Northwestern Debate Institute 2010
43
Seniors
Gender IR

Gender IR Kritik—NUDI
1Gender IR Kritik—NUDI


31NC Gender IR


41NC Gender IR


51NC Gender IR


61NC Gender IR


8Alternate 1NC IR Link/Methodology Flawed [1/2]


9Alternate 1NC IR Link/Methodology Flawed [2/2]


10Link—International Law


11Link—Nuclear Weapons


12Link—Proliferation


13Link—Hegemony/Democracy Promotion


14Link—Middle East Instability


15Link—Korean Instability


16Link—Democracy


17Link—Security


18Link—“Liberation”


19Link—“Liberation of Womyn”


20Link—Terrorism


21Link—Economy [1/2]


22Link—Economy [2/2]


23Link—Environmental Security [1/2]


24Link—Environmental Security [2/2]


25Link—Threat Construction Generic


26Link—China Threat Link


27Link—China/Authors Indict/Discourse First [1/2]


28Link—China/Authors Indict/Discourse First [2/2]


29Link—China/Alt Solves


30Link—Regionalism


31Link—Marxism/Structural Violence


32Link—Supreme Court/Judiciary


33Link—Singular Standpoint


34Link—Resolve


36AT: Essentialism—Wilcox


37AT: Essentialism—Cohn


38AT: Essentialism—Tickner


39Discourse Comes 1st


40AT: Realism/Positive Peace Module


41AT: Realism/Patriarchy Inevitable


42AT: Realism—Reductionist


43AT: Realism—Not Biological


442NC: AT Patriarchy Inevitable (Social Construct)


45AT: Perm—Adding Voices Fail


46AT: Perm—Crowd Out


47Alternative—Examine Gender


48Alternative—Spurs Movements


49Alternative Solvency/Perm Fails


50AT: No Alternative (Authors Suspect)


51AT: Co-option


52Framework—Key to Military Policy


53AT: Framework


54AT: Framework—Personal is Political


55AT: Framework—Role-Playing Bad


56AT: Framework—Alt Solves The Aff


57Epistemology Key/Impacts Constructed


58Epistemology Key/Impacts Constructed


60Impact—Warfare/Policy Failure


61Impact—Extinction


63Aff Answers: Cooperate/Dialogue Link Defense/Perm Solvency


64Aff Answers: Radical Alt Fails


65Aff Answers: Methodology Good


66Aff Answers: Realism Perm [1/2]


67Aff Answers: Realism Perm [2/2]


68Aff Answers: Alt Fails—Won’t Get Adopted


69Aff Answers: Alt Fails—Utopian and Realism Good [1/2]


70Aff Answers: Alt Fails—Utopian and Realism Good [2/2]


71Aff Answers: Perm Solvency


72Aff Answers: Realism Good/Inevitable


73Aff Answers: Essentialism


74Aff Answers: Alt Can’t Solve Warming





1NC Gender IR
Viewing security through the lens of militarily defined solutions creates a masculinized understanding of peace—only the alternative resolves gender hierarchies to create true security

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”]

In previous chapters I have argued that traditional notions of national security are becoming dysfunctional. The heavy emphasis on militarily defined security, common to the foreign policy practices of contemporary states and to the historical traditions from which these practices draw their inspiration, does not ensure, and sometimes may even decrease, the security of individuals, as well as that of their natural environments. Many forms of insecurity in the contemporary world affect the lives of individuals, including ethnic conflict, poverty, family violence, and environmental degradation; all these types of insecurity can be linked to the international system, yet their elimination has not been part of the way in which states have traditionally defined their national security goals. Previous chapters have also called attention to the extent to which these various forms of military, economic, and ecological insecurity are connected with unequal gender relations. The relationship between protectors and protected depends on gender inequalities; a militarized version of security privileges masculine characteristics and elevates men to the status of first-class citizens by virtue of their role as providers of security. An analysis of economic insecurities suggests similar patterns of gender inequality in the world economy, patterns that result in a larger share of the world's wealth and the benefits of economic development accruing to men. The traditional association of women with nature, which places both in a subordinate position to men, reflects and provides support for the instrumental and exploitative attitude toward nature characteristic of the modern era, an attitude that contributes to current ecological insecurities. This analysis has also suggested that attempts to alleviate these military, economic, and ecological insecurities cannot be completely successful until the hierarchical social relations, including gender relations, intrinsic to each of these domains are recognized and substantially altered. In other words, the achievement of peace, economic justice, and ecological sustainability is inseparable from overcoming social relations of domination and subordination; genuine security requires not only the absence of war but also the elimination of unjust social relations, including unequal gender relations.1 If, as I have argued, the world is insecure because of these multiple insecurities, then international relations, the discipline that analyzes international insecurity and prescribes measures for its alleviation, must be reformulated. The reconceptualization of security in multidimensional and multilevel terms is beginning to occur on the fringes of the discipline; a more comprehensive notion of security is being used by peace researchers, critics of conventional international relations theory, environmentalists, and even some policymakers. But while all these contemporary revisionists have helped to move the definition of security beyond its exclusively national security focus toward additional concerns for the security of the individual and the natural environment, they have rarely included gender as a category of analysis; nor have they acknowledged similar, earlier reformulations of security constructed by women. Including previously hidden gender inequalities in the analysis of global insecurity allows us to see how so many of the insecurities affecting us all, women and men alike, are gendered in their historical origins, their conventional definitions, and their contemporary manifestations. Using gender as a category of analysis reveals the masculinist assumptions of both traditional and revisionist theories of international politics and economics. It also allows us to see the extent to which unequal gender relationships are a form of domination that contributes to many of the dimensions of the contemporary insecurities analyzed by various new thinkers. Feminists deny the separability of gendered insecurities from those describable in military, economic, and ecological terms; such problems cannot be fully resolved without also overcoming the domination and exploitation of women that takes place in each of these domains. Such a conception of security is based on the assumption that social justice, including gender justice, is necessary for an enduring peace. While acknowledging that unequal social relations are not the only sources of insecurity, feminists believe that contemporary insecurities are doubly engendered. Beyond the view that all social institutions, including those of world politics, are made by human beings and are therefore changeable, they recognize that comprehensive security requires the removal of gender-linked insecurities. Revealing these gender inequalities allows us to see how their elimination would open up new possibilities for the alleviation of the various domains of global insecurity that I have described. Overcoming gender inequalities is necessary, not only for the security of women but also for the realization of a type of security that does not rely on characteristics associated with the hegemonic masculinity that has produced a kind of security that can be a threat to men's security also. Men are themselves insecure partly because of the exclusionary, gendered way their own security has been defined.
<INSERT SPECIFIC LINK HERE>
1NC Gender IR
The alternative is to reject the aff’s masculine view of IR—adopting a more holistic view of IR solves, but the perm fails because the aff is constructed from a masculine standpoint

Shepherd 9 [Laura, 4/3, Department of Political Science and International Studies @ University of Birmingham, “Gender, Violence and Global Politics: Contemporary Debates in Feminist Security Studies”, p. EBSCO, RCB]
As well as conceiving of gender as a set of discourses, and violence as a means of reproducing and reinforcing the relevant discursive limits, it is possible to see security as a set of discourses, as I have argued more fully elsewhere (Shepherd, 2007; 2008; see also Shepherd and Weldes, 2007). Rather than pursuing the study of security as if it were something that can be achieved either in absolute, partial or relative terms, engaging with security as discourse enables the analysis of how these discourses function to reproduce, through various strategies, the domain of the international with which IR is self-consciously concerned. Just as violences that are gendering reproduce gendered subjects, on this view states, acting as authoritative entities, perform violences, but violences, in the name of security, also perform states. These processes occur simultaneously, and across the whole spectrum of social life: an instance of rape in war is at once gendering of the individuals involved and of the social collectivities – states, communities, regions – they feel they represent (see Bracewell, 2000); building a fence in the name of security that separates people from their land and extended families performs particular kinds of violence (at checkpoints, during patrols) and performs particular subject identities (of the state authority, of the individuals affected), all of which are gendered. All of the texts under discussion in this essay argue that it is imperative to explore and expose gendered power relations and, further, that doing so not only enables a rigorous critique of realism in IR but also reminds us as scholars of the need for such a critique. The critiques of IR offered by feminist scholars are grounded in a rejection of neo-realism/realism as a dominant intellectual framework for academics in the discipline and policy makers alike. As Enloe reminds us, 'the government-centred, militarized version of national security [derived from a realist framework] remains the dominant mode of policy thinking' (Enloe, 2007, p. 43). Situating gender as a central category of analysis encourages us to 'think outside the "state security box"' (p. 47) and to remember that 'the "individuals" of global politics do not work alone, live alone or politic alone – they do so in interdependent relationships with others' (Sjoberg and Gentry, 2008, p. 200) that are inherently gendered. One of the key analytical contributions of all three texts is the way in which they all challenge what it means to be 'doing' IR, by recognising various forms of violence, interrogating the public/private divide and demanding that attention is paid to the temporal and physical spaces in-between war and peace. Feminist security studies should not simply be seen as 'women doing security', or as 'adding women to IR/security studies', important as these contributions are. Through their theorising, the authors discussed here reconfigure what 'counts' as IR, challenging orthodox notions of who can 'do' IR and what 'doing' IR means. The practices of power needed to maintain dominant configurations of international relations are exposed, and critiquing the productive power of realism as a discourse is one way in which the authors do this. Sjoberg and Gentry pick up on a recent theoretical shift in Anglo-American IR, from system-level analysis to a recognition that individuals matter. However, as they rightly point out, the individuals who are seen to matter are not gendered relational beings, but rather reminiscent of Hobbes' construction of the autonomous rational actor. '[T]he narrowness of the group that [such an approach] includes limits its effectiveness as an interpretive framework and reproduces the gender, class and race biases in system-level international relationship scholarship' (Sjoberg and Gentry 2008, p. 200, emphasis added). Without paying adequate attention to the construction of individuals as gendered beings, or to the reproduction of widely held ideas about masculine and feminine behaviours, Sjoberg and Gentry remind us that we will ultimately fail 'to see and deconstruct the increasingly subtle, complex and disguised ways in which gender pervades international relations and global politics' (2008, p. 225). In a similar vein, Roberts notes that 'human security is marginalised or rejected as inauthentic [because] it is not a reflection of realism's (male) agendas and priorities' (2008, p. 169). The 'agendas and priorities' identified by Roberts and acknowledged by Sjoberg and Gentry as being productive of particular biases in scholarship are not simply 'academic' matters, in the pejorative sense of the term. As Roberts argues, 'Power relationships of inequality happen because they are built that way by human determinism of security and what is required to maintain security (p. 171). Realism, as academic discourse and as policy guideline, has material effects. Although his analysis employs an unconventional definition of the term 'social construction' (seemingly interchangeable with 'human agency') and rests on a novel interpretation of the three foundational assumptions of realism (Roberts, 2008, pp. 169–77), the central point that Roberts seeks to make in his conclusion is valid: 'it is a challenge to those who deny relationships between gender and security; between human agency (social construction) and lethal outcome' (p. 183). In sum, all three texts draw their readers to an inescapable, and – for the conventional study of IR – a devastating conclusion: the dominance of neo-realism/realism and the state-based study of security that derives from this is potentially pathological, in that it is in part productive of the violences it seeks to ameliorate. I suggest that critical engagement with orthodox IR theory is necessary for the intellectual growth of the discipline, and considerable insight can be gained by acknowledging the relevance of feminist understandings of gender, power and theory. The young woman buying a T-shirt from a multinational clothing corporation with her first pay cheque, the group of young men planning a stag weekend in Amsterdam, a group of students attending a demonstration against the bombing of Afghanistan – studying these significant actions currently falls outside the boundaries of doing security studies in mainstream IR and I believe these boundaries need contesting. As Marysia Zalewski argues: International politics is what we make it to be ... We need to rethink the discipline in ways that will disturb the existing boundaries of both that which we claim to be relevant in international politics and what we assume to be legitimate ways of constructing knowledge about the world (Zalewski 1996, p. 352, emphasis in original). Conclusion: 'Let a Hundred Flowers Bloom, Let a Hundred Schools of Thought Contend' (Mao Tse-Tung)  In this essay, I have used the analysis of three contemporary publications in the field of feminist security studies to demonstrate three significant sets of analytical contributions that such scholarship makes to the discipline of IR. Beyond the war/peace dichotomy that is frequently assumed to be definitive of the discipline, we find many and various forms of violence, occurring in and between temporally distinct periods of conflict, which are the product/productive of socially acceptable modes of gendered behaviour, ways of being in the world as a woman or man. I have also argued that critical engagement with conventional, state-based approaches to (national) security must persist as the academic discourses we write are complicit in the construction of the global as we understand it. Further, 'if all experience is gendered, analysis of gendered identities is an imperative starting point in the study of 
1NC Gender IR

political identities and practice' (Peterson, 1999, p. 37). To this end, I conclude by suggesting that we take seriously Enloe's final comment: 'Tracking militarization and fostering demilitarization will call for cooperative investigations, multiple skills and the appreciation of diverse perspectives' (2007, p. 164). While there has been intense intra-disciplinary debate within contemporary feminist security studies over the necessary 'feminist credentials' of some gendered analyses, it is important to recognise the continual renewal and analytical vigour brought to the field by such debates. Broadly speaking, there are two positions we might map. On the one side, there are those who refuse to reduce gender to a variable in their research, arguing that to do so limits the critical insight that can be gained from treating gender instead as a noun, a verb and a structural logic (see, for example, Sjoberg, 2006; Zalewski, 2007). On this view, 'gender', whether deployed as noun, verb or logic in a particular analysis, cannot be separated from the decades of feminist scholarship that worked to explore, expand on and elucidate what gender might mean. On the opposing side are scholars who, typically using phrases such as 'balanced consideration' (Jones, 1998, p. 303) and 'an inclusive perspective on gender and war' (Griffiths, 2003, pp. 327–8, emphasis in original), manipulate gender as a variable in their research to 'extend the scope of feminist IR scholarship' (Caprioli, 2004, p. 266) and to draw conclusions regarding sex-specific behaviours in conflict and post-conflict situations (see also Caprioli and Boyer, 2001; Carpenter, 2006; Melander, 2005). Crucially, however, scholarship on both sides of this 'divide' coexists, and in doing so encourages 'the appreciation of diverse perspectives'. While bracketing feminist politics from the study of gender is an overtly political move, which can be presented as either strategic (Carpenter, 2006, pp. 6–10) or as common sense, in that it 'enhances [the] explanatory capabilities' of feminist security studies (Caprioli, 2004, p. 266), all interrogations of security that take gender seriously draw attention to the ways in which gender is at once personal, political and international. Although it might seem that conceiving of gender as a variable adheres both to a disciplinary narrative that rewards positivist and abstract theory (without messy reference to bodies) and to a neo-/anti-/post-feminist narrative that claims 'we' have solved the gender problem (see Zalewski, 2007, p. 303), at the very least such approaches give credence to the idea that gender matters in global politics. Mary Caprioli suggests that 'IR feminists shattered the publishing boundary for feminist IR scholarship, and tackled the difficult task of deconstructing IR theory' (2004, p. 257). I would caution that it is perhaps too soon to represent the shattering and tackling as a fait accompli, but with the vital interjections of texts such as those discussed here, security studies scholars may yet envisage a politics of violence and human subjectivity that transcends the arbitrary disciplinary boundaries which constrain rather than facilitate understanding.

1NC Gender IR

Patriarchy is not inevitable—failure to solve guarantees extinction
Clark 4 [Mary E., PhD and professor of biological studies @ Berkeley, "RHETORIC, PATRIARCHY & WAR: EXPLAINING THE DANGERS OF "LEADERSHIP" IN MASS CULTURE", http://goliath.ecnext.com/coms2/gi_0199-4005307/Rhetoric-patriarchy-war-explaining-the.html]

I begin by questioning the notion that patriarchy is a "natural" or "inevitable" form of human society. By "patriarchy" I do not mean a community or society where males hold political positions as spokespersons for the whole and often are adjudicators of local disputes. This "male function" is common in tribal and indigenous societies. But men's power over others is severely limited and generally held only at the pleasure of the entire group, especially the elder women. (4) Patriarchies, rather, are those much larger societies where not only is there gender dominance; they also are highly class-structured, with a small, powerful elite controlling the rest of society, A short history of these entities is necessary to understand today's dilemma. Rigidly controlled patriarchies have evolved and disintegrated at many times and in many places in the past few millennia of human existence-which, being the era of written history, is the condition of humankind most familiar to us. But, as I have argued elsewhere (5) this was an unknown political condition throughout earlier human existence, when small, egalitarian, highly dialogic communities prevailed. Even today, small remnants of such societies still exist in comers of the planet that escaped the socially destructive impact of Western colonization. Modern Western "democracies" are, in fact, patriarchal in structure, evolving out of the old, male-dominated aristocracies of late-Medieval Europe. Those historic class/caste hierarchies were legitimized by embedded religious dogma and inherited royal authority. Together, church and monarch held a monopoly of physical and economic power, creating politically stable, albeit unjust, societies. During the gradual development of the religious Reformation, coupled with the Enlightenment's concept of the "individual citizen," emerging egalitarian ideas threatened to destabilize the social coherence of patriarchal regimes. At the same time, principalities and dukedoms were fusing into kingdoms; kingdoms, in turn, were joining together as giant nation states. The United Kingdom was formed of England, Wales and Scotland-each a fusion of local earlier dukedoms. City States of Italy fused rather later. Bismarck created the "Second Reich" out of diverse German-speaking princedoms in the 1870s. And, adding to this growth in the sheer size of patriarchies there was a doubling of populations every couple of generations. Nation-states emerged as "mass cultures," with literally millions of persons under the control of a single, powerful government. The centralized physical power possessed by most of these several industrializing European nations matched or exceeded that of ancient Rome. To achieve coherence of such societies demanded a new legitimating force to create a broad base of support among giant, diverse populations. The erosion of the belief that classes were a god-given, "natural" state of affairs was hastened by the introduction of low-cost printing and rapidly growing levels of literacy (both necessary to underpin the new Industrial Age). These politically equalizing forces unleashed a host of social discontents that had to be controlled. The old religious threats of damnation or excommunication were fast losing their force, and new legal systems circumscribed the absolute powers of monarchs to control social behavior. This very cacaphony of voices threatened the stability of the new giant states. The "solution," of course, was to take control of the public dialogue, to define the legitimate "topics of conversation." This is the primary role of political "leadership" in today's mass societies, and that leadership uses two major tools to wield its influence: rhetoric and the mass media. I suggest, then, that the high potential for internal instability in giant patriarchal states is a primary factor in setting the stage for today's global insecurity and the extreme militaristic rhetoric that exists both within and between nations. Before continuing this discussion of patriarchy's dangers, I would note that, although in modern Western patriarchies the domination of women by men is less evident as women have gained increasing political and economic status, women with such status tend to assume the "shoulder pads" and "language" of men when it comes to political and economic institutions. Women like Indira Gandhi, Prime Minister of India, Golda Melt, Israeli Prime Minister; Jeane J. Kirkpatrick, Reagan's Ambassador to the United Nations; Madeleine Albright, Clinton's Secretary of State; Margaret Thatcher, Britain's Prime Minister; and Condoleezza Rice, George W. Bush's Security Advisor, come readily to mind. (Thatcher cites the following terms the media applied to her: Iron Lady, Battling Maggie, and Attila the Hen. (6)) The glass ceiling in the corporate world has proved harder to crack, however, so fewer well-known examples exist there of powerful females. (Katherine Graham, who became publisher of the Washington Post after the death of her husband, was one of the few powerful women who to her credit, did not adopt the patriarchal mode.) Hence, I regard the Western nations' politico-economic world view as very much in accordance with that of historical patriarchies, with perhaps one or two Scandinavian exceptions. I thus conclude that the language of international politics today is "gendered" by the political insecurity experienced by leaders of earlier patriarchies, and that the presence of women in such governments has little effect on the framework of public dialogue. (I recall hearing Geraldine Ferraro, when running for Vice-President in 1984, assure an interviewer that she would not hesitate to push the "nuclear button" if necessary.) Hence, it is not our X and Y chromosomes that are at issue here; it is the gendered world view that underpins our institutions and frames our behaviors. As long as those in power "think" in this patriarchal box, we will live in a globally-armed camp, where war-leading even to the annihilation of our species-is a constant, real possibility.
***SPECIFIC LINKS

Alternate 1NC IR Link/Methodology Flawed [1/2]

International relations is a gendered practice—the aff’s discourse of security is grounded within a false epistemology—their methodology is flawed
Tickner 1 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era”, http://www.ciaonet.org/book/tia01/index.html]

