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Answers To:

AT: Essentialism

Attention to systems of oppression outweighs any risk of essentialism

Blanchard, Columbia University, Professor Political Science, 3 
(Eric M. Blanchard, “Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory” Signs, Vol. 28, No. 4 (Summer, 2003), pp. 1289-1312)
The study of IR masculinities is accompanied, as Zalewski notes, by the danger that a concentration on gender "could all too easily focus on men or masculinity and create the belief that all are equally oppressed and disadvantaged by gender" and "make invisible the actual practices of dom-ination" to the detriment of feminist politics (1994, 409). However, the alternative, to take masculinity as undifferentiated and unproblematic and to continue to see the oppressive position of masculinity as inevitable and immutable, makes continued research in this direction seem worth the risk.

We must engage in some strategic essentialism in order to describe the way that masculinity pervades institutions. This system of oppression manifests itself in the exclusion of physical bodies. 

Kronsell, Professor of Political Science at Lund University, Sweden, 6 
Annica Kronsell, “Methods for studying silences: gender analysis in institutions of hegemonic masculinity” Feminist Methodologies for International Relations. Ed. Brooke A. Ackerly, Jacqui True, Maria Stern p. 111-2, 2006.
Military, defense, and security related institutions have historically been “owned” by men and occupied by men’s bodies. This has influenced these institutions’ agendas, politics, and policies. In using the concept “institutions of hegemonic masculinity,” we denote a particular interest in the norms associated with the institutions. However, there appears to be a strong material dimension to such norms, since, it is argued, they are often associated with male bodies. Robert Connell (1998: 5) says: “Men’s bodies do not determine the patterns of masculinity, but they are still of great importance in masculinity.” Hegemonic masculinity cannot, therefore, be completely disentangled from male bodies. In some instances the hegemonic masculinity of these institutions directly corresponds to male bodies, as women are completely excluded through legislative acts from the military and defense institutions in a majority of countries.2 As we shall discuss in some depth later on, women’s bodies present a very tangible challenge to institutions of hegemonic masculinity, against this normality of male bodies. The continuity of the domination of hegemonic masculinity, I argue, depends on the maintenance of separate spaces for men’s bodies, and hence, women are a clear threat to this order.3 The hegemonic masculinity associated with military and defense institutions does not necessarily mean that it should reflect the most common form of masculinity in society (Connell 1998: 5). As a matter of fact, Joshua Goldstein’s research (2001) shows that in comparison to other institutions in society, defense and military institutions have been associated with specific gender stereotypes, consistent across both cultures and time, which do not always correspond with norms of masculinity expressed in society at large.4 Furthermore, hegemonic masculinity does not preclude the fact that diverse masculinities can be expressed. On the contrary, some studies point to the necessity of diverse masculinities for the hierarchical structure of the institution to function (Miller 2001; Hearn and Parkin 2001). Although I am interested in exploring this in future
AT: Western Feminism (Lugones No Solvency argument)
Western feminism is key to solving women’s subordination – alt makes patriarchy inevitable by focusing on pragmatic rather than strategic gender issues
Jaggar, University of Colorado at Boulder, Professor of Philosophy and Women Studies, 98

(Alison M. , “Globalizing Feminist Ethics” Hypatia vol. 13 no. 2 Spring, http://www.iupjournals.org/hypatia/hyp13-2.html)
She distinguishes practical from strategic gender interests. Women's practical gender interests emerge directly from their concrete life situations and include such immediately perceived necessities as food, shelter, water, income, medical care, and transportation. Molyneux notes that demands for these ''do not generally... challenge the prevailing forms of subordination even though they arise directly out of them'' (1985, 232-3). Indeed, addressing women's practical gender interests may even reinforce the sexual division of labor by reinforcing the assumption that it is women's responsibility to provide for their families. By contrast, women's strategic gender interests are defined as necessary to overcoming women's subordination. According to Molyneux, they may include all or some of the following, depending on the social context:  the abolition of the sexual division of labor; the alleviation of the burden of domestic labor and childcare; the removal of institutionalized forms of discrimination such as rights to own land or property, or access to credit; the establishment of political equality; freedom of choice over childbearing; and the adoption of adequate measures against male violence and control over women. (Molyneux 1985, 233)  It is groups working to promote women's strategic gender interests that are most likely to share the basic commitments held by many Western feminists.6
AT: State Good
Focusing on the state reinforces the public-private dichotomy

Steans, University of Birmingham, Senior Lecturer in International Relations Theory, 99
(Jill, “The Private is Global: Feminist Politics and Global Political Economy,” March, New Political Economy, Vol. 4, Issue 1.

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

Steans, University of Birmingham, Senior Lecturer in International Relations Theory, 99

(Jill, “The Private is Global: Feminist Politics and Global Political Economy,” March, New Political Economy, Vol. 4, Issue 1.

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