to insecurities at all levels of analysis; for example, Katharine Moon has demonstrated how the “unofficial” support of military prostitution served U.S. alliance goals in Korea, thus demonstrating links between interpersonal relations and state policies at the highest level.15 Feminist analysis of wartime rape has shown how militaries can be a threat even to their own populations;16 again, feminist scholarship cuts across the conventional focus on interstate politics or the domestic determinants of foreign policy. Feminists have claimed that the likelihood of conflict will not diminish until unequal gender hierarchies are reduced or eliminated; the privileging of characteristics associated with a stereotypical masculinity in states’ foreign policies contributes to the legitimization not only of war but of militarization more generally. Wary of what they see as gendered dichotomies that have pitted realists against idealists and led to overly simplistic assumptions about warlike men and peaceful women,17 certain feminists are cautioning against the association of women with peace, a position that, they believe, disempowers both women and peace. The growing numbers of women in the military also challenges and complicates these essentialist stereotypes. To this end, and as part of their effort to rethink concepts central to the field, feminists define peace and security, not in idealized ways often associated with women, but in broad, multidimensional terms that include the elimination of social hierarchies such as gender that lead to political and economic injustice.

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.

Dehumanization/VTL Impact
An ideal sense of hegemonic masculinity projected by international politics will forever be unattainable, instead it dehumanizes females and kills value to life

Tickner, 92-[ J. Ann. (1992). (Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving Global Security, Engendered Insecurities. Columbia University Press. Retrieved June 22, 2011 from Columbia International Affairs Online http://www.ciaonet.org/book/tickner/tickner12.html]- AAA 
While the purpose of this book is to introduce gender as a category of analysis into the discipline of international relations, the marginalization of women in the arena of foreign policy-making through the kind of gender stereotyping that I have described suggests that international politics has always been a gendered activity in the modern state system. Since foreign and military policy-making has been largely conducted by men, the discipline that analyzes these activities is bound to be primarily about men and masculinity. We seldom realize we think in these terms, however; in most fields of knowledge we have become accustomed to equating what is human with what is masculine. Nowhere is this more true than in international relations, a discipline that, while it has for the most part resisted the introduction of gender into its discourse, bases its assumptions and explanations almost entirely on the activities and experiences of men. Any attempt to introduce a more explicitly gendered analysis into the field must therefore begin with a discussion of masculinity. Masculinity and politics have a long and close association. Characteristics associated with "manliness," such as toughness, courage, power, independence, and even physical strength, have, throughout history, been those most valued in the conduct of politics, particularly international politics. Frequently, manliness has also been associated with violence and the use of force, a type of behavior that, when conducted in the international arena, has been valorized and applauded in the name of defending one's country. This celebration of male power, particularly the glorification of the male warrior, produces more of a gender dichotomy than exists in reality for, as R. W. Connell points out, this stereotypical image of masculinity does not fit most men. Connell suggests that what he calls "hegemonic masculinity," a type of culturally dominant masculinity that he distinguishes from other subordinated masculinities, is a socially constructed cultural ideal that, while it does not correspond to the actual personality of the majority of men, sustains patriarchal authority and legitimizes a patriarchal political and social order. 6 Hegemonic masculinity is sustained through its opposition to various subordinated and devalued masculinities, such as homosexuality, and, more important, through its relation to various devalued femininities. Socially constructed gender differences are based on socially sanctioned, unequal relationships between men and women that reinforce compliance with men's stated superiority. Nowhere in the public realm are these stereotypical gender images more apparent than in the realm of international politics, where the characteristics associated with hegemonic masculinity are projected onto the behavior of states whose success as international actors is measured in terms of their power capabilities and capacity for self-help and autonomy.

Ecocide Impact
The continued practice of militarization ensures the continuation of present and future ecocide (the aff accelerates the extinction scenarios they are trying to avoid when the call for “getting of the rock”)

Cuomo, 96- [Chris Cuomo, Ph.D., 1992, University of Wisconsin-Madison Department of Philosophy University of  Cincinnati  Hypatia Fall 1996.Vol.11, Iss. 4; pg. 30]

The feminization, commodification, and devaluation of nature helps create  a reality  in which its destruction in warfare is easily justified. In  imagining an  ethic  that addresses these realities, feminists cannot neglect  the  extent  to  which military ecocide is connected, conceptually and practically,  to transna-  tional  capitalism and other forms of  human oppression and exploitation.  Virtually all of the world's  thirty-five nuclear bomb test sites, as well as most  radioactive dumps and uranium mines, occupy Native lands (Thomas 1995,  6).  Six multinationals control one-quarter of all United States defense con-  tracts (Thomas 1995, 10), and two million dollars per minute is  spent on the  global military (Thomas 1995, 7).  One could go on  for volumes about the  effects of chemical and nuclear  testing, military-industrial development and  waste, and the disruption of wildlife, habitats, communities, and  lifestyles  that  are  inescapably  linked to military practices.  There are many conceptual and practical connections between military  practices  in which humans aim to kill and harm each other for some declared  "greater good," and nonmilitary practices  in which we displace, destroy, or  seriously modify nonhuman communities, species, and ecosystems  in the name  of human interests. An  early  illustration of these connections was made by  Rachel Carson in the first few pages of The Silent Spring (1962), in which she  described insecticides as the inadvertent offspring of World War II chemical  weapons research. We can now also trace ways  in which insecticides were part  of the Western-defined global corporatization of agriculture  that helped kill off  the  small  family  farm and made the  worldwide system of  food production  dependent on the likes of Dow Chemical and Monsanto.  Military practices are no different from other human practices  that damage  and  irreparably modify nature. They are often a result of cost-benefit analyses  that pretend  to  weigh all  likely outcomes yet  do not  consider nonhuman  entities except  in terms of their use value for humans and  they nearly always  create unforeseeable effects for humans and nonhumans. In addition, everyday  military peacetime practices are actually more destructive than most other  human activities, they are directly enacted by state power, and, because  they  function as unquestioned "givens," they  enjoy a unique near-immunity  to  enactments of moral reproach.  It is worth noting  the extent to which everyday  military activities remain  largely unscrutinized by environmentalists, especially American environmentalists, largely because fear allows us to be fooled  into  thinking  that "national security"  is an adequate excuse for "ecological  military mayhem" (Thomas 1995, 16).  If environmental destruction is a necessary aspect of war and the peacetime  practices of  military institutions,  an  analysis of  war which  includes  its  embeddedness in peacetime militarism is necessary  to address the environmettal effects of war. Such a perspective must pay adequate attention to what is  required  to prepare  for war in a  technological age, and how women and other  Others are affected by  the realities of contemporary military  institutions and  practices.
Science Bad Impact

Masculine science causes extinction and is the root cause of all impacts. 

Nhanenge 7 (Jytte, Masters @ U South Africa, Accepted Thesis Paper for Development Studies, “ECOFEMINSM: TOWARDS INTEGRATING THE CONCERNS OF WOMEN, POOR PEOPLE AND NATURE INTO DEVELOPMENT, uir.unisa.ac.za/bitstream/10500/570/1/dissertation.pdf)

The androcentric premises also have political consequences. They protect the ideological basis of exploitative relationships. Militarism, colonialism, racism, sexism, capitalism and other pathological 'isms' of modernity get legitimacy from the assumption that power relations and hierarchy are inevitably a part of human society, due to man's inherent nature. Because when mankind by nature is autonomous, competitive and violent (i.e. masculine) then coercion and hierarchical structures are necessary to manage conflicts and maintain social order. In this way, the cooperative relationships such as those found among some women and tribal cultures, are by a dualised definition unrealistic and utopian. (Birkeland 1995: 59). This means that power relations are generated by universal scientific truths about human nature, rather than by political and social debate. The consequence is that people cannot challenge the basis of the power structure because they believe it is the scientific truth, so it cannot be otherwise. In this way, militarism is justified as being unavoidable, regardless of its patent irrationality. Likewise, if the scientific "truth" were that humans would always compete for a greater share of resources, then the rational response to the environmental crisis would seem to be "dog-eat-dog" survivalism. This creates a self-fulfilling prophecy in which nature and community simply cannot survive. (Birkeland 1995: 59). This type of social and political power structure is kept in place by social policies. It is based on the assumption that if the scientific method is applied to public policy then social planning can be done free from normative values. However, according to Habermas (Reitzes 1993: 40) the scientific method only conceal pre-existing, unreflected social interests and pre-scientific decisions. Consequently, also social scientists apply the scientific characteristics of objectivity, value-freedom, rationality and quantifiability to social life. In this way, they assume they can unveil universal laws about social relations, which will lead to true knowledge. Based on this, correct social policies can be formulated. Thus, social processes are excluded, while scientific objective facts are included. Society is assumed a static entity, where no changes are possible. By promoting a permanent character, social science legitimizes the existing social order, while obscuring the relations of domination and subordination, which is keeping the existing power relations inaccessible to analysis. The frozen order also makes it impossible to develop alternative explanations about social reality. It prevents a historical and political understanding of reality and denies the possibility for social transformation by human agency. The prevailing condition is seen as an unavoidable fact. This implies that human beings are passive and that domination is a natural force, for which no one is responsible. This permits the state freely to implement laws and policies, which are controlling and coercive. These are seen as being correct, because they are based on scientific facts made by scientific experts. One result is that the state, without consulting the public, engages in a pathological pursuit of economic growth. Technology can be used to dominate societies or to enhance them. Thus both science and technology could have developed in a different direction. But due to patriarchal values infiltrated in science the type of technology developed is meant to dominate, oppress, exploit and kill. One reason is that patriarchal societies identify masculinity with conquest. Thus any technical innovation will continue to be a tool for more effective oppression and exploitation. The highest priority seems to be given to technology that destroys life. Modern societies are dominated by masculine institutions and patriarchal ideologies. Their technologies prevailed in Auschwitz, Dresden, Hiroshima, Nagasaki, Vietnam, Iran, Iraq, Afghanistan and in many other parts of the world. Patriarchal power has brought us acid rain, global warming, military states, poverty and countless cases of suffering. We have seen men whose power has caused them to lose all sense of reality, decency and imagination, and we must fear such power. The ultimate result of unchecked patriarchy will be ecological catastrophe and nuclear holocaust. 

Inequality/Racism Impact
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]
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]

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.

Root Cause of War Impact
War is the product of gendered understandings of life in which the masculine dominates the feminine – it can be removed only when these understandings change

Workman 96 (Thom, Poli Sci @ U of New Brunswick, YCISS Paper no. 31, p. 5, January 1996, http://www.yorku.ca/yciss/publications/OP31-Workman.pdf)

The gender critique of war provides a generalized account of wars and the way they are fought. The  gender critique tells us why we have wars at all. While it is suggestive with respect to the frequency,  character, and scope of war, it does not try to account for the timing and location of specific wars.  It tells us why war is viewed widely as an acceptable practice or way to resolve human differences  (although this acceptance invariably is accompanied with obligatory protestations of reluctance).  The gender critique of war, for example, cannot account for the timing and location of the 1991  Gulf War, although it can provide an explanation of the warring proclivities of modern Western  states, especially the inconsistency between the peaceful rhetoric of the US and its incessant warring  practices. It can account for the spectre of war in the aftermath of Vietnam, with the end of the  Cold War, and with the election of George Bush. It is less able to account for the appearance of war  in the Middle East in January of 1991.  The opening intellectual orientation of the gender critique of war rests upon a constructivist view  of human understanding and practice, that is, a view that anchors practices, including war, within  humankind's self-made historico-cultural matrix. This view is contrasted starkly with those that  ground human practices psychologically or biologically or genetically. War is not viewed as a natural  practice as if delivered by the Gods; it arises out of human-created understandings and ways-of-  living that have evolved over the millennia. More specifically, the assumption that men (the nearly  exclusive makers and doers of war) are biologically hard-wired for aggression and violence is  resisted, as is the related notion that women are naturally passive and non-violent. The explanation  for war will not be found in testosterone levels. It is not the essential or bio-social male that makes  war. War is the product of the gendered understandings of life—understandings of the celebrated  masculine and the subordinated feminine—that have been fashioned over vast tracts of cultural time. And since war arises from human-created understandings and practices it can be removed  when these understandings change. War is not insuperable. Indeed, the rooting of war in human  created phenomena is recognized as a response to the political incapacitation associated with  biologically determinist arguments: "Attempts of genetic determinists to show a biological basis for  individual aggression and to link this to social aggression, are not only unscientific, but they support  the idea that wars of conquest between nations are inevitable."8 

Patriarchy is the root cause of war, which in turn recreates patriarchy

Workman 96 (Thom, Poli Sci @ U of New Brunswick, YCISS Paper no. 31, p. 7, January 1996, http://www.yorku.ca/yciss/publications/OP31-Workman.pdf)IM
The practices of war emerge within gendered understandings that inflect all spheres of social life.  As we created "man" and "woman" we simultaneously created war. Contemporary warfare, in  complementary terms, emerges within the inner-most sanctums of gendered life. Gender constructs  are constitutive of war; they drive it and imbue it with meaning and sense. War should not be  understood as simply derivative of the masculine ethos, although it numerous facets accord with  the narratives and lore of masculinity. The faculty of war is our understanding of man and women,  of manliness and womanliness, and particularly of the subordination of the feminine to the  masculine. It is the twinning of the masculine and the feminine that nourishes the war ethic. This  can be illustrated by examining the infusion of the language of war with heterosexual imagery  typically of patriarchy, that is, with ideas of the prowess-laden male sexual subject conquering the  servile female sexual object. Both sex and war are constituted through understandings of male  domination and female subordination. The language is bound to be mutually reinforcing and easily  interchangeable. War is a metaphor for sex and sex is a metaphor for war. A recent study of  nicknames for the penis revealed that men were much more inclined to metaphorize the penis with  reference to mythic or legendary characters (such as the Hulk, Cyclops, Genghis Khan, The Lone  Ranger, and Mac the Knife), to authority figures and symbols (such as Carnal King, hammer of the  gods, your Majesty, Rod of Lordship, and the persuader), to aggressive tools (such as screwdriver,  drill, jackhammer, chisel, hedgetrimmer, and fuzzbuster), to ravening beasts (such as beast of  burden, King Kong, The Dragon, python, cobra, and anaconda), and to weaponry (such as love  pistol, passion rifle, pink torpedo, meat spear, stealth bomber, destroyer, and purple helmeted love  warrior).11 The intuitive collocation of sexuality with domination, conquering, destruction, and  especially instruments of war is confirmed by this study.  Both sex and war, however, are  manifestations of the gendered notions of power-over, submission, inequality, injury, contamination,  and destruction. Both practices are integral expressions of patriarchal culture and proximate to its  reproduction. It is hardly surprising that the language of sexuality and war is seamless.  

***ALTS***
Alt Comes First

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

Beland 09 (Daniel, Professor of Public Policy at the University of Saskatchewan, “Gender, Ideational Analysis, and Social Policy”, Social Politics: International Studies in Gender, State and Society, Volume 16, Issue 4, 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  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 solves-the revision of gender hierarchies breaks down violent conceptions of warfare

Blanchard 03 (Eric M. Blanchard is a PhD Candidate in the School of International. Relations at the University of Southern California, “ Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security TheorySigns, Vol. 28, No. 4 (Summer, 2003), pp. 1289-1312 [JT])

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 levelsofanalysis 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 1306 ❙ Blanchard 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. TheU.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 gendersensitive 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 S I G N S Summer 2003. 1307 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

Rejection Alt
Reject patriarchy to make gender visible - Understanding and perceiving gender is key to analyzing and removing hierarchies from politics, relations, economics, inequality, security, human rights, justice and democracy 

Tickner 01 (J. Ann is a feminist international relations (IR) theorist. She is a professor at the School of International Relations, University of Southern California, Los Angeles.[1] Her books include Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era (Columbia University, 2001), Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security (Columbia University, 1992) “Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era” May http://www.ciaonet.org/book/tia01/tia01_05.pdf [AK])

For those unfamiliar with feminist perspectives, the term gender is often synonymous with women. Adding a gendered perspective generally means talking about women—often the “famous few” who are visible as decision makers—or including some women’s issues in one’s investigations. Used in this sense, gender is a descriptive category rather than an analytical tool; it is about individuals rather than international politics. Since the subject matter of IR is concerned with states and markets rather than individuals, it is often difficult for IR scholars to see how gender or women could be included in the field at all, except to talk about the effects of women decision makers or women’s votes on foreign-policymaking. And, since gender constitutes the identities of all individuals, talking about it can be very personal and threatening, often leading to assertions that feminists are implying that men are bad/aggressive and women are good/peaceful. This is a tendency that, as mentioned above, tends to surface when conversations between IR scholars and feminists do occur.8 As outlined in chapter 1, feminist definitions of gender include, but go well beyond, issues of personal identity. Importantly for feminists, gender is an analytical tool rather than merely a descriptive category. As issues discussed in this book have demonstrated, gendering is a mechanism for distributing social benefits and costs;9 therefore, it is crucial for analyzing global politics and economics, particularly with respect to inequality, insecurity, human rights, democracy, and social justice—issues with which feminists at the 1999 women-rights conference described above were centrally concerned. To talk about putting gender into IR is an impossibility because it is already there; it is evident in the hierarchical social structures that feminists seek to both expose and understand how they came into being and are sustained. But gender as a category of analysis cannot be abstracted from a particular context while other factors are held stable; it must be understood as a component of complex interrelationships having to do with class, race, and culture.10 As I have also noted, feminists claim that gender is as much about men and masculinity as it is about women; since, at the elite level, international politics is a masculine world, it is particularly important that attention be paid to the various forms of masculinity that have so often legitimated states’ foreign and military policies. Although all of us are accustomed to thinking of women and minorities as groups that we study and hold conferences about, we are not used to thinking about privileged men in these same group terms; yet, as I have shown, it is their identity that has served as the foundation of claims about the meaning of security, human rights, and democracy. Studies about men have been used to advance general theories of human behavior, whereas studies about women have been used only to support limited knowledge about women.11 Inviting IR scholars to conferences about women will not change this until the IR discipline has a deeper understanding of the meaning of gender relations. In other words, we need to make gender visible in order to move beyond its oppressive hierarchies. 

Feminism Good
Feminism prevents state violence and eliminates gendered hierarchies

Tickner 01 (J. Ann is a feminist international relations (IR) theorist. “Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era” May http://www.ciaonet.org/book/tia01/tia01_05.pdf [AK])

For example, whereas IR has traditionally analyzed security issues either from a structural perspective or at the level of the state and its decision makers, feminists focus on how world politics can contribute to the insecurity of individuals, particularly marginalized and disempowered populations. They examine whether the valorization of characteristics associated with a dominant form of masculinity influences the foreign policies of states. They also examine whether the privileging of these same attributes by the realist school in IR may contribute to the reproduction of conflict-prone, power-maximizing behaviors.11 Whereas IR theorists focus on the causes and termination of wars, feminists are as concerned with what happens during wars as well as with their causes and endings. Rather than seeing military capability as an assurance against outside threats to the state, militaries are seen as frequently antithetical to individual security, particularly to the security of women and other vulnerable groups. Moreover, feminists are concerned that continual stress on the need for defense helps to legitimate a kind of militarized social order that overvalorizes the use of state violence for domestic and international purposes. Conventional IPE has typically focused on issues such as the economic behavior of the most powerful states, hegemony, and the potential for building international institutions in an anarchic system populated by self-interested actors; within a shared state-centric framework, neorealists and neoliberals debate the possibilities and limitations of cooperation using the notion of absolute versus relative gains.12 Feminists more often focus on economic inequality, marginalized populations, the growing feminization of poverty and economic justice, particularly in the context of North/South relations. Whereas IR has generally taken a “top-down” approach focused on the great powers, feminist IR often begins its analysis at the local level, with individuals embedded in social structures. While IR has been concerned with explaining the behavior and interaction of states and markets in an anarchic international environment, feminist IR, with its intellectual roots in feminist theory more generally, is seeking to understand the various ways in which unequal gender structures constrain women’s, as well as some men’s, life chances and to prescribe ways in which these hierarchical social relations might be eliminated. 

Feminism is the only theory for justice, better individuals and questioning how IR affects people’s everyday lives
Tickner 01 (J. Ann is a feminist international relations (IR) theorist. “Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era” May http://www.ciaonet.org/book/tia01/tia01_05.pdf [AK])

Cynthia Enloe has suggested that to understand the world better, we must take seriously the experiences of ordinary women and men, following the trail from national and international elite decisions back to the lives of ordinary people.23 The goal of this type of practical knowledge, examples of which I have given in each of my preceding chapters, is not the improvement of theory but of practice; explicitly rejecting the separation between observers and observed, it is intended to yield greater understanding of people’s everyday lives in order to improve them.24 Enloe uses theory in this sense to understand the 1994 Zapatista uprising in Chiapas, Mexico, which occurred in the context of the ratification of the North Atlantic Free Trade Agreement. Noting that the Zapatistas understood the link between international trade and their own security, she outlines how peasant farmers of Chiapas were doing what so many international commentators were not; tracing causal connections between local political economies, state-system contradictions, and emergent interstate relationships—connections that had detrimental effects on their economic security. Enloe claims that the reason the uprising caught almost everyone by surprise was that these people had had difficulty making their voices heard.25 Building theory from the everyday practices of ordinary people focuses on marginalized people and sites not normally considered relevant for IR research. The study of women is not new, but studying them from the perspective of their own experiences so that they can understand themselves and the world is not typical for the way that knowledge has been constructed. 26 This type of practical knowledge also helps us to understand that what appears on the surface as normal or natural must be questioned. As Enloe tells us, it takes power to keep people on what she calls “bottom rungs” where they cannot be heard.27 Given these different definitions of theory with which many IR feminists are working, as well as the different goals of their research, feminists are going to be asking questions that are quite different from those of conventional IR scholars. Different Questions When presenting their work to IR audiences, IR feminists are frequently asked how their research could help to understand “real-world” issues such as nuclear proliferation or war in or between particular states. While denying neither that these are important questions nor that feminists may have some useful answers to them, we must note that these questions are framed in such a way that our understanding of the meaning of “real-world” issues (in this case, the security of states) is taken as given. Deciding which questions are important and which are not is significant because it defines what count as issues worth researching and theorizing about. The kinds of questions that IR feminists are asking are often considered irrelevant for explaining “real-world” issues or, at best, are judged as questions outside IR disciplinary boundaries, a judgment that can have the effect of delegitimizing the subject matter of the questions. As was evident at the women’s-rights conference, feminists frequently ask questions aimed at investigating conditions necessary for achieving a more just world rather than those having to do with conditions important for the preservation of stability. Questions are often framed in terms that require investigations that begin at the local level, or level one, which, as I have suggested, is frequently judged by IR scholars as less likely to yield useful explanations.

Queer Theory Alt 
A queering of space opens up limitless political possibilities beyond identity politics. Vote negative to embrace a queer politics that is both fluid and to transgress normative categories

Browne 6 Kathie Browne. (Environment and Technology lecturer- Challenging Queer Geographies. Antipode, Wiley Online Library [AAA])

For those interested in queer, who may have understandings beyond what I can present in this short intervention, (my) unresolved questions— ones that place queer politics and theory in (constant?) tension — include the following. How are/could queer margins be politically productive? Given the centrality of trans to contemporary queer theorisations, if (despite current theorisations) bisexual or trans individuals do not claim queer labels, or act to reinforce particular gendered/sexualised boundaries, do they become less queer or not queer at all? Can we as academics or researchers ever identify “queer” subjects? When? How? And, perhaps crucially for geographies, how do contexts play into and (re)create queer embodiments and subjectivities? Equally, how do these actions and contexts (re)constitute “queer”? Where, when and how does one become homonormative? Can queer identities be claimed and refuted? Can one claim the label “queer” and is this a queer act or even a queer question? Conversely, is it possible to assign queer labels when the boundaries of gender and/or sexuality are transgressed and what are C _ 2006 Editorial Board of Antipode. 890 Antipode the power relations incorporated within this act of naming and labelling minoritised identities/becomings? These overlapping questions can be illustrated, in part, through the following two questions and by linking these to feminist discussions in this vein. When women are mistaken for men, are they automatically “queer” even though they themselves would place themselves within more homo/heteronormative categories? On the other hand, can an affluent, white, gay man who is about to marry his monogamous partner claim “queer” status? These final two questions can be recontextualised in relation to similar but longer standing questions that are sometimes asked of and by feminist writers. Is a woman who battles gender prejudice through activism “feminist” even if she claims not to be? Can a woman who agrees with the oppression of women by men, claim to be a feminist? Similar to questions of feminist praxis, is queer something you must do, (re)making the personal as political? In other words do queer theorists have to live queer lives? What exactlywould this entail? Howdo diverse subjectivities, performativities and practices play into and (re)constitute queer writings? Does the term queer properly belong to individuals, lives, acts, activisms or writings (and can queer even ask such questions?)? Or perhaps these questions should be reversed and inquiries should investigate: how fluid is it possible to “be”, how can we “perform” such fluidity, and how do we create academic texts and writings that encapsulate the non-fixity of identities, embodiments and spaces as well as the fluidity of the identification of queer? I pose these pedantic, simplistic and categorising questions because for me they point to the messiness of queer politics, a messiness that becomes even more problematic when one attempts to identify queer subjectivities and spatialities, even by what they are not. If queer is fleeting, defying control and boundaries, then the form and substance of queer geographies need continual critical exploration. This is not to suggest that these questions be finalised (to some extent, it is possible to question the validity of even asking questions of queer) and I do not propose we seek firm conclusions or even definitive answers to these questions. To do so would foreclose the multiple possible answers and many other questions that may arise.3 The questions point both to the potentials of queer enquiries and to the need for further work to explore the contradictions between queer fluidities and conventionally conceived political interventions. Walters (1996: 856, emphasis in the original) contends: “This deconstruction of signs . . . must be part of any radical gay politics, but if becomes radical gay politics we are in trouble”. I would argue that positioning queer as potential, fluid and defying categorisation can be used to question the tenets of “political action”, “radical gay politics” itself and the essence of all we have known as “political”. However, I agree with Walters in that whilst queer does offer political possibilities beyond identity politics, C _ 2006 Editorial Board of Antipode. Challenging Queer Geographies 891 these should not be exclusively deployed in the investigation, politicisation or theorisation of sexualities. I would suggest that there is a need to critically cultivate the consequences of queer deconstructions of normalities (what Seidman (1997:xi) terms “new possibilities for critical social analysis and political practice”), rather than accepting this as an end point. Yet this should not merely return us to moralistic, prescriptive, dichotomous, essentialised or strictly identity-driven norms. Rather this move needs to hold in tension multiple perspectives (and politics) that are not hierarchised or collapsed into each other. If we consider queer as one of many possible ways of exploring and politicising sexualities, then queer can open productive dialogues within and beyond geographies.

Queer Theory Alt 

Vote negative to interrogate spaces and the gender through the lens of a queer body. A stance of fluidity rejects heteronormative criteria for an acceptance of the queer.

Browne 6 Kathie Browne. (2006 (Environment and Technology lecturer- Challenging Queer Geographies. Antipode, http://www.wiley.com/bw/journal.asp?ref=0066-4812) AAA

Within geographies’ discussions of sexualities there have been examinations of queer activism (Brown 2004), contestations of heterosexuality (Hubbard 2002) and challenges to the boundaries of sexuality (Hemmings 2002). There have also been contestations of the gendered/sex boundaries of man/woman. These challenges to sexed dichotomies have occurred in discussions of camp (Bell et al 1994; Binnie 1997), gender transgressions (Cream 1995) and trans (Namaste 1996). There has also been a recent discussion of queer futures and the challenge that the normalisation of homosexuality poses (Elder 2002; Nast 2002; Oswin 2005; Sothern 2004). Yet, we still need to fully interrogate how spaces, identities and embodiments come to be materialised within, and outside, normative dichotomies of gender, sex and sexualities that bring heterosexual/homosexual and man/woman into being (as well as considering how norms and dichotomies are materialised and embodied through concrete technologies of power). From my perspective in this contemporary moment, this agenda could seek to deconstruct hetero/homonormativities, in part, by critiquing the processes, practices and socialities that are constantly becoming self/other, man/woman, straight/gay and also by examining those that disrupt these (and many other) binaries. More broadly, uncoupling queer from normative hetero/homosexualities enables the exploration of new ways of thinking difference and offers critique beyond the assumed transgressiveness of the “other” (whether that is other in terms of lesbian and gay, or others within heterosexuality). This separates particular ontologies between “being” or understandings of being that are delimited by normative concepts and difference that does not operate according to othering, but instead is a way of practising and socialising (and thinking about practising and socialising) that offers and actualises potentialities. I would like to refer to one example in order to further explain the point I am seeking to make. D´esert (1997), in a chapter in the book Queers in Space, specifically focuses on queer space. I have chosen this chapter because he does address the fluidities of queer spaces and points to the potentialities of queering spaces. For the purposes of simplicity C _ 2006 Editorial Board of Antipode. 888 Antipode in this context queering space will be read as the possibilities of moving beyond limited and normal male/female, hetero/homo divides. Despite this, the chapter conflates gay spaces with queer spaces, and the usual (gay male) territories are cited (Greenwich Village, Castro). The chapter defines (note 3, p 460) “queer” as merely inclusive beyond white gay male homosexuality. These “inclusions” need to be critiqued for the taken-for-granted sense of inclusion as relying on an array of “others” within the normative distribution of identities. For me queer enquiries (similar to feminist arguments of differences betweenwomen) entail radical (re)thinkings, (re)drawings, (re)conceptualisations, (re)mappings that could (re)make bodies, spaces and geographies. In other words, queer can offer a different mode of enquiry, one that not only questions the “gay, white, male homosexual” as well as the “gay ghettos” but the very idea (and ideal) of inclusion itself. This understanding of queer has implications for geographies of sexualities where the mapping of gay territories, and the identification of gay ghettos and their histories, have been and continue to be important activities (see Castells 1983; Collins 2004). Differentiating geographies of sexualities from queer geographies would enable the radical reconstellation of spaces (the ways spaces do not have to come together to reform the dualism of man/woman, heterosexual/ homosexual) that Desert mentions to be fruitfully explored.

The queering of spaces allows a new form of resistance that challenges current heteronormative, patriarchal and neocolonial assumptions and rhetoric

Steyaert 10 (Doctor in Psychology and Professor in Organizational Psychology at the University of St. Gallen (January 2010, Chris, Gender, Work and Organization., “Queering Space: Heterotopic Life in Derek Jarman’s Garden”, vol. 17, no. 1,  [NZR])
The queering of spaces points to the possibility of resisting an all too evident use of space. In Jarman’s case this took a passionate engagement with death and transforming its image and understanding in British society by questioning how homosexuality was represented and reduced, and by radically providing new aesthetic images in the form of a queer politics of difference. The story of Jarman’s garden as a heterotopic site that allowed new forms of sexual identity to develop is no isolated example. For instance, Ingram (1997) makes a similar case when studying how gay people develop spaces of their own, to use the notion of heterotopia specifically for those spaces that, from a variety of socially related and cultural processes, challenge or subvert the hegemony of the current configurations of heteronormativity, patriarchy, and neocolonialism. In this sense heterotopia allows some form of queering of an environment and a social milieu. (Ingram, 1997, p. 464) Such spaces are enacted by activism, and Ingram calls them ‘queerscapes’, which are not only landscapes with sexual minorities present and visible but that form a social overlay ‘where the interplays between assertion and marginalization of sexualities are in constant flux and the space for sexual minorities is “decentered” ’ (Ingram, 1997, pp. 40–1; my emphasis).

Standpoint Epistemology Alt
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. 

***FRAMEWORK***
Discourse First (Space = Social Construction)

The K comes first – Outer space is socially constructed and can only be understood through a discursive investigation of gender. 

Griffin 9 (Penny, Senior Lecturer - Convenor, MA International Relations, ‘The Spaces Between Us: The Gendered Politics of Outer Space’, in Bormann, N. and Sheehan, M. (eds), Securing Outer Space. London and New York: Routledge, pp.59-75.)

Outer space is a conceptual, political and material space, a place for collisions and collusions (literally and metaphorically) between objects, ideas, identities and discourses. Outer space, like international relations, is a global space always socially and locally embedded. There is nothing 'out there' about outer space. It exists because of us, not in spite of us, and it is this that means that it only makes sense in social terms, that is, in relation to our own constructions of identity and social location. In this chapter, outer space is the problematic to which I apply a gender analysis; an arena wherein past, current and future policy-making is embedded in relation to certain performances of power and reconfigurations of identity that are always, and not incidentally, gendered. Effective and appropriate behaviour in the politics of ourer space is configured and prescribed in particularly gendered forms, with heteronormative gender regulations endowing outer space's hierarchies of technologically superior, conquesting performance with theif everyday power. It is through gender that US techno-strategic and astro-political discourse has been able to (re)produce outer space as a heterosexualized, masculinized realm. To talk of US outer space politics and discourse as 'sexed', and therefore gen­ dered (through the pre/proscription and reproduction of those human identi­ ties considered most effective and appropriate to space) is not purely to limit discussion to sex acts, or sexual identities in the usual sense; it is to talk about 'sex as it is mediated by publics', some of whose obvious relation to sex may be obscure (Berlant and Warner 1998: As Bedford argues, using sexuality as an analytical concept extends beyond discussion of gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgender issues to consider the ways in which heterosexuality as 'unmarked' (that is, thoroughly normalized) is (re)produced in changing forms by political actors (2005: 296), The institutions, structures of understanding and practical orientations through which US space discourse privileges and normalizes het­ erosexuality as universal are tacitly, not explicitly, gendered. The dominant discursive rationalizations of outer space exploration and conquest that consti­ tute space as heterosexual, and (re)produce the heterosexual imperatives that constitute suitable space-able people, practices and behaviours, do so in ways that are not necessarily obvious nor are they always coherent. As Butler argues, 'gender' operates in discourse as a 'norm', a 'standard of normalization' that serves to discursively regulate the bodies over which it presides. When gender operates as a normalizing principle in social practice, it is more likely to be 'implicit, difficult to read', and 'discernible most clearly and dramatically' in the effects that it produces, thus the prescription and reproduction of heteronormative gender in outer space discourse, like all other norms, 'may or may not be explicit' (Butler 2004: 41).

Discourse First (Space = Social Construction)

Discourse matters 

Tickner 01 (J. Ann is a feminist international relations (IR) theorist. She is a professor at the School of International Relations, University of Southern California, Los Angeles.[1] Her books include Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era (Columbia University, 2001), Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security (Columbia University, 1992) “Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era” May http://www.ciaonet.org/book/tia01/tia01_05.pdf) AK

Claiming that discourse analysis is an emerging research program in IR, Jennifer Milliken outlines its three theoretical commitments: First, discourses are systems of signification in which discourse is structured in terms of binary oppositions that establish relations of power. As examples, she supplies terms such as modern/traditional, and West/Third World that are not neutral but establish the first term as superior to the second.50 Second, discourses define subjects authorized to speak and to act; they also define knowledgeable practices by these subjects, which makes certain practices legitimate and others not. Discourses also produce publics or audiences for these actors; in this way, social space comes to be organized and controlled. This works to restrict experts to certain groups and to endorse a certain meaning of the way things should be done, excluding others.51 Third, discourse analysis directs us toward studying dominating or hegemonic discourses and the way they are connected to the implementation and legitimation of certain practices. But more fundamentally, discourse produces what we have come to understand in the world as “common sense.” Discourse analysis can also help us understand how such language works and when the predominant forms of knowledge embodied in such discourses are unstable; this allows the study of subjugated knowledge or alternative discourses that have been silenced in the process.52 Focusing on subjugated knowledges may involve an examination of how they work to create conditions for resistance to a dominating discourse. 

Shifting to a heteropological mindset and studying the ‘othering’ of space is necessary to ask the prior questions necessary to make policy decisions – we must come to the realization that aesthetic forms, personal concerns and political contexts are not separated but interwoven

Steyaert, 2010 - Doctor in Psychology and Professor in Organizational Psychology at the University of St. Gallen (January 2010, Chris, Gender, Work and Organization., “Queering Space: Heterotopic Life in Derek Jarman’s Garden”, vol. 17, no. 1, NZR)

Foucault envisaged a heterotopology, a study of ‘other spaces’. By discussing the garden of Derek Jarman, this article has tried to develop such a heterotopological analysis. In particular, the connection between sexuality and space suggests that organizational analysis needs to shift the focus away from the utopia towards the heterotopia in order to capture how other spaces are closely interwoven with the care of the self, through which new sexual identities and practices are developed. Life and work, practical living conditions and aesthetic forms, personal concerns and political contexts are not separated but become interwoven and intertwined in transitional space. The broader suggestion of this article is that organizational analysis should become heterotopological and should study how organizational space becomes ‘othered’. Such an endeavour does not only require a broader conceptual repertoire of spatial theories than the one presented here, but equally requires that we engage with queering these theoretical tools.12 While it has taken some time to ‘queer’ Foucault’s legacy (Spargo, 1999) and to point at the importance of his social location as homosexual and ‘his eccentricity as a philosopher’ (Sawicki, 2005, p. 394), other theoretical possibilities may require such a queer re-reading. For instance, while Lefebvre’s The Production of Space forms a major source for understanding how space becomes socially produced (Lefebvre, 1991), we need to consider that the relations between sexuality and the production of space remain ‘somewhat more random and desultory’  (Brown, 2000, p. 59) and, more importantly, we need ‘to sensitize Lefebvre’s work to the existence of alternative sexualities’ (Brown, 2000, p. 85).13

With the idea of other(ing) spaces, a relevant question for organization analysis as a heterotopology becomes central: how are spaces controlled or altered? A politics and ethics of difference urges us to consider the Foucauldian question: what price must be paid for subjects to speak the truth about themselves? Who can do and say what, where and at what price, is then a major issue of dis/organizing spaces, and turns our focus towards the difficult kind of spatial study that is interested in movements, moving places and places that are continuously being transformed, and thus never can be pinpointed as such, except by pointing at resistant and queer forms of activism that endlessly subvert and redefine space. It is a study of heterotopic space that connects desire with subjectivity in order to understand the price of queering space. A complex and difficult task emerges when we try to answer the question that Berard (1999, p. 219) formulated so sharply in this regard: Are we all capable of having our self-evidences continually undermined, thinking what thought silently thinks so that we can think differently, endlessly transforming ourselves, forever seeking to escape from the confines of identity, always resisting the powers that be (no matter what they are), and, in a word, living a life of hyper- and pessimistic activism? 

Method First
Feminist methodology is incompatible with the affirmative – top down approach bad
Tickner 01-[professor in the School of International Relations at USC-LA ;J. Ann Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era page 4-5]

Whereas IR has generally taken a “top-down” approach focused on the great powers, feminist IR often begins its analysis at the local level, with individuals embedded in social structures. While IR has been concerned with explaining the behavior and interaction of states and markets in an anarchic international environment, feminist IR, with its intellectual roots in feminist theory more generally, is seeking to understand the various ways in which unequal gender structures constrain women's, as well as some men's, life chances and to prescribe ways in which these hierarchical social relations might be eliminated. These different realities and normative agendas lead to different methodological approaches. While IR has relied heavily on rationalistic theories based on the natural sciences and economics, feminist IR is grounded in humanistic accounts of social relations, particularly gender relations. Noting that much of our knowledge about the world has been based on knowledge about men, feminists have been skeptical of methodologies that claim the neutrality of their facts and the universality of their conclusions. This skepticism about empiricist methodologies extends to the possibility of developing causal laws to explain the behavior of states. While feminists do see structural regularities, such as gender and patriarchy, they define them as socially constructed and variable across time, place, and culture; understanding is preferred over explanation. 13 These differences over epistemologies may well be harder to reconcile than the differences in perceived realities discussed above.
Mainstream views of IR are sexist- only a feminist methodology can solve – causes a better understanding of security, justice, and power which actually lead to better policy making

Zalewski  07(Marysia works for the Centre for Gender Studies, University of Aberdeen.” Do We Understand Each Other Yet? Troubling Feminist Encounters With(in) International Relations” April 17th Page 304) AK
Drawing attention to the problem of ‘masculinist bias’ in the field of IR, for example its traditional subject-matter, its methodological preferences and the ascribed gender of its primary (especially senior) personnel, was viewed as largely irrelevant and even unscholarly less than two decades ago (see Shepherd 2007, this issue). However, the 1990s was marked by a growing recognition of this bias as problematic. In 1992, J. Ann Tickner articulated it this way: As a scholar and teacher of international relations, I have frequently asked myself the following questions: Why are there so few women in my discipline? If I teach the field as conventionally defined, why are there so few readings by women to assign my students? Why is the subject matter of my discipline so distant from women’s lived experiences? Why have women been conspicuous only by their absence in the worlds of diplomacy and military and foreign policy making? (Tickner 1992, ix). Tickner’s questions are suggestive of a feminist methodological and political frame which renders these gendered imbalances and exclusions sexist and unjust—but crucially rectifiable. But how are they to be rectified? What kinds of mechanisms and agents are imagined to be available, which have the capacity radically to alter complexly sedimented manifestations of gender? I want to suggest that despite decades of assurances that feminisms are truly plural and consequently implying the availability of a diverse menu of intellectual as well as strategic and practical options, there is a performative production of a coherence of expectations around feminism in the academy characterised by a widespread assumption—at theoretical, political and legal levels—that ‘feminist theory is inevitably aspirational and normative ... and must be deployed prescriptively’ (Halley 2006, 6, emphasis in original). It is clearly the case that the desire to transform the way international politics is studied, and practised, is persistent (Cochran 1999; Enloe 2004, 97; Ackerly et al. 2006). The necessity of this has been articulated through feminism as a way to make IR theories better equipped to grapple with the immense political issues of the age. In a recent text on feminist methodologies for IR, Brooke Ackerly and Jacqui True claim, ‘feminist scholarship can be seen as a collective effort to make theories of IR better able to wrestle with questions of global justice’ (Ackerly and True 2006, 245–246). They offer an example of how this might work: Thus, beginning with the sociological analysis of trafficking and related crimes, feminist critical IR leads to a better understanding of global social injustice and threats to national and global security. This feminist methodology has implications for both our theorizing of global social power and our global policy prescriptions. Finally, the methodology suggests a testable hypothesis: a more just and secure world order will result (ibid., 249, emphasis added). The suggestion is that better theorising will result from feminist scholarship, which might positively affect the direction of future policy-making (Halley 2006, 6). In the context of the production of academic work, this approach makes intuitive sense. In the discipline of IR, with its particular (special) relationship with ‘American IR’, which retains an immensely strong commitment to positivist knowledge production and policy relevance (Weaver 1998; Smith 2000), the idea that ‘better theorising’ is both a ‘good’ in itself and will also (if used properly) lead to better policy-making or practice is largely incontrovertible (Ackerly et al. 2006). As such, a persistent, recurring model of feminism in the academy constructs feminism as: fulfilling its political mission by reproducing social activism ... set[ting] the standard of political judgment a trajectory of movement (of knowledge, bodies, and practices) into and out of the academy, from the so-called ivory tower to the real (Wiegman 2001, 121, emphasis added). My suggestion is that in order to achieve this ‘movement’, there has been a consistent obligation to render feminism coherent—despite its dissonance; despite its wild cacophony (Kinsella 2003)—‘under the pressures of the moment’ (Halley 2006, 207). Notwithstanding the recent influential abundance of work on gender, sex and sexuality and related intersectional discourses which draw on post-structural insights (which includes many of the contributions to this collection) that demonstrate a powerful disdain for positivist modes of knowledge production, there is clearly still a shared (feminist) sense that social justice can be performed (Ahmed 2004; Wiegman 2006, also many of the articles in this collection; see, for example, Eschle and Maiguashca 2007). Robyn Wiegman is assertive in her claim that every time a recourse to gender is made, on every occasion it is used, ‘it is invested with powerful transformative hopes’ (Wiegman 2006, 99). To illustrate with another recent example, Laurel Weldon suggests that ‘greater attention to feminist work on the part of mainstream [IR] scholars will result in a better, less partial view of international relations (Weldon 2006, 62, emphasis in original). For these scholars, ‘academic inquiry is imagined as participatory in social transformation as a whole’ (Wiegman 2006, 99).
Epistemology First
Their truth claims are suspect – their interpretation of the international system is based on a foundational exclusion of women 
Tickner 01-[ professor in the School of International Relations at USC-LA ; J. Ann Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era page 51-52]

Donna Haraway claims that all scientific theories are embedded in particular kinds of stories, or what she terms “fictions of science.” 55 IR feminists, like some other critical theorists, particularly those concerned with genealogy, have examined the stories on which realism and neorealism base their prescriptions for states' national-security behavior, looking for evidence of gender bias. Feminist reanalysis of the so-called “creation myths” of international relations, on which realist assumptions about states' behavior are built, reveals stories built on male representations of how individuals function in society. The parable of man's amoral, self-interested behavior in the state of nature, made necessary by the lack of restraint on the behavior of others, is taken by realists to be a universal model for explaining states' behavior in the international system. But, as Rebecca Grant asserts, this is a male, rather than a universal, model: were life to go on in the state of nature for more than one generation, other activities such as childbirth and child rearing, typically associated with women, must also have taken place. Grant also claims that Rousseau's stag hunt, which realists have used to explain the security dilemma, ignores the deeper social relations in which the activities of the hunters are embedded. When women are absent from these foundational myths, a source of gender bias is created that extends into international-relations theory. 56

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. 
***2NC BLOCKS***

AT: Framework

It’s try or die for our method – SQ understandings of security can’t solve. 

Shepherd 2007 [Laura J., Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of Birmingham, “Victims, Perpetrators and Actors’ Revisited:1 Exploring the Potential for a Feminist Reconceptualisation of (International) Security and (Gender) Violence,” BJPIR: 2007 VOL 9, 239–256]

I offer a feminist reconceptualisation of (international) security and (gender) vio- lence 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, in- vestigating 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)pro- duce particular configurations of social/political reality.

Fiat is a Link – Masculine discourse of security is primarily fortified by simulating policy and perpetuating the myth of sovereignty, static identity, objective threats. 

Shepherd 2007 [Laura J., Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of Birmingham, “Victims, Perpetrators and Actors’ Revisited:1 Exploring the Potential for a Feminist Reconceptualisation of (International) Security and (Gender) Violence,” BJPIR: 2007 VOL 9, 239–256]

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 repro- duced. Including not just acts of inter-state war, but also instances of civil conflict and oppressive practices within and between states, expanding further to prob- lematise 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 re- search 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 techno- logical 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.

AT: Cede the Political
The K is a prior question and has ultimate policy relevance – deconstructing gender sets the necessary terms for effective politics. 

Shepherd 2007 [Laura J., Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of Birmingham, “Victims, Perpetrators and Actors’ Revisited:1 Exploring the Potential for a Feminist Reconceptualisation of (International) Security and (Gender) Violence,” BJPIR: 2007 VOL 9, 239–256]

In this article, I explore the discursive constitution of concepts of (gender) violence and (international) security in particular texts. However, this research is explicitly not ‘merely theoretical’, or ‘academic’ in the pejorative sense of the term.8 My interest in the concepts of international security and gender violence is indeed motivated by a desire to see whether these concepts could be fruitfully reconceived, but the article also considers the implications of this reconceptualisation for policy and academic work. I wish to provide for those undertaking such work alternative concepts with which to proceed. I identify myself as a feminist researcher, and recognise that this entails a curiosity about ‘the concept, nature and practice of gender’ (Zalewski 1995, 341). This curiosity questions the ways in which gender is made meaningful in social/political interactions and the practices—or performances—through which gender configures boundaries of subjectivity. I espouse a feminism that seeks to challenge conventional constructions of gendered subjectivity and political community, while acknowledging the intellectual heritage of feminisms that seek to claim rights on behalf of a stable subject and maintain fidelity to a regime of truth that constitutes the universal category of ‘women’ (Butler 2004, 8–11). While a feminist project that does not assume a stable ontology of gender may seem problematic, I argue, along with Judith Butler, that ‘[t]he deconstruction of identity is not the deconstruction of politics; rather, it establishes as political the very terms through which identity is articulated’ (Butler 1999, 189). A focus on articulation entails a further commitment to the analytical centrality of language—or, as I see it, discourse. Elizabeth Grosz argues that an integral part of feminist theory is the willingness to ‘tackle the question of the language available for theoretical purposes and the constraints it places on what can be said’ (Grosz 1987, 479). To me, this aspect of feminist theory is definitive of my feminist politics. If ‘men and women are the stories that have been told about “men” and “women” ’ (Sylvester 1994, 4), and the way that ‘men’ and ‘women’ both act and are acted upon, then the language used to tell those stories and describe those actions is not just worthy of analytical attention but can form the basis of an engaged critique. Furthermore, an approach that recognises that there is more to the discursive constitution of gender—the stories that are told about ‘men’ and ‘women’—than linguistic practices can enable thinking gender differently.
A study of heterotopic space is necessary to ask the prerequisite questions to challenging heteronormative discourse and effective activism

Steyaert, 2010 - Doctor in Psychology and Professor in Organizational Psychology at the University of St. Gallen (January 2010, Chris, Gender, Work and Organization., “Queering Space: Heterotopic Life in Derek Jarman’s Garden”, vol. 17, no. 1,  NZR)

With the idea of other(ing) spaces, a relevant question for organization analysis as a heterotopology becomes central: how are spaces controlled or altered? A politics and ethics of difference urges us to consider the Foucauldian question: what price must be paid for subjects to speak the truth about themselves? Who can do and say what, where and at what price, is then a major issue of dis/organizing spaces, and turns our focus towards the difficult kind of spatial study that is interested in movements, moving places and places that are continuously being transformed, and thus never can be pinpointed as such, except by pointing at resistant and queer forms of activism that endlessly subvert and redefine space. It is a study of heterotopic space that connects desire with subjectivity in order to understand the price of queering space. A complex and difficult task emerges when we try to answer the question that Berard (1999, p. 219) formulated so sharply in this regard: Are we all capable of having our self-evidences continually undermined, thinking what thought silently thinks so that we can think differently, endlessly transforming ourselves, forever seeking to escape from the confines of identity, always resisting the powers that be (no matter what they are), and, in a word, living a life of hyper- and pessimistic activism? 

AT: Perm
Perm Can’t solve- trying to combine Feminism with mainstream IR yields incomprehension and causes critical atrophy

Zalewski  07(Marysia works for the Centre for Gender Studies, University of Aberdeen.” Do We Understand Each Other Yet? Troubling Feminist Encounters With(in) International Relations” April 17th Page 310) AK
Feminists have clearly expressed a desire to ‘get somewhere’ in the discipline of IR. Yet the installation of feminist work in the academy positions it as a corollary of the established (authoritative) body, embedding it in a set of social (scientific) discourses which impels an appropriate relationship between the (main) body and its appendages, a relationship that obliges the production of useful knowledge produced in recognisable ways. The nature of university career ladders implies that one’s work must be recognised as meeting certain standards: if those standards are intimately bound up with values and assumptions one rejects, incomprehension rather than conversion is likely (Longino 2001, 221). The problem is not that ‘we’ (still) do not understand each other. As Butler trenchantly notes, ‘there are advantages to remaining less than intelligible, if intelligibility is understood as that which is produced as a consequence of recognition according to some prevailing social norms’ (Butler 2004, 3). While ‘moving’ feminism transforms it, holding it still or secured by the demands of an established discipline to whom ‘we’ are to make ourselves understood only invites critical atrophy. Feminist scholars have, of course, had some impact on transforming the discipline, as is evidenced by the work showcased in this special issue. Indeed, feminist scholars clearly produce excellent research on matters international. But can we really, yet, think of ‘gender and IR’ simply as IR? 

Systemic change is the only hope for reform.  Pragmatism invests resources in failed strategies of single issue politics that leaves oppression intact. 

Reinsborough, (Organizer, Rainforest Action Network and Wake Up America Campaign) 2003 (Journal of Aesthetics and Protest, August 2003, Volume 1, Issue 2, Patrick). 

The worst thing that can happen to our movements right now is to settle for too little. But tragically that is exactly what is happening. We are failing to frame the ecological, social and economic crisis as a symptom of a deeper values crisis and a pathological system.  Too many of our social change resources are getting bogged down in arenas of struggle that can’t deliver the systemic shifts we need. Most of the conventional venues for political engagement – legislation, elections, courts, single issue campaigns, labor fights – have been so co-opted by elite rule that its very difficult to imagine how to use strategies that name the system, undermine the control mythology or articulate values crisis from within their limited parameters. One of the most telling symptoms of our colonized imaginations has been the limited scope of social change institutions. Most social change resources get directed towards enforcing inadequate regulations, trying to pass watered-down legislation, working to elect mediocre people or to win concessions that don’t threaten the current corporate order. One of the main reasons that so many social change resources get limited to the regulatory, electoral and concessionary arenas is the fact that much of social change has become a professionalized industry. The NGO – non-governmental organization – a term made popular by the United Nations policy discussion process have become the most familiar social change institution. These groups are frequently made up of hard working, under-paid, dedicated people and NGOs as a group do lots of amazing work. However we must also acknowledge that generally the explosion of NGO's globally is a loose attempt to patch the holes that neoliberalism has punched in the social safety net. As government cedes its role in public welfare to corporations, even the unlucrative sectors have to be handed off to someone. A recent article in the Economist revealingly explains the growth of NGO's as "… not a matter of charity but of privatiziation."  21  My intention is not to fall into the all too easy trap of lumping the thousands of different NGOs into one dismissable category but rather to label a disturbing trend particularly among social change NGO's. Just as service oriented NGO's have been tapped to fill the voids left by the state or the market, so have social change NGO's arisen to streamline the chaotic business of dissent. Let's call this trend NGOism, that terrifyingly widespread conceit among professional "campaigners" that social change is a highly specialized profession best left to experienced strategists, negotiators and policy wonks. NGOism is the conceit that paid staff will be enough to save the world. This very dangerous trend ignores the historic reality that collective struggle and mass movements organized from the bottom up have always been the springboard for true progress and social change. The goal of radical institutions – whether well funded NGOs or gritty grassroots group – should be to help build movements to change the world. But NGOism institutionalizes the amnesia of the colonized imagination and presents a major obstacle to moving into the post-issue activism framework. After all who needs a social movement when you've got a six figure advertising budget and “access” to all the decision makers? A professional NGO is structured exactly like a corporation, down to having employee payroll and a Board of Directors. This is not an accident. Just like their for-profit cousins this structure creates an institutional self-interest which can transform an organization from being a catalyst for social change into being a limit. NGOism views change in reference to the status quo power relations by accepting a set of rules written by the powerful to insure the status quo. These rules have already been stacked against social change. NGOism represents institutional confusion about the different types of power and become overly dependant on strategies that speak exclusively to the existing powers – funding sources, the media, decision makers. As a consequence strategies get locked in the regulatory and concessionary arenas – focused on “pressure” – and attempt to re-direct existing power rather than focusing on confronting illegitimate authority and revealing systemic flaws. Frequently political pragmatism is used as an excuse for a lack of vision. 

AT: Perm

Perm can’t solve – the act of resistance against heteronormative discourse must both negate the underlying assumptions and become redefined by the creative processes of living

Steyaert, 2010 - Doctor in Psychology and Professor in Organizational Psychology at the University of St. Gallen (January 2010, Chris, Gender, Work and Organization., “Queering Space: Heterotopic Life in Derek Jarman’s Garden”, vol. 17, no. 1,  NZR)

It is the dimension of resistance which in my view makes it feasible to connect the care of the self and the technologies of the self with the concept of queerness. According to Foucault (1982a) resistance is not just an act of negation, but a creative process. This includes as much the daily creative execution of living as the artistic option of creating an aesthetic track of one’s own. In the case of gay and lesbian resistance the creative process through which discursive realities are confronted has been captured by the term ‘queer’. The term ‘queer’ is itself heterotopic.10 It is at odds with definition and allergic to any kind of stabilizing, as it tries to escape the settling discourses and forms of living and is tending ‘toward “across” formulations: across genders, across sexualities, across genres, across “perversions” ’ (Kosofsky Sedgwick, quoted in Plonowska Ziarek, 1998, p. 18; italics in original). In an attempt to value the destabilizing character of the term queer, Halperin (1995) tries to develop a ‘queer’ politics based on Foucault’s work, drawing mainly on The History of Sexuality but also on several interviews Foucault gave in the 1980s to magazines for gay and lesbian audiences (such as The Advocate in 1982 and Christopher Street in 1981) and which have been collected in Part 4 of Dits et Ecrits (Foucault, 1994). 

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. 

AT: Realism Good
Defenses of realism rely on circular logic and closed systems of thought – power, state centrism, human nature, and history are all falsified by the K. 

Shepherd 2007 [Laura J., Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of Birmingham, “Victims, Perpetrators and Actors’ Revisited:1 Exploring the Potential for a Feminist Reconceptualisation of (International) Security and (Gender) Violence,” BJPIR: 2007 VOL 9, 239–256]

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 differen- tiated, 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 under- standing 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 com- munities 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 respon- sible 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 assump- tions 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 along- side 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 par- ticular notion of what is considered to be a security threat within this concep- tualisation, 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.
AT: Realism Good

Realism is inherently masculine and makes violence inevitable – the Kritik is the only way to solve these forms of violence.

Tickner 92 (J. Ann, Professor of International Relations and Director of the Center for International Studies at the University of Southern California, 1992. Gender in International Relations, p. 41-44)
Behind this reification of state practices hide social institutions that are made and remade by individual actions. In reality, the neorealist depiction of the state as a unitary actor is grounded in the historical practices of the Western state system: neorealist characterizations of state behavior, in terms of self-help, autonomy, and power seeking, privilege characteristics associated with the Western construction of masculinity. Since the beginning of the state system, the national security functions of states have been deeded to us through gendered images that privilege masculinity. The Western state system began in seventeenth-century Europe. As described by Charles Tilly, the modern state was born through war; leaders of nascent states consolidated their power through the coercive extraction of resources and the conquest of ever-larger territories. Success in war continued to be imperative for state survival and the building of state apparatus.38 Throughout the period of state building in the West, nationalist movements have used gendered imagery that exhorts masculine heroes to fight for the establishment and defense of the mother country. The collective identity of citizens in most states depends heavily on telling stories about, and celebration of, wars of independence or national liberation and other great victories in battle. National anthems are frequently war songs, just as holidays are celebrated with military parades and uniforms that recall great feats in past conflicts. These collective historical memories are very important for the way in which individuals define themselves as citizens as well as for the way in which states command support for their policies, particularly foreign policy. Rarely, however, do they include experiences of women or female heroes. While the functions of twentieth-century states extend well beyond the provision of national security, national security issues, particularly in time of war, offer a sense of shared political purpose lacking in most other areas of public policy.39 The state continues to derive much of its legitimacy from its security function; it is for national security that citizens are willing to make sacrifices, often unquestioningly.40 Military budgets are the least likely area of public spending to be contested by politicians and the public, who are often manipulated into supporting military spending by linking it with patriotism. When we think about the state acting in matters of national security, we are entering a policy world almost exclusively inhabited by men. Men make national security policy both inside and outside the military establishment. Carol Cohn argues that strategic discourse, with its emphasis on strength, stability, and rationality, bears an uncanny resemblance to the ideal image of masculinity. Critics of U.S. nuclear strategy are branded as irrational and emotional. In the United States, these “defense intellectuals” are almost all white men; Cohn tells us that while their language is one of abstraction, it is loaded with sexual imagery.45 She claims that the discourse employed in professional and political debates about U.S. security policy “would appear to have colonized our minds and to have subjugated other ways of understanding relations among states.” Cohn suggests that this discourse has become the only legitimate response to questions of how best to achieve national security; it is a discourse far removed from politics and people, and its deliberations go on disconnected from the functions they are supposed to serve. Its powerful claim to legitimacy rests, in part, on the way national security specialists view the international system.

AT: Realism Inevitable 
Its try or die for the neg—adhering to inevitability of realism makes war and violence inevitable

Blanchard 2003 (Eric M. Blanchard is a PhD Candidate in the School of International. Relations at the University of Southern California, “ Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory”; http://people.reed.edu/~ahm/Courses/Reed-POL-240-2010-S3_IP/Syllabus/EReadings/05.1/05.1.zFurther_Blanchard2003Gender.pdf )

Tickner’s book in particular presents an early feminist critique of the realist tradition and the first step to evaluating prevalent notions of security from a gender-sensitive perspective. With its military focus, IR security studies had become, according to Tickner, a “dysfunctional” response to the challenges of human and environmental security. As Tickner explains, realism stresses rationality, strength, power, autonomy, and independence, qualities as associated with foreign policy and military affairs as they are with masculinity (1992, 3). She problematizes as well the exogeniety of domestic affairs in the realist account and shows how ostensibly objective realist national security studies attempt to explain the causes of war through a discourse that privileges a view based on hegemonic masculinity. While realists take power as the coercive means by which states obtain security at the expense of other states, Tickner suggests instead that an ethos of “mutual enablement rather than domination” could underlie a positive-sum notion of security inspired by peace activism (1992, 65). Like Elshtain, Tickner challenges the realist aversion to morality in IR, questioning the adaptation of a set of public (and thus international) values as a basis for security so wildly at odds with the values we “espouse at home” (1992, 138). 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).  Like Tickner, many IR feminists problematize the state and raise questions as to its status as protector of women. Peterson argues that, in addition to its relegation of sexual violence and its threat to the private domestic realm, the state is implicated in the ways that women become “the objects of masculinist social control not only through direct violence (murder, rape, battering, incest), but also through ideological constructs, such as ‘women’s work’ and the cult of motherhood, that justify structural violence— inadequate health care, sexual harassment, and sex-segregated wages, rights and resources” (1992c, 46). However, while not denying the possibility of limited protection offered by the state (Harrington 1992), FST contests the notion of protection—“the exchange of obedience/ subordination for (promises of) security”—as a justification for state power (Peterson 1992c, 50). Peterson likens the state’s provision of security for women to a protection racket, “implicated in the reproduction of hierarchies and in the structural violence against which they claim to offer protection” (1992c, 51). In addition, Stiehm argues that the state typically denies women the opportunity to be societal “protectors,” assigning to them the role of “protected” despite the predatory threat often posed by their ostensible guardians (1983a). Governmental attempts to achieve total security versus an external threat can result in predictable oppression: “The problem is that the potential victim is both more accessible and compliant than the marauder. Because the protector is embarrassed and frustrated by his failure to protect, he restricts his protectee instead” (373). By circumscribing the possibilities of the female deployment of legitimate force, the masculine state effectively denies the development of what Stiehm calls a “defender” society, one “composed of citizens equally liable to experience violence and equally responsible for exercising society’s violence” (367). Reconceptualizing violence In Gender in International Relations, Tickner introduces an important theme of FST: the recognition of structural violence, a term borrowed from peace research (Galtung 1971), which she uses to designate the economic and environmental “insecurity of individuals whose life expectancy was reduced, not by the direct violence of war but by domestic and international structures of political and economic oppression” (Tickner 1992, 69). Peterson claims that a feminist rethinking of security must first inquire into how structural violence comes to be understood as natural and unproblematic and then work to politicize and reveal the historically contingent nature of such structures (1992a, 49). While women have long been peripheral to the decision-making processes of global capital, the international political economy can render women insecure through the gendered division of labor, the discounting of work in the home, the dictates of structural adjustment programs, the ravages of poverty, and the violence of sexual tourism and trafficking in women—all issues that generally do not get the attention of orthodox practitioners of IR (see Pettman 1996). Likewise, although the care of the environment, a transnational issue requiring collective action, is not a priority of IR theories that privilege the power and instrumental rationality of nation-states, Tickner contends that feminist configurations of security must take note of the need for global economic restructuring and urge a shift from the exploitation of nature to the reproduction of nature (1992). Such a global restructuring might start with the recognition that environmental degradation is not gender neutral; women are affected disproportionately by environmental insecurity, “especially in developing countries where the link between poverty, women’s status (or lack thereof), imposed development policies, and environmental degradation is a complex but intense one” (Elliot 1996, 16). In sum, the foundation of FST combines a rejection of realism, an interrogation of the abstractions of strategic discourse, an awareness of the connection between women’s everyday experience and security, a critique of the state, and the recognition of the effects of structural violence with a strong normative and transformative vision, evidenced by its focus on inequality and emancipation. 
AT: Essentialism 
Their essentialism argument misreads our criticism – gender is a social construction which is enforced contingently 

Sjoberg 09,(Ass’t Prof of Poli Sci at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University;Laura Security Studies 18.2 informaworld)

In order to understand feminist work in ir, it is important to note that gender is not the equivalent of membership in biological sex classes. Instead, gender is a system of symbolic meaning that creates social hierarchies based on perceived associations with masculine and feminine characteristics. As Lauren Wilcox explains, “gender symbolism describes the way in which masculine/feminine are assigned to various dichotomies that organize Western thought” where “both men and women tend to place a higher value on the term which is associated with masculinity.”23 Gendered social hierarchy, then, is at once a social construction and a “structural feature of social and political life” that “profoundly shapes our place in, and view of, the world.”24 This is not to say that all people, or even all women, experience gender in the same ways. While genders are lived by people throughout the world, “it would be unrepresentative to characterize a 'gendered experience' as if there were something measurable that all men or all women shared in life experience.”25 Each person lives gender in a different culture, body, language, and identity. Therefore, there is not one gendered experience of global politics, but many. By extension, there is not one gender-based perspective on ir or international security, but many. Still, as a structural feature of social and political life, gender is “a set of discourses that represent, construct, change, and enforce social meaning.”26 Feminism, then, “is neither just about women, nor the addition of women to male-stream constructions; it is about transforming ways of being and knowing” as gendered discourses are understood and transformed.

K associates feminism, not women, with peace – the distinction is critical to problematizing essentialism and masculinity.  

Tickner 1 (J. Ann, prof at the School of International Relations, USC, Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post–Cold War Era, p. 60-61) 

While this essentializing association of women with peace is problematic, it is the case that women in the United States have consistently shown less support for forceful means of pursuing foreign-policy goals than men, and this gender gap continues to grow. It was widest at the time of the Gulf War of 1991—although it closed somewhat once the fighting had begun.83 It has also been suggested that those who oppose military intervention are among those most likely to support feminist goals, a claim supported by an analysis of attitudes toward the peace process in the Middle East. A study of Israeli, Egyptian, Palestinian, and Kuwaiti attitudes toward the Arab/Israeli conflict, broken down by sex, found that men and women did not have different attitudes and there was no evidence of women being less militaristic. Using data collected between 1988 and 1994, the study did, however, find a strong positive correlation between attitudes toward support for equality of women and support for diplomacy and compromise. The authors therefore saw a connection between feminism and positive attitudes about the resolution of international conflict.84 This example is instructive; reducing unequal gender hierarchies could make a positive contribution to peace and social justice. Likewise, by moving beyond dichotomous ways of thinking about war and peace, problematizing the social construction of gender hierarchies, and exposing myths about male protection that these ways of thinking promote, we would be able to construct less-gendered and more-inclusive definitions of security. Offering a counterposition that rejects both the masculinity of war and a feminine peace, Mary Burguieres has argued for building a feminist security framework on common, ungendered foundations. She has suggested a role for feminism in dismantling the imagery that underlies patriarchy and militarism and a joint effort in which both women and men would be responsible for changing existing structures.85 Such efforts require a problematization of dichotomized constructions such as war and peace and realism and idealism in order to provide new ways of understanding these phenomena that can help us envisage a more robust notion of security.


AT: Science Good
Even if science is true, it does not guide policy, it’s reinterpreted and co-opted by masculine ideals ensuring space is exploited destructively – Turning the case

Litfin 97 (Karen T., has a Ph.D from UCLA and is an associate professor in the Department of Politics at the University of Washington, “The Gendered Eye in the Sky: A Feminist Perspective on Earth Observation Satellites” pg.35-36 Jstor)

Turning to the second assumption, let us consider whether science really does tend to generate rational policy. The belief that it does is a fundamental tenet of "the rationality project," a term Deborah Stone uses to describe the attempt to reduce politics and policy to rational analytic frameworks. This quintessentially masculinist orientation to social life, which interprets all social action through the lens of rational self-interest, "misses the point of politics" since "paradox is an essential feature of political life."31T he dichotomy between reason and emotion implicit in the rational policy model is one of the dichotomies characteristic of patriarchal modernity.32 The stated purpose of the global change research, with its heavy reliance on EOS data, is to generate the scientific knowledge that will enable policymakers to make rational decisions; science is assumed to lead to rational action. Scientists and policymakers alike envision a linear process that proceeds from recognizing potential problems in the earth's ecosystem, to under-standing the implications, to evaluating potential remedies, to implementing rem-edies and monitoring them.33 Yet so much of the research program is devoted to pure science, with human activities included seemingly as an afterthought, that the next generation's policymakers will likely be more confused than today's. Research on policy options received only thirty-five million dollars of a total 1995 USGCRP budget of 1.8 billion dollars, which represented a doubling of the 1994 figure.34 Predictably, to the extent that social scientists have been in-volved in the research, their analyses tend to be economistic rather than based upon human needs or cultural analyses. The dearth of attention paid to human factors reflects a notion of neutrality embedded in modernity's hierarchy of the sciences, a hierarchy that elevates the sciences most remote from everyday experience, especially physics, to the apex of knowledge systems. The earth-system-science view of global change highlights atmospheric physics, geophysics, and chemistry, thus rendering human beings virtually invisible. But if the IPCC scientists are correct in surmising that global environmental change is imminent, then the agents of that change are almost exclusively human beings. From the perspective of the social sciences, global en-vironmental change is a process where people are both the cause of change and the object of change-some much more so than others. It is a result of certain social choices and commitments, whether conscious or not, and will only be ameliorated by alternative choices and commitments.35 But from the perspective of remote sensing, human agency vanishes and global change is reduced to physi-cal processes. Since the "valid picture" transmitted from space omits the main element of the picture, it is a dubious impetus for "rational policy." If history serves as a guide, the mammoth scientific undertaking embodied in the USGCRP is unlikely to become a principal catalyst for policy change-even when the results are in after two decades. The nearest approximation to a historical precedent is the ten-year, half-billion dollar interagency program in-tended to guide U.S. policy on acid rain, the National Acid Precipitation Assess-ment Program (NAPAP). Although NAPAP was applauded for its scientific achieve-ments, in the end it was virtually irrelevant to the acid rain controls adopted in the 1990 Clean Air Act. Very little of the NAPAP research was policy-relevant, the reports were not timely, and they were "largely unintelligible to Congress."36 Given current trends in global change research, the USGCRP seems poised to follow in NAPAP's footsteps, although at perhaps sixty times the cost. Contrary to the rational policy model, environmental policy is not steered by science. In 1991, EPA administrator William K. Reilly commissioned an indepen-dent study to examine how his agency employed scientific data in its decision-making process. The report concluded that, to a great extent, EPA decisions are based upon extrascientific factors.37Although environmental policy making is a more contentious process in the U.S. than it is in many other places, there is no strong evidence that science serves as the primary guide to policy elsewhere.38 Science does not provide the objective facts from which policy decisions are ra-tionally deduced. Rather, scientific information tends to be framed and inter-preted according to preexisting discourses. As I have argued elsewhere, this was the case even for the global ozone negotiations, where a comprehensive interna-tional assessment representing a scientific consensus was available to all parties.39 Often as not, the same scientific information can be used to bolster an array of policy positions. If "irrationalities" tend to supplant scientific knowledge in the policy process for other environmental issues, how much stronger will this ten-dency be for an issue like greenhouse warming, which go 

AT: Overview Effect
The aff’s globalizing view from space renders humyn suffering invisible to us and totalizes unique structural problems – Only incorporating feminist thought can solve the overview effect

Litfin 97 (Karen T. Litfin, has a Ph.D from UCLA and is an associate professor in the Department of Politics at the University of Washington, “The Gendered Eye in the Sky: A Feminist Perspective on Earth Observation Satellites” pg. 38-39 Jstor)

Global corporatization is one of the dangers of the "global view" afforded by remote sensing, which brings us to the fifth assumption. At first glance, the as-sumption that a global perspective is necessary appears indisputable. After all, if problems like climate change, deforestation, desertification, and ozone depletion are global in scope, then we must take a global view in order to solve them. And if these environmental problems are simply the "negative externalities" of a glo-bal economy, then a global view seems inescapable. To some extent, all of this is true, but it overlooks the dangers implicit in globalism-particularly the concep-tual and pragmatic links between hegemony and globalism. In an unequal world, globalism-including global science-is all too likely to mean white, affluent men universalizing their own experiences. Global problems are amenable to large data banks, to Big Science, to grand managerial schemes. As we saw earlier, the view from space renders human beings invisible, both as agents and as victims of environmental destruction. It also erases difference, lending itself to a totalizing vision. The "global view" cannot adequately depict environmental problems be-cause the impacts of these problems vary with class, gender, age, and race. The very abstractness of the global view may thwart efforts to heal natural systems. Charles Rubin echoes this sentiment, suggesting that the global view removes environmental problems from the realm of immediacy where meaning-ful action is possible and most likely to be effective. Rubin goes so far as to reject the term "the environment" because, by essentially referring to "everything out there," it simultaneously serves to distance people from the local places where they live even as it erects an artificial totalizing structure.53 Rubin's claim about the concept of "environment" can be equally applied to "the global view": Both seem to include just about everything except the particularism of place. Ronnie Lipschutz extends this line of reasoning, suggesting that if place is a critical con-stitutive element of identity, then environmental degradation is not likely to be resolved by embracing the place-eradicating "Blue Planet" image. Rather, it is in the local realm, which is laden with cultural and personal meanings, where most women live their lives and where environmental healing is most likely to occur.54 According to Joni Seager, the "global view" is especially problematic for women: The experience of women on the front lines should help us change our notion of what environmental destruction looks like: it is not big, flashy, of global proportions, or if global, it manifests locally. Environmental degradationi s pretty mundane-it occurs drop by drop, tree by tree. This fact is discomfit-ing to big scientific and environmental organizations whose prestige depends on solving "big" problems in heroic ways.55 Ecofeminsts who argue for the necessity of a "subsistence perspective" on issues of environment and development echo Seager's claim that women's lives are especially entwined with the local and the organic. Their general claims about the scientific method associated with "capitalist patriarchy" could be applied to the global gaze of Earth remote sensing: "But in order to be able to do violence to Mother Nature and other sister beings on Earth, homo scientificus had to set himself apart from, or rather above, nature."''56 While the explicit purpose of the earth remote sensing project is to rescue nature through monitoring and model-ing it, ecofeminists would claim that the global gaze, by virtue of its position apart from and above nature, does violence to nature. Feminist analysis suggests that the practical inspiration behind the global view is the managerial impulse, which brings us to the sixth assumption implicit in the remote sensing project. In the discourse surrounding global environmental moni-toring programs like the USGCRP and the WCRP, terms like "managing the planet" and "global management" abound.57 The "blue marble" image fosters the notion that the earth is manageable. Talk of management is so ubiquitous, and the connotation of orderly administration so seemingly innocuous, that gaining a critical perspective on it requires a great effort. Yet the matter is not particularly complex: To manage means to control, to handle, to direct, to be in charge. The remote sensing project functions simultaneously as symptom, expression, and reinforcement of modernity's dream of knowledge as power. The drive to gain "objective" knowledge about the earth by maximizing the actual and felt distance between subject and object, I have argued above, is fun-damental to androcentric modernity. The planetary gaze, relying on cameras col-lecting data at various wavelengths to inform us about the earth through color-coded computer simulations, is fundamentally a visual project. As ecofeminist writer Yaakov Jerome Garb shows, drawing upon feminist philosophy and the work of classicist Eric Havelock, vision has been deemed the cardinal sense in Western thinking."58 Of all of our senses, vision requirest he least engagement; the advantage lies in separation rather than closeness. The photograph, and most especially that of the earth from space, "places the final seal on the disengage-ment from participation that vision allows, on the standing back so that subject views object across a void. It transforms the external world into a spectacle, a commodity, a manipulable package ... [through] the predatory nature of the camera." The miniaturization of the earth made possible by satellite photography appeals to the managerial impulse; the "blue-and-white Christmas ornament" can be "managed" far more easily that a world of 5.5 billion people and thou-sands of cultures. The distinctive combination of will-to-power and the sense of the earth's fragility that typifies the remote sensing project is expressed in the words of astronaut "Buzz" Aldrin: "The earth was eventually so small I could blot it out of the universe by holding up my thumb."60 From space, the ultimate domination of the earth, or at least the illusion ofit, becomes possible. While it is the earth that is objectified by the planetary gaze, ultimately "managing planet earth" will mean controlling human behavior, not the earth itself. Ecosystems will respond in various ways to changes in human behavior, but they will only be vicariously "managed." It is people, even as they are rendered invisible by the planetary gaze, who will be managed. The science and technology of remote sensing perpetuate the knowledge/power nexus with respect not only to human domination of nature, but also to social control.
AT: Our Threats Aren’t State-Based

This is magnifies the link – Broadening the conception of security reinforces the overall agenda of security. 

Shepherd 2007 [Laura J., Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of Birmingham, “Victims, Perpetrators and Actors’ Revisited:1 Exploring the Potential for a Feminist Reconceptualisation of (International) Security and (Gender) Violence,” BJPIR: 2007 VOL 9, 239–256]

The notion that identity is central to theorising security has been well explicated by scholars critical of conventional approaches to security.5 ‘Recognising gender as a significant dimension of identity and security opens the door to non-state-based views of security and aptly illustrates how identity shapes individual and collective security needs’ (Hoogensen and Rottem 2004, 156). However, most of these critical voices seek to enter into academic debates on security by broadening the accepted agenda of security—to include the recognition of multiple phenomena, from earth- quakes to economic deprivation, as threatening to security—and proliferating the referent objects of security discourse, such that security is no longer solely the concern of states but also of communities, societies and individuals. While scholars of security have contested the parameters of debates about security, and feminist scholars of security have drawn attention to the importance of gender as a category of analysis, there is little work being done on the ways in which the organisational logics of security and violence are discursively constituted (see Shepherd and Weldes (forthcoming)).

***AFF***

Perm Solvency
Rejecting the aff reinforces static IR boundaries and prevents academic possibilities for feminist advancement. Vote aff to embrace an ethic of ‘both’ and strategically combine the aff’s policy goals with the feminist understanding of security. 

Shepherd 2007 [Laura J., Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of Birmingham, “Victims, Perpetrators and Actors’ Revisited:1 Exploring the Potential for a Feminist Reconceptualisation of (International) Security and (Gender) Violence,” BJPIR: 2007 VOL 9, 239–256]

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 vio- lence) 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 develop- ment, 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).

Perm solves- realism is about conflicts between communities that include both men and women

Lind 05 (Michael Lind is Policy Director of the Economic Growth Program at the New America Foundation. He is executive editor of The National Interest. “The Morning After: Sexual Politics at the End of the Cold War” January 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. 

Perm Solvency

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.