New issues and new definitions of security have been accompanied by calls for new ways of understanding security. Controversy about the meaning of security has been part of a more fundamental debate over broader epistemological issues that, on the critical side, has included questioning the state-centric foundations and assumptions of realism as well as challenging its positivist-rationalist methodologies. Many scholars on the critical side of these epistemological debates claim that these ontological and epistemological issues are highly interrelated. The beginning of the debate over the meaning of security and its expanding agenda, as well as over how to explain conflict and prescribe for its amelioration, was coincidental with the third debate in IR. Scholars on the critical side began to question realism’s explanations for states’ security behavior based on economistic, rational-choice models or natural-science equilibrium models associated with the balance of power. Many claimed that issues of culture and identity must be included in order to gain a fuller understanding of states’ security interests and policies. Poststructuralist scholars began to question the foundational myths of realist worldviews upon which realist explanations of conflict depend. Claiming that theory cannot be divorced from political practice, critics pointed to realism’s complicity in shaping policymakers’ understandings of and prescriptions for U.S. security behavior in the ColdWar world. Walt’s defense of the social-scientific foundations of security studies (mentioned earlier) and his dismissal of other approaches have drawn sharp criticism from critical-security scholars. The ethnocentricism of his review and his description of a field that appears closely allied with U.S. security interests call into question his claim about the field’s ability to “rise above the political” and raises the issue of whose interest security is serving. Edward Kolodziej has claimed that Walt’s philosophically restrictive notion of the social sciences confines the security scholar to testing propositions largely specified by policymakers; it is they who decide what is real and relevant.33 Kolodziej goes on to say that Walt’s definition of science bars 45 any possibility of an ethical or moral discourse; even the normative concerns of classical realists are deemphasized in order to put the realist perspective on scientific foundations. Challenging Walt’s view of the history of the field as a gradual evolution toward an objective, scientific discipline that ultimately yields a form of knowledge beyond time and history, Keith Krause and Michael Williams have claimed that Walt has created an epistemic hierarchy that allows conventional security studies to set itself up as the authoritative judge of alternative claims;34 this leads to a dismissal of alternative epistemologies in terms of their not being “scientific.” Critics claim that issues they consider important for understanding security cannot be raised within a positivist-rationalist epistemology or an ontology based on instrumentally rational actors in a state-centric world. In addition to constraining what can be said about security, a realist-rationalist approach precludes consideration of an ethical or emancipatory politics. For example, Krause and Williams contest realism’s claim that states and anarchy are essential and unproblematic facts of world politics. They suggest that this worldview is grounded in an understanding of human subjects as selfcontained— as instrumentally rational actors confronting an objective external reality. This methodologically individualist premise renders questions about identity and interest formation as unimportant.35 These and other critics claim that issues of identity and interest demand more interpretive modes of analysis. For this reason, critical scholars see the necessity of shifting from a focus on abstract individualism to a stress on culture and identity and the roles of norms and ideas. Such criticisms are being voiced by scholars variously identified as constructivists, critical theorists, and postmodernists. While not all of them reject realism’s state-centric framework, all challenge its assumptions about states as unitary actors whose identities are unimportant for understanding their security behavior. Although certain of these scholars see an incommensurability between rationalist and interpretive epistemologies, others are attempting to bridge this gap by staying within realism’s state-centric worldview while questioning its rationalist epistemology. Ronald Jepperson, Alexander Wendt, and Peter Katzenstein have argued for what they call “sociological institutionalism”— a view that advocates an identity-based approach, but one that stays within the traditional security agenda, a focus on states, and explanatory social science. Where this approach differs from rationalism is in its investigation of how norms, institutions, and other cultural features of domestic and international environments affect states’ security interests and policies. Conversely, when states enact a particular identity, they have a profound effect on the international system to which they belong. Alexander Wendt’s constructivist approach also attempts to bridge the constructivist/rationalist divide. His strategy for building this bridge is to argue against the neorealist claim that self-help is given by anarchic structures. If we live in a self-help world, it is due to process rather than structure; in other words, “anarchy is what states make of it.”37 Constructivist social theory believes that “people act toward objects, including other actors, on the basis of the meanings that the objects have for them.”38 People and states act differently toward those they perceive as friends and those they see as enemies. Therefore, we cannot understand states’ security interests and behavior without considering issues of identity placed within their social context. Claiming that realist ontology and its rationalist epistemology are interdependent, more radical versions of critical-security studies reject these bridging attempts. Their calls for broadening the security agenda are made within the context of both a rejection of rationalism and a search for emancipatory theories that can get beyond realism’s skepticism about progressive change and the possibility of an ethical international politics. Poststructuralists claim that when knowledge about security is constructed in terms of the binary metaphysics of Western culture, such as inside/outside, us/them, and community/anarchy, security can be understood only within the confines of domestic community whose identity is constructed in antithesis to external threat. This denies the possibility of talking about an international community or an amelioration of the security dilemma since it is only within the space of political community that questions about ethics can be raised. In other words, the binary distinctions of national-security discourse limit what can be said and how it can be discussed. Thus, critical-security studies is not only about broadening the agenda— because, as mentioned earlier, this is possible with a realist framework. According to Ken Booth, critical-security is fundamentally different from realism because its agenda derives from a radically different political theory and methodology that question both realism’s constrained view of the political and its commitment to positivism. Critical-security studies rejects conventional security theory’s definition of politics based on the centrality of the state and its sovereignty. Arguing that the state is often part of the problem of insecurity rather than the solution, Booth claims that we should examine security from a bottom-up perspective that begins with individuals; however, critical-security studies should not ignore the state or the military dimensions 47 of 
Alternate 1NC IR Link/Methodology Flawed [2/2]
world politics: “What is being challenged is not the material manifestations of the world of traditional realism, but its moral and practical status, including its naturalization of historically created theories, its ideology of necessity and limited possibility, and its propagandist common sense about this being the best of all worlds.”40 When we treat individuals as the objects of security, we open up the possibility of talking about a transcendent human community with common global concerns and allow engagement with the broadest global threats.41 The theme of emancipation is one that runs through much of the criticalsecurity studies literature. Emancipatory critical security can be defined as freeing people as individuals and groups from the social, physical, economic, and political constraints that prevent them from carrying out what they would freely choose to do. A postrealist, postpositivist emancipatory notion of security offers the promise of maximizing the security and improving the lives of the whole of humankind: it is a security studies of inclusion rather than exclusion.43 Yet imagining security divested of its statist connotations is problematic; the institutions of state power are not withering away. As R. B. J. Walker has claimed, the state is a political category in a way that the world or humanity is not.44 The security of states dominates our understanding of what security can be because other forms of political community have been rendered unthinkable. Yet, as Walker goes on to say, given the dangers of nuclear weapons, we are no longer able to survive in a world predicated on an extreme logic of state sovereignty, nor one where war is an option for system change. Therefore, we must revise our understanding of the relationship between universality and particularity upon which a statist concept of security has been constructed. Security must be analyzed in terms of how contemporary insecurities are being created and by a sensitivity to the way in which people are responding to insecurities by reworking their understanding of how their own predicament fits into broader structures of violence and oppression. Feminists—with their “bottom-up” approach to security, an ontology of social relations, and an emancipatory agenda—are beginning to undertake such reanalyses.
Link—International Law
International law is enforced only at the level of the state—that reinforces the public/private dichotomy and makes structural violence inevitable

Fellmeth 2k [Aaron, BA in Social Sciences @ UC-Berkeley, JD from Yale Law School, “Feminism and International Law: Theory, Methodology, and Substantive Reform”, Human Rights Quarterly 22.3, Project Muse]
Some feminists assert that torture, assault, murder, and other forms of oppression against women are more commonly classified as "private" matters for resolution by the individuals involved, but violence against men is more often classified as a "public" matter suitable for state intervention. Feminists largely agree that the means of achieving human equality must change from traditional methods, which are based upon a sacred schism between the "public" and the "private." In this view, men fear state oppression more than private oppression, and this accounts for the public/private distinction. It posits a hierarchy of oppressions: men fear oppression by the state, while women fear oppression by men. This is not to say that women do not also fear oppression by the state. Rather, women are subjected to more layers of oppression than men. Women do not benefit from the dichotomy because they are oppressed in both spheres. Rather, men have maintained the distinction to allow them to perpetuate their oppression of women in the "private" sphere. Most feminists who have written on the subject domestically seem to advocate abolishing or diminishing the public/private distinction within the state.

Recently, some feminists have advanced this argument on an international [End Page 668] scale. International law, in some circumstances, forbids states to violate the rights of their own citizens, but it has historically focused less on nongovernmental individual behavior than on preventing states from violating the rights of other states. 32 The focus of international law on state behavior means less to women than to men because women, as a class, have less social, economic, and political power within every, or almost every, country. Why, then, are only states, and not individuals, held responsible for violations of human rights under international law if not to protect the patriarchal order within the state, just as the notion of family privacy protects the patriarchal order within the home? Generally, feminist authors have criticized the public/private distinction as a tool used by men to preempt public (governmental) intervention in their private injustices. 33 Women as individuals suffering from "private" wrongs are "analytically invisible" to international law because the state alone represents them on an international level. 34 According to this theory, "[t]he sovereign state is simply irrelevant to most women's experience; they may well have more in common with each other because of gender than because of nationality." 35 "Public" and "private" classes are not considered to be useful analytic distinctions for policymaking, but are instead manipulative means of the powerful (i.e., adult men) to obtain or retain freedom. 36 These feminists question the rationale whereby international human rights law protects people from torture by the state, while women much more commonly than men suffer from domestic violence, rape and molestation, and other pervasive "private" violations of human rights. 37 Similarly, they question why treaties like the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 38 provide economic rights to remuneration for production [End Page 669] but not for reproduction or housework. 39 They believe that the concept of state sovereignty necessarily supports structural inequality between men and women and is complicit in systematic male oppression and violence against women.
Link—Nuclear Weapons
Understanding of the world through nuclear weapons is a masculine one—that makes knee-jerk nuclear launches inevitable
Cohn et al 5 [Carol Cohn (Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security, and Human Rights), Felicity Hill (Peace and Security Adviser to the United Nations Development Fund for Women), and Sara Ruddick (Professor of philosophy and women's studies at Eugene Lang College, The New School for Social Research), “The Relevance of Gender for Eliminating Weapons of Mass Destruction”, RCB]
Weapons of mass destruction are not only physical objects, they are political objects; their symbolic importance is key in national and international security debates, as well as in domestic politics. And one aspect of political discourse – so obvious as to be usually taken for granted – is that gendered terms and symbols are an integral part of how political issues are thought about and represented, and an integral part of the image-production associated with political leaders. There is often, for instance, an anxious preoccupation with affirming manhood on the part of candidates for political office, for whom it is dangerous to be seen as “soft” or “wimpish”: recent US politics provides the example of the fevered Republican efforts to undermine presidential candidate John Kerry’s image as a leader by undermining his portrayal as a courageous warrior in Vietnam; or the pre-election spectacle of President George W. Bush striding across the deck of an aircraft carrier in his flight suit, proclaiming victory in Iraq in front of a “mission accomplished” banner.

There are also many instances in which political masculinity is linked with preparedness to use military action and to wield weapons. During the first Bush administration 1988-1992, for example, the US media speculated whether George H. W. Bush had finally “beat the wimp factor” by going to war against Iraq. In these and other cases, we see the link between war and a heroic kind of masculinity, which depends on a feminised and devalued notion of peace as unattainable, unrealistic, passive and (it might be said) undesirable.

But it is not only the political context within which weapons of mass destruction are situated that is deeply gendered. So are the practical and symbolic dimensions of weapons themselves. This is perhaps most obvious in relation to small arms. Governments and international institutions are increasingly accepting that small arms and light weapons (SALW) are practically associated with masculinity in many cultures, with men as the vast majority of the buyers, owners or users. After early policy failures, it is also becoming increasingly recognised that the symbolic associations of SALW with masculinity have political effects. Specifically, in relation to disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration (DDR) programmes, real barriers to effective SALW disarmament are created by the ways in which masculine identities and roles have become conjoined with weapons possession for many (male) combatants.

There is now general recognition that there are significant gender dimensions to the possession of small arms and light weapons. It would be naive to assume that this association suddenly becomes meaningless when we are talking about larger, more massively destructive weapons. And more naïve still to think that it doesn’t matter. Given the dubious military value and problematic usability of most WMD, a focus on their symbolic dimensions has to be central to any effort at weapons reduction or disarmament. Without gender analysis, attempts to untangle and understand the symbolic value and meaning of WMD are incomplete and inadequate.

Some brief examples illustrate this important dimension. When India exploded five nuclear devices in May 1998, Hindu nationalist leader Balasaheb Thackeray explained “we had to prove that we are not eunuchs”. An Indian newspaper cartoon depicted Prime Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee propping up his coalition government with a nuclear bomb. “Made with Viagra” the caption read. Images such as these rely on the widespread metaphoric equation of political and military power with sexual potency and masculinity. Political actors incorporate sexual metaphors in their representations of nuclear weapons as a way to mobilise gendered associations and symbols in creating assent, excitement, support for, and identification with the weapons and their own political regime; in other words, the symbolic gendered dimensions of nuclear weapons are not trivial; they are an integral part of accomplishing domestic and political objectives.

That a nation wishing to stake a claim to being a regional or world power should choose nuclear weapons as its medium for doing so is too frequently characterised as “natural”: advanced military destructive capacity identifies a state as powerful. The “fact” that nuclear weapons are being instituted as the currency for establishing a hierarchy of state power is unremarked, unanalysed, and taken for granted by most analysts. By contrast, feminist theory, using a historical and post-colonial lens, is better able to understand nuclear weapons’ enshrinement as the emblem of power not as a natural fact, but as a social one, produced by the actions of states. Thus, when the United States, with the most powerful economy and conventional military in the world, acts as though its power and security are guaranteed only by a large nuclear arsenal, it creates a context in which nuclear weapons become the ultimate necessity for, and symbol of, state security. And when the United States (or any other nuclear power) works hard to ensure that other countries don’t obtain nuclear weapons, it is creating a context in which it is perceived as keeping other nations down, to subordinate and emasculate them – to render them eunuchs! Hence, regardless of their military utility nuclear weapons are turned into the ultimate arbiter of political/masculine power. Balasaheb Thackeray did not invent the meaning of India’s nuclear tests out of thin air.