No Link: NASA

NASA isn’t sexist – Male astronauts were used for physiological reasons

Shackelford et al. 01 (Linda C. Shackelford, Deborah L. Harm, Richard T. Jennings, Janice V. Meck, Michael R. Powell, Lakshmi Putcha, Clarence P. Sams, Suzanne M. Schneider, Scott M. Smith and Peggy A. Whitson, Shackelford went to the University of Mississippi
School of Medicine, working with these other professors in various fields of medicine and medicine in space “Gender issues related to spaceflight: a NASA perspective” )
THIS MINIREVIEW PROVIDES a summary of gender-specific physiological changes and health issues in astronauts. It is derived from a special task-force report prepared by discipline experts to aid management in policy decisions and selection of research needed to understand gender differences in responses to spaceflight. Historically, investigations of physiological responses to microgravity have not been aimed at examining genderspecific differences in the astronaut population. Many of the discipline experts, however, identified one or more potential gender-specific physiological differences. intolerance (presyncope during a stand or tilt test) after space shuttle missions (Fig. 1). Presyncope is defined as a sudden dip in systolic blood pressure of .25 mmHg or in diastolic blood pressure of .15 mmHg, a sudden and sustained drop in heart rate .15 beats/min, an absolute heart rate ,40 beats/min for those whose resting absolute heart rates were .50 beats/min, and absolute systolic blood pressure of ,70 mmHg. In both the database of experimental results and the database of routine postflight medical tests, women had a much greater incidence of presyncope during the postflight stand test (21). Generally, women have lower blood pressure and peripheral vascular resistance and higher heart rates than men. In addition, women respond to cardiovascular stress with greater heart rate increases, whereas men respond primarily with greater increases in vascular resistance. In a previous study designed to examine postflight orthostatic intolerance, the presyncopal astronauts (5 women and 3 men) were found to have greater increases in heart rate, greater decrease in blood pressure, and less of an increase in peripheral resistance in response to the postflight stand test than their nonpresyncopal counterparts (2 women and 19 men). It was suggested that indirect vasodilatory effects of estrogen in premenopausal women may contribute to smaller vasoconstrictive responses in women compared with men during orthostatic stress (21). Evidence exists in the scientific literature to support the hypothesis that women have less tolerance to upright posture or gravitational stress than men (18, 19, 22). This type of research is currently funded by NASA and the U.S. Navy, organizations that are sensitive to this issue because of their increasing numbers of female pilots. Preliminary data from our laboratory support the hypothesis that women are less able to tolerate upright posture, primarily because of a reduced ability to maintain venous return and cardiac output. Data for long-duration spaceflight are very limited, but the first six American astronauts who flew aboard Mir (almost all of whom were men) had an 85% failure rate during the postflight tilt test. Thus it appears that gender-related differences may be overridden by longduration flight. More subjects are needed before that determination can be made. However, it is evident that more effective countermeasures must be developed for all crewmembers. Ventricular dysrhythmias. New data suggest that cardiac dysrhythmias may be of greater concern during long-duration than short-duration spaceflight (20). We know of no data from in-flight cardiovascular (Holter) monitoring of women on either shuttle or Mir missions. However, there have been several reports of ventricular dysrhythmias in men. In the general population, men in this age group have a greater risk of ventricular dysrhythmias than women. It would, therefore, be expected that in the astronaut population this would hold true as well (30, 34). At the present time, 22% of the active astronaut corps are women (35 of 158) (see Table 1). The average female astronaut is 42 yr old (43 yr for men) and weighs 60.7 kg (81.2 kg for men). In general, the average woman is 10 cm shorter and 13 kg lighter and has 11% more body fat, 8% less muscle mass, 10–14% less hemoglobin mass, and a lower level of aerobic fitness (37) than her male counterpart. These gender differences can be expected to influence exercise capacity and thus the ability to perform specific tasks during spaceflight. Aerobic fitness. The average aerobic fitness, expressed as the maximal oxygen uptake (V˙ O2 max), of adult women is 2.0 l/min, compared with 3.5 l/min for men. When adjusted for differences in body weight, the average VO2 max for women is 40 vs. 50 ml x kg^-1 x min^1 for men (37). These differences can be reduced still further (to 54 vs. 59 mlzkg21 zmin21) when the results are normalized for lean body mass and disappear completely when results are normalized for lean body mass and for gender differences in total body hemoglobin. Thus, for any task requiring a given absolute oxygen uptake, the average woman is working at a higher percentage of her exercise capacity than the average man. This would result in a higher heart rate, higher body temperature, greater stress, and a quicker onset of fatigue during the exercise. These more severe exercise responses may result in a greater number of injuries and less tolerance for a stressful environment. For example, in a study of 124 men and 186 women during basic combat training, the women had a 51% injury rate compared with 27% for the men (27).

No Impact

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
Realism inevitable
Realism is true and inevitable

Mearsheimer 01 (John, Professor of political science at University of Chicago, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, pg. 361)
The optimists' claim that security competition and war among the great powers has been burned out of the system is wrong. In fact, all of the major states around the globe still care deeply about the balance of power and are destined to compete for power among themselves for the foreseeable future. Consequently, realism will offer the most powerful explanations of international politics over the next century, and this will be true even if the debates among academic and policy elites are dominated by non-realist theories. In short, the real world remains a realist world. States still fear each other and seek to gain power at each other's expense, because international anarchy-the driving force behind greatpower behavior-did not change with the end of the Cold War, and there are few signs that such change is likely any time soon. States remain the principal actors in world politics and there is still no night watchman standing above them. For sure, the collapse of the Soviet Union caused a major shift in the global distribution of power. But it did not give rise to a change in the anarchic structure of the system, and without that kind of profound change, there is no reason to expect the great powers to behave much differently in the new century than they did in previous centuries. Indeed, considerable evidence from the 1990s indicates that power politics has not disappeared from Europe and Northeast Asia, the regions in which there are two or more great powers, as well as possible great powers such as Germany and Japan. There is no question, however, that the competition for power over the past decade has been low-key. Still, there is potential for intense security competion among the great powers that might lead to a major war. Probably the best evidence of that possibility is the fact that the United States maintains about one hundred thousand troops each in Europe and in Northeast Asia for the explicit purpose of keeping the major states in each region at peace. 
Case Turns the K

War is the root cause of patriarchal domination and call for women’s rights is used by the right to justify military intervention – Prefer our impacts

AFP 04 (Agence France Presse, December 10, 2004, http://www.worldrevolution.org/news/article1702.htm)

Raped, treated as the sexual 'booty' of war or slain by indiscriminate bombings, women are too often the first victims of conflict, Amnesty International charged Wednesday in a report demanding legal redress. The London-based human rights group called for action by the International Criminal Court to halt oppressive violence against women. "Patterns of violence against women in conflict do not arise 'naturally' but are ordered, condoned or tolerated as a result of political calculations," its secretary general Irene Khan said in introducing the 120-page report on women in war. Not only are women "considered as the legitimate booty of victorious army," the report said, but "the use of rape as a weapon of war is perhaps the most notorious and brutal way in which conflicts impact on women." "Women's bodies, their sexuality and reproductive capacity are often used as a literal battleground," it said. Khan, the first women, the first Asian and the first Muslim to head Amnesty International, told AFP in an interview that "it's quite interesting to see that women rights have been used as justification for military intervention, in the cases of both Iraq (news - web sites) and Afghanistan (news - web sites)." But, she added, "on the ground the situation changes very little in favor of women ... In the case of Afghanistan we have seen no improvement. "Warlords are occupying parts of the territory and see women as commodities for trading, to settle land dispute. Abductions and forced marriages are about as bad, if not worse, than at any time in Afghan history. "Warlords are not being pulled out, they're not being prosecuted, they're not being investigated for the crimes that are openly committing." Even where women are not deliberately targetted, they are the main victims of so-called collatoral damage, whether caused by "precision" bombing or landmines, the report said. "In Iraq in 2003, US forces reportedly used more than 10,500 cluster munitions containing at least 1.8 million bomblets. An average failure rate of five percent would mean that about 90,000 unexploded munitions are now on Iraqi soil." The report urged the International Criminal Court to "pick up and prosecute one or two high-profile cases because that will send the message that violence against women cannot continue in such an impunity, which is the norm today." The court, headquartered in The Hague (news - web sites), began operating in July 2002 and is mandated to try genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes. Kahn acknowledged the way ahead would be tough, but said she hoped the report would generate pressure for change. Women and children make up 80 percent of the world's 40 million refugees, but they have no voice, and injustices go unpunished," she added. "If you take the example of the Korean women, the comfort women in Japan, who were used as sex slaves during the second world war, even now they're still battling for the recognition of their case," Khan said. The report detailed widespread rape in conflicts around the world, including the Darfur region of Sudan, Colombia, Nepal, Chechnya (news - web sites), India and, earlier this year, in the tiny Pacific territory of the Solomon Islands. Tens of thousands of women and young girls were raped during the conflicts sweeping the Democratic Republic of Congo (news - web sites). "Ten years on from the genocide in Rwanda, where violence against women was a central element of the strategy to eliminate a particular ethnic group, little or nothing seems to have been learned about how to prevent such horrors," the report said.

Alt Fails
The criticism’s focus on identity creates a politics of exclusion that prevents meaningful critiques and turns the very superior identification they try to solve

Jarvis 2000 [DSL, ‘International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism’, February, University of South Carolina Publishing, pg. 160-162]

Critical research agendas of this type, however, are not found easily in International Relations. Critics of feminist perspectives run the risk of denouncement as either a misogynist malcontent or an androcentric keeper of the gate. At work in much of this discourse is an unstated political correctness, where the historical marginalization of women bestows intellectual autonomy, excluding those outside the identity group from legitimate participation in its discourse. Only feminist women can do real, legitimate, feminist theory since, in the mantra of identity politics, discourse must emanate from a positional (personal) ontology. Those sensitive or sympathetic to the identity politics of par​ticular groups are, of course, welcome to lend support and encourage​ment, but only on terms delineated by the groups themselves. In this way, they enjoy an uncontested sovereign hegemony oyer their own self-identification, insuring the group discourse is self constituted and that its parameters, operative methodology, ,uu\ standards of argument, appraisal, and evidentiary provisions are self defined. Thus, for example, when Sylvester calls lor a "home.steading" does so "by [a] repetitive feminist insistence that we be included on our terms" (my emphasis). Rather than an invitation to engage in dialogue, this is an ultimatum that a sovereign intellectual space be provided and insulated from critics who question the merits of identity-based political discourse. Instead, Sylvester calls upon International Relations to "share space, respect, and trust in a re-formed endeavor," but one otherwise proscribed as committed to demonstrating not only "that the secure homes constructed by IR's many debaters are chimerical," but, as a con​sequence, to ending International Relations and remaking it along lines grounded in feminist postmodernism.93 Such stipulative provisions might be likened to a form of negotiated sovereign territoriality where, as part of the settlement for the historically aggrieved, border incursions are to be allowed but may not be met with resistance or reciprocity. Demands for entry to the discipline are thus predicated on conditions that insure two sets of rules, cocooning postmodern feminist spaces from systematic analyses while "respecting" this discourse as it hastens about the project of deconstructing International Relations as a "male space." Sylvester's impassioned plea for tolerance and "emphatic cooperation" is thus confined to like-minded individuals, those who do not challenge feminist epistemologies but accept them as a necessary means of rein​venting the discipline as a discourse between postmodern identities—the most important of which is gender.94 Intolerance or misogyny thus become the ironic epithets attached to those who question the wisdom of this reinvention or the merits of the return of identity in international theory.'"' Most strategic of all, however, demands for entry to the disci​pline and calls for intellectual spaces betray a self-imposed, politically motivated marginality. After all, where are such calls issued from other than the discipline and the intellectual—and well established—spaces of feminist International Relations? Much like the strategies employed by male dissidents, then, feminist postmodernists too deflect as illegitimate any criticism that derives from skeptics whose vantage points are labeled privileged. And privilege is vari​ously interpreted historically, especially along lines of race, color, and sex where the denotations white and male, to name but two, serve as generational mediums to assess the injustices of past histories. White males, for example, become generic signifiers for historical oppression, indicating an ontologicallv privileged group by which the historical experiences of the "other" can then be reclaimed in the context of their related oppression, exploitation, and exclusion. Legitimacy, in this context, can then be claimed in terms of one's group identity and the extent to which the history of that particular group has been "silenced." In this same way, self-identification or "self-situation" establishes one's credentials, allowing admittance to the group and legitimating the "authoritative" vantage point from which one speaks and writes. Thus, for example, Jan Jindy Pettman includes among the introductory pages to her most recent book, Worldinjj Women, a section titled "A (personal) politics of location," in which her identity as a woman, a feminist, and an academic, makes appar​ent her particular (marginal) identities and group loyalties.96 Similarly, Christine Sylvester, in the introduction to her book, insists, "It is impor​tant to provide a context for one's work in the often-denied politics of the personal." Accordingly, self-declaration reveals to the reader that she is a feminist, went to a Catholic girls school where she was schooled to "develop your brains and confess something called 'sins' to always male forever priests," and that these provide some pieces to her dynamic objec​tivity.97 Like territorial markers, self-identification permits entry to intel​lectual spaces whose sovereign authority is "policed" as much by marginal subjectivities as they allege of the oppressors who "police" the discourse of realism, or who are said to walk the corridors of the discipline insuring the replication of patriarchy, hierarchical agendas, and "malestream" theory. If Sylvester's version of feminist postmodernism is projected as tolerant, per-spectivist, and encompassing of a multiplicity of approaches, in reality it is as selective, exclusionary, and dismissive of alternative perspectives as mainstream approaches are accused of being.

The Alt can’t solve- examining science from a feminist perspective reinforces sterotypes of women- as incompetent

Fehr 4 (Carla is an Associate Professor in Department of Philosophy and Religious Studies at Iowa State University. She works in the philosophy of biology, feminist philosophy and feminist science studies. “Feminism and Science: Mechanism Without Reductionism” Spring http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/nwsa/summary/v016/16.1fehr.html) AK
Although it has been said before by such leading philosophers as Sandra Harding (1987) and Helen Longino (1987), the point that feminist theorists do not and should not endorse a single feminist method, or of a single way that women do (or ought to do) science bears repeating for at least three reasons. First, Donna Haraway (1985) has pointed out that feminism and science need to be intertwined if we are to exercise our responsibility for the practices and products of science and technology. By drawing a line between women’s science and science itself, we lose our ability to address current problems within scientific practice, and we don’t investigate ways in which the traditional practice of science can be interrogated and improved. Second, presuppositions of a single feminist science reinforce the cultural stereotype that women can’t do science as it is traditionally construed. This further removes an already marginalized group from mainstream scientific discourse and fails to give credit to women who have fought to succeed as researchers in what continues to be a man’s game. Finally, we need to guard against essentializing women’s intellectual or cognitive characteristics. Advocating a single feminist science suggests that there is a single, feminine manner way in which women think or relate to other people or organize their experiments and their laboratories. This is not the case. Because of the latter two concerns, pluralism is an appropriate attitude to take toward feminism and science. Instead of endorsing a feminist method, I hope to create space for a variety of approaches. 
Alt Fails

Alt can’t solve- altering masculine and feminine roles won’t change anything- ideas, especially IR, can’t be gendered

Lind 05 (Michael Lind is Policy Director of the Economic Growth Program at the New America Foundation. He is executive editor of The National Interest. “The Morning After: Sexual Politics at the End of the Cold War” January 20 http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt) AK
This recurrent focus on little sisterhoods, mobilizing against "gendered" nation-states, multinational capitalism and racial and religious prejudice, owes a lot to the Marxist dream of a transnational fraternity of workers (in a new form, as a transnational sorority of feminists) and even more to the hope of early twentieth-century peace crusaders such as Jane Addams that the women of the world can unite and put an end to war and exploitation. Enloe tries to justify the attention paid to quite different groups of women in various countries with the claim that "no national movement can be militarized"--or demilitarized?--"without changing the ways in which femininity and masculinity infuse daily life." Even if "militarization," however defined, does result in certain kinds of gender relations, it does not follow that altering masculine and feminine roles will, in itself, do much to reverse the process. Something may, after all, be an effect without being a cause. 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.

Alt can’t solve- viewing things from a feminist perspective is Marxist

Hekman 97 (Susan is a Professor of Political Science and Director of Graduate Humanities at The University of Texas at Arlington. “Truth and Method: Feminist Standpoint Theory Revisited” Winter Jstor.com) AK
In the succeeding decade, feminist standpoint theory has become a staple of feminist theory. Nancy Hartsock's essay in Sandra Harding and Merrill Hintikka's pathbreaking book Discovering Reality (1983) brought the concept to a philosophical audience. In a number of influential publications, Dorothy Smith developed a sociological method from the "standpoint of women." Harding featured feminist standpoint theory in her two important books on science and feminism. Patricia Hill Collins articulated a specifically black feminist standpoint. But in the late 1980s and early 1990s criticisms of the position mounted, and fewer discussions of it were published. Today the concept occupies a much less prominent position. Particularly among younger feminist theorists, feminist standpoint theory is frequently regarded as a quaint relic of feminism's less sophisticated past. Several developments in the late 1980s have led to this declining influence. First, the inspiration for feminist standpoint theory, Marxism, has been discredited in both theory and practice. Second, feminist standpoint theory appears to be at odds with the issue that has dominated feminist debate in the past decade: difference. Third, feminist standpoint theory appears to be opposed to two of the most significant influences in recent feminist theory: postmodernism and poststructuralism. The Marxist roots of the theory seem to contradict what many define as the antimaterialism of postmodernism. For all of these reasons, the conclusion that feminist standpoint theory should be discarded seems obvious. 

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,

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.

Epistemology Fails
Feminist epistemology contradicts itself – creates a bias paradox

Rolin 06 (Kristina is an Academy of Finland Research Fellow at Helsinki School of Economics. Her main areas of research are philosophy of science and epistemology, with emphasis on social epistemology and feminist epistemology. She has published articles in Philosophy of Science, Social Epistemology, Perspectives on Science, and Hypatia. “The Bias Paradox in Feminist Standpoint Epistemology” Episteme: A Journal of Social Epistemology 3.1 (2006)  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/episteme/v003/3.1rolin.html) AK
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). 

Feminist epistemology creates more problems than it solves- it makes us want to view things from nowhere

Rolin 06 (Kristina is an Academy of Finland Research Fellow at Helsinki School of Economics. Her main areas of research are philosophy of science and epistemology, with emphasis on social epistemology and feminist epistemology. She has published articles in Philosophy of Science, Social Epistemology, Perspectives on Science, and Hypatia. “The Bias Paradox in Feminist Standpoint Epistemology” Episteme: A Journal of Social Epistemology 3.1 (2006)  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/episteme/v003/3.1rolin.html) AK
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.
Queer Theory Fails
Queer theory cedes the political—it replaces personal poltics for engagement with real reform. 

Kirsch, 2000 (Max, Associate Professor at Florida Atlantic University, “Queer Theory and Social Change”, p. 97-98)

Queerness as a deviant form of heterosexuality results in oppression. When this fact is not confronted, it can lead to maladaptive responses that include the markings of internalized homophobia: depression, psychosis, resignation, and apathy. These are very much reactions to the ways in which we view ourselves, which in turn are, at least in part, due to the ways in which we are constantly told to view ourselves. Here, the production of consciousness takes a very concrete form. Those enduring this form of violence cannot, even in the academy, simply decide to disengage. We cannot simply refuse to acknowledge these facts of social life in our present society, and hope that our circumstances will change. Although the lack of definition is what has inspired the use of "queer," it cannot, as Butler herself asserts, "overcome its constituent history of injury" (1993b: 223).  Be that as it may, "queer," as put forward by Queer theorists, has no inherent historical or social context. We continually return to the following question: to whom does it belong and what does it represent? These advocates of "queer" do not acknowledge that queer is produced by social relations, and therefore contains the attributes of existing social relations.  As I have shown, Queer theory, particularly as it is expressed in Butler's writings on performativity, dichotomizes the political as personal and the political as social action into a binary that positions political action in impossible terms. The nature of the "political" is never clearly discussed, and remains a chasm (cf. Kaufman and Martin, 1994). However appealing the notion of positioning the self through a reinterpretation of the "I" may be, it is misguided as political action: it cannot generate the collective energy and organization necessary to challenge existing structures of power. As Michael Aglietta observes, "There is no magical road where the most abstract concepts magically command the movement of society" (1979: 43). The question of polities, then, brings us back to where we began: what is the nature of the political and how do we address it? Is it beneficial to maintain alliances with established political parties? Can we adopt the dominant values of our culture and still hope to change the dynamics of those values? How do we form alliances with other oppressed groups? Is there a structural economic basis for such an alliance, or should we look elsewhere? Perhaps most importantly: is it possible, given the tremendous resources represented by the dominant and coercive ideology of our present social relations, to maintain the energy necessary to develop and continue modes of resistance that counter it? In the last question, as I will show, lies an answer to the issue of alliances and structural identification. But first, we need to refocus the discussion.

Queer theory assumes a male identity—rendering lesbians invisible. 

Jeffreys 94 (Sheila, Associate Professor of Political Science at University of Melbourne, Women’s Studies International Forum, “The Queer Disappearance of Lesbians: Sexuality In the Academy, Volume 17, Issue 5, p. 459-472)

The appearance of queer theory and queer studies threatens to mean the disappearance of lesbians. The developing field of lesbian and gay studies is dominated now by the queer impulse. Lesbian feminism is conspicuous by its absence. Lesbian feminism starts from the understanding that the interests of lesbians and gay men are in many respects very different because lesbians are members of the political class of women. Lesbian liberation requires, according to this analysis, the destruction of men's power over women. In queer theory and queer studies, lesbians seem to appear only where they can assimilate seamlessly into gay male culture and politics. No difference is generally recognised in interests, culture, history between lesbians and gay men. The new field of the study of 'sexuality' seems similarly to be dominated by gay male sexual politics and interests. Both areas are remarkably free of feminist influence. As I discuss here, there is seldom any mention in queer theorising of sexuality of issues which are of concern to feminists and lesbian feminists, such as sexual violence and pornography or any politics of sexual desire or practice, and there is no recognition of the specificity of lesbian experience. Within traditional Women's Studies, lesbian students and teachers have long been angry at the 'lesbian-free' nature of courses and textbooks. A good example is Rosemarie Tong's Women's Studies reader Feminist Thought (1989). Although many of the feminist theorists covered in the book are lesbians, lesbian feminism is not one of the varieties of feminist thought included here. The index directs the reader to find lesbian feminist thought in three pages under the heading of 'Radical feminism and sexuality' (Tong, 1989). Lesbians might well have expected to find the new lesbian and gay studies more sympathetic to their interests, but that is only true in practice if they see themselves as a variety of gay men rather than as women. The new lesbian and gay studies is 'feminismfree.' By not recognising the different interests, history, culture, experience of lesbians, lesbian and gay studies homogenises the interests of women into those of men. It was precisely this disappearance of women's interests and experience in the malestream academic world which caused the development of Women's Studies in the first place. It cannot therefore be an unalloyed cause for celebration in the 1990s that lesbian and gay studies are becoming sufficiently well recognised to have a whole new journal GLQ and a first reader, The Lesbian and Gay Studies Reader (Abelove, Barale, & Halperin, 1993). Both are American in origin and content. Even a casual glance at these publications suggests that lesbians and feminists have considerable cause for concern. It is not simply an abstract desire to right the injustice of lesbian disappearance which motivates my concern at the way that lesbian and gay studies are going. The work of this new field does and will increasingly influence the ideas and practices of lesbian and gay culture. Academia is not hermetically sealed but reflects and influences the world outside the academy. The disappearance of lesbians into an economically powerful commercial gay culture in the streets and the clubs will be exacerbated by what is happening in queer theory. The editorial of the first issue of GLQ celebrates its commitment to 'queer' politics. The queer perspective is not a gender-neutral one. Many lesbians, perhaps the vast majority of lesbian feminists, feel nothing but hostility toward and alienation from the word queer and see queer politics as very specifically masculine. The editorial tells us that the journal will approach all topics through a queer lens. "We seek to publish a journal that will bring a queer perspective to bear on any and all topics touching on sex and sexuality" (Dinshaw & Halperin, GLQ, 1993; p. iii). We are told that the Q in the title of the journal GLQ has two meanings, quarterly and also "the fractious, the disruptive, the irritable, the impatient, the unapologetic, the bitchy, the camp, the queer" (p. iii). This definition of the word 'queer' should alert readers to its masculine bias. The adjectives accompanying it here refer to male gay culture. They arise from traditional notions of what is camp. Camp, as we shall see, lies at the very foundation of queer theory and politics and is inimical to women's and lesbian interests. But before looking at the problems with camp in detail, it is worth considering another way in which this list of adjectives might not sit well with lesbian feminism. Although gay men's rebellion against oppression might well have been so mild that it could be expressed in terms like irritability, this has not been the way that lesbians have traditionally phrased their rebellion. Perhaps because lesbians have a great deal more to fight, that is, the whole system of male supremacy, rage has been a more prevalent emotion than irritability. The early womanifesto of lesbian feminism, the Woman- Identified-Woman paper, expressed it thus: "A Lesbian is the rage of all women condensed to the point of explosion" (Radicalesbians, 1988, p. 17). Irritable is how one might feel about not having garbage collected, not about ending the rape, murder, and torture of women, including lesbians. Some queer studies writers are currently seeking to establish that 'camp' is a fundamental part of 'queer.' There is still a controversy about what constitutes camp, with gay male critics opposing their own notions to that expressed in the famous Susan Sontag piece and pointing out that her version is heterosexist (Miller, 1993; Sontag, 1986). Sontag saw camp as a sensibility and one that was not necessarily queer or gay. Moe Meyer, in the volume the POLITICS and POETICS of CAMP, which is said on the blurb inside the cover to contain essays by "some of the foremost critics working in queer theory" says that camp is "solely a queer discourse" and certainly not just a "sensibility" but "a suppressed and denied oppositional critique embodied in the signifying practices that processually constitute queer identities" (Meyer, 1994b; p. 1). Rather, the function of camp is the "production of queer social visibility" and the "total body of performative practices and strategies used to enact a queer identity" (Meyer, 1994b; p. 5). So camp is defined here not just as one aspect of what it is to be queer, but as absolutely fundamental to queer identity. Camp appears, on examination, to be based largely on a male gay notion of the feminine. As his example of camp political tactics, Meyer uses the Black drag queen, Joan Jett Blakk, who ran as a mayoral candidate in Chicago in 1991. This man ran as a 'Queer Nation' candidate. He is referred to by female pronouns throughout this piece, which raises some difficulties in itself for women who wish to recognize themselves in the text. Meyer tells us that there were some objections from what he calls "assimilationist gays" who saw the drag queen political tactic as "flippant and demeaning." The implication is that men who objected did so for conservative motives, whereas in fact they might have been expressing profeminist sympathies. For women and lesbians who have rejected femininity, the celebration of it by a gay man is likely to be seen as insulting rather than as something with which to identify in 'queer' solidarity. Actually, women might well want more women in parliament rather than men wearing the clothing that has been culturally assigned to women. 

Critiques of heteronormativity re-entrench existing subject identity roles and manifest the harmful aspects of capitalism

McNamara in 2000 (Liam, “Review: The Political economy of Sex”, http://culturemachine.tees.ac.uk/Reviews/rev11.htm)

In Chapter Three, Hennessey attacks the current reigning ideology of neoliberalism, which involves an increasing drive for profits, globalization, and a general cultural turn in theory, leading to the assimilation of critical theory by the academy. This has lead to the abandonment of Marxism and its substitution by cultural materialism. Hennessey tries to turn the argument back to theories of exploitation, ultimately rejecting overdetermination in favour of commodity fetishism. She explicitly links heteronormativity to the emergence of the commodity form, since it is the division of labour that has allowed the formation of new sexual subjectivities in the consumer society. This liberation of productive forces has enabled the emergence of new desiring subjects that escape the heterosexual norm, but this development is underpinned by a new patriarchal hierarchy ushering in a renascent form of heteronormativity. Hennessey points out how in the nineteenth century sexology and psychoanalytic discourses allowed for new divergent sexual identities that were swiftly reterritorialized under the ‘perversions’. Heteronormative paradigms have gone on to manage desire by restricting queer desire to the perversions. Basically Hennessey is trying to historicize Cixous’ ideas of a ‘patriarchal binary logic’ and the persistence of gendered active/passive roles of sexuality.6 Hennessey links sexual liberation to economic imperatives and the division of labour in addition to the conventional cultural explanations, and suggests that desire has been managed and moved away from procreative norms due to the demands of the new productive forces found in mass consumption. Hennessey’s stance shows a critical understanding of sexual liberation, by the introduction of the theory of class. Hennessey points out: ‘capitalism does not require heteronormative families or even a gendered division of labour. What it does require is an unequal division of labour’ (P&P, 105). Some gay men have adopted the ideology of the family, but this ideology is generally compulsory for the disadvantaged. At bottom, what is needed is commodity exchange and surplus value for the few not many. Capitalism still relies on heterosexuality for the poor, and the new non-normative forms of sexuality are generally reserved for the affluent consumer subjectivities. These emergent ‘postmodern sexualities’ are compatible with the new liquescent forms of the commodity, possessing a fluidity that has an affinity with the new consumer ethos.