Why do ideas about gender matter for dealing with WMD?

The ways in which ideas about gender are embedded in ideas about WMD matter for two central reasons. Firstly, ideas about gender serve to shape, limit and distort the very discourses – both professional and political – that have been developed to think about WMD, and so have political consequences that have a crucial bearing on our efforts to try to achieve disarmament and non-proliferation. Secondly, ideas about gender also shape, limit and distort the national and international political processes through which decisions about WMD are made. Ideas about strength, protection, rationality, security and control have a critical impact on governmental and intergovernmental policy, as well as functioning at a large-scale societal level, where a certain notion of aggressive masculinity is equated with human nature, as in the phrase “disarmament would be nice but it’s against human nature”. We must be aware of, and find ways to address, these gendered assumptions if we are to transform the intellectual and political processes that have so long impeded effective WMD disarmament.
Link—Proliferation

Proliferation requires a binary between the dominant, rational users and irrational and inferior countries that pose a threat
Cohn et al 5 [Carol Cohn (Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security, and Human Rights), Felicity Hill (Peace and Security Adviser to the United Nations Development Fund for Women), and Sara Ruddick (Professor of philosophy and women's studies at Eugene Lang College, The New School for Social Research), “The Relevance of Gender for Eliminating Weapons of Mass Destruction”, RCB]
“Proliferation” is not a mere description or mirror of a phenomenon that is “out there” but rather a very specific way of identifying and constructing a problem concerning weapons. Proliferation, as used in Western political discourse, does not simply refer to the “multiplication” of weapons of mass destruction on the planet. Rather, it constructs some WMD as a problem, and turns a blind eye to others. With nuclear weapons, for example, it is able to do this by assuming pre-existing, legitimate possessors, implicitly not only entitled to those weapons, but to modernise and develop new generations of them as well. The “problematic” nuclear weapons are only those that “spread” into the arsenals of other, formerly non-possessor states. This is the basis for the “licit/illicit” distinction commonly found in arms control discourse, which does not refer to the nature of the weapons themselves, nor even to the purposes for which they are intended, but on who possesses them. The nuclear non-proliferation regime enshrined “we got there first” as a basis for arms control.

Most people in the world view WMD as intrinsically morally indefensible, no matter who possesses them. In addition to the abhorrence attached to their use, the wide array of social, economic, political and health costs associated with their development and deployment are repugnant. Rejecting proliferation discourse’s implicit division of “good” and “bad,” “safe” and “unsafe” WMD, (defined as such depending on who possesses them), it is imperative now to understand how some WMD are rendered invisible or benign (ours) and others visible and malignant (theirs).

In drawing a distinction between “the Self” and the (generally non-Western) “Unruly Other”, the prevailing arguments against proliferation appear patronising, ethno-racist and contemptuous. Not only does non-proliferation discourse draw on Occidentalist portrayals of third world actors; it does so through the medium of gender-laden terminology. For example, the nuclear possessors’ Self is responsible, prudent, rational, advanced, mature, restrained, technologically and bureaucratically competent (and thus “hegemonically masculine”). By contrast, the Unruly Others are irrational, unpredictable, emotional, uncontrolled, immature, primitive, undisciplined, incompetent, technologically backward (marks of an inferior or “subordinated” masculinity). Hence the terms of the debate are constructed to normalise and legitimate the Self/possessor states keeping weapons that the Others must be prevented from acquiring. By drawing on and evoking gendered imagery and resonances, the discourse naturalises the idea that “We” (the responsible father or sheriff) must protect, control and limit the “uncivilised”, out-of control “rogue” states – for their own good, as well as for ours.

This Western proliferation discourse has had a function in the wider context of US national security politics. With the end of the “Evil Empire” of the Soviet Union in the late 1980s, until the attacks of September 11, 2001, the United States appeared to be without an enemy sufficiently threatening to justify maintaining its sprawling military-industrial establishment. This difficulty for the military-industrial complex was forestalled by the construction of the category of “rogue states”, with governments portrayed as uncontrollable, irresponsible, irrational, malevolent, and antagonistic to Western values. Their unruliness and hostility is represented as intrinsic to their irrational nature, for to view the antagonism as politically rooted would have necessitated some soul-searching analysis into the role of Western policies and actions in contributing to disorder and breakdown in other states and regions.

The discourse of WMD proliferation has been one of the principal means of portraying certain states as major threats. To say this is neither to back away from our position opposing all weapons of mass destruction, nor to argue about the degree to which WMD in the hands of “Other” states actually do threaten the United States, local populations, regional neighbours or international security. The point is that the underlying gendered symbolism in the WMD proliferation discourse helps make it feel natural and legitimate to fight wars and spend money on military programmes such as ballistic missile defence, which would otherwise be difficult to justify on rational security grounds.
Link—Hegemony/Democracy Promotion
Hegemony is based on contradictions and false threat constructed by those at the top—only the alternative can prevent endless warfare
Lieberfeld 5 [Daniel, Associate Professor of Social and Political Policy @ Duquesne University, PhD in IR from Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, “THEORIES OF CONFLICT AND THE IRAQ WAR”, International Journal of Peace Studies, Volume 10, Number 2, Autumn/Winter 2005, http://www.gmu.edu/programs/icar/ijps/vol10_2/wLieberfeld10n2IJPS.pdf, RCB]

In examining links across the theoretical perspectives, it is notable that neoconservative ideology encompasses the ostensibly contradictory imperatives for the U.S. to protect its hegemonic aspirations, identified by realism, and the liberal imperative of opposing dictatorships and spreading democracy: The U.S. should not hesitate to use force to further the cause of worldwide democratization, the achievement of which also facilitates its role as a benevolent hegemon, since it is the only state with the motives and resources to do so. Traditionally, realist interpretations of international relations lead to conservative prescriptions that caution against expending resources on utopian initiatives and abstract universalist ideals. Similarly, as a hegemon, or at least as the most powerful state, the U.S. should, according to realism, be a status-quo oriented power, rather than a revisionist one with an ambitious program for remaking the world.

The Bush administration’s ability to ignore contradictions in neoconservatism— notably between supporting democracy and using foreign military bases and alliances with militarist regimes abroad to achieve hegemony, and between the assumption that Arabs mainly respond to shows of force and the assumption that they are ripe for democracy, or that democracy can be forcefully implanted where it has no previous history—was abetted by administration members’ elevated sense of threat perception, aggrieved nationalism, religious mission, and personal vendetta. Contradictions such as the role of anti-democratic states like Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Pakistan as key allies in a U.S.-led War on Terror, can be understood as a prioritization of the strategic ends of liberalism over whatever realist means are required to achieve them. The same interpretive logic could be applied to anti-democratic practices and human-rights abuses promulgated within the U.S. itself or at its foreign bases in service of proclaimed liberal goals.

The global strategic objectives of hegemony and democratization are linked to bureaucratic politics, particularly Rumsfeld and Cheney’s initiatives to assert civilian control of the military and transform its doctrines, particularly the Powell Doctrine that sought to keep the military from fighting unwinnable wars. Along with the bureaucratic appeal of Iraq as a military target, the hegemonic and democratic imperatives described by realism and liberalism provide answers to the question, “why Iraq and not some other potentially threatening dictatorship?” In particular, Iraq’s military weakness relative to other hostile dictatorships like North Korea and Iran made it a more attractive target, given U.S. expectations of an easy victory that would repair or even enhance its post-9/11 reputation as a hegemon. As well, administration policymakers considered that an invasion would secure preferential access to Iraq’s vast petroleum reserves and to military-basing and power-projection opportunities in regions that U.S. policymakers considered vital to national security, and would also benefit Israel and pressure its enemies, Syria and Iran. The anticipated partisan political and personal financial benefits of a successful invasion and multi-billion dollar government contracts to follow, as well as the personal vendetta motive, were additional enticements that can be considered tipping factors in the choice of Iraq as a target.

In an alternative set of theoretical linkages, such tipping factors may have motivated the invasion policy in a more fundamentally causal manner: The anticipated domestic political benefits to the incumbent party may have driven policy, along the lines of the diversionary theory of war, while threats to national security and liberal goals may have been less important, except as political rationales. Explanations that consider decisions on international relations to be primarily responsive to politicians’ domestic political concerns would link sub-state politics with policies toward Iraq that advantaged particular interest groups (e.g., corporations in the energy and reconstruction related sectors) with whom administration members had political or personal financial ties. The critical difference between these broad perspectives is whether policymakers actually believed that invading Iraq was necessary and desirable in order to eliminate a substantial threat to U.S. national security, either at a reputational level or a material one, or, alternatively, that officials deliberately manufactured public perceptions of such a threat in service of their own domestic political standing and for the benefit of favored constituents.

The relationship between political ideologies and the material benefits that actually or potentially accrue to their promoters and adherents may be a mutually reinforcing one, and it appears likely that some combination of ideological, personal, political, and security concerns motivated key decisionmakers in Bush’s first administration. The neoconservative ideology shared by its most influential members links the administration’s domestic and international politics. Internationally, neoconservatism is characterized by high levels of threat perception and a belief in the efficacy of the unilateral use of American power to solve complex problems. With its penchant for simple solutions and rejection of complexity, this ideology departs from realism by embracing an idealist vision of the world, and departs from liberalism by aspiring to achieve it without regard for international law and organizations. Neoconservatives’ goals toward the Middle East, which are influenced by Zionist ideology and sentimental attitudes toward Israel, as well as by a belief in benefits for U.S. interests of the informal military alliance with Israel, appear likely to have influenced the choice of Iraq as a target.

The aspiring international hegemon’s interest in appearing unchallengeable was reflected in the Republican leaders’ interest in being perceived as so dominant that domestic rivals can conceive of no effective challenge. The administration’s characteristic disinclination toward multilateralism abroad was reflected in its characteristically partisan approaches to domestic policymaking, and by its disinterest, relative to other administrations, in consensus and compromise. The analysis of the invasion decision raises questions of whether a regime’s foreign and domestic policies are normally ideologically consistent and how its ideological influences, particularly as they affect perceptions of domestic and international threats, help explain its policy choices in war and peace.

Link—Middle East Instability

Claims of Middle East instability are founded on the desire to control all that is “irrational” and feminine
Engelhardt 9 [Tom, Co-Founder of American Empire Project and Contributor to Foreign Policy in Focus, 3/5, “The Imperial Unconscious”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tom-engelhardt/the-imperial-unconscious_b_172178.html, RCB]
Here, according to Bloomberg News, is part of Secretary of Defense Robert Gates’s recent testimony on the Afghan War before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee: U.S. goals in Afghanistan must be 'modest, realistic,' and 'above all, there must be an Afghan face on this war,' Gates said. 'The Afghan people must believe this is their war and we are there to help them. If they think we are there for our own purposes, then we will go the way of every other foreign army that has been in Afghanistan. Now, in our world, a statement like this seems so obvious, so reasonable as to be beyond comment. And yet, stop a moment and think about this part of it: “There must be an Afghan face on this war.” U.S. military and civilian officials used an equivalent phrase in 2005-2006 when things were going really, really wrong in Iraq. It was then commonplace — and no less unremarked upon — for them to urgently suggest that an “Iraqi face” be put on events there. Evidently back in vogue for a different war, the phrase is revelatory — and oddly blunt. As an image, there’s really only one way to understand it (not that anyone here stops to do so). After all, what does it mean to “put a face” on something that assumedly already has a face? In this case, it has to mean putting an Afghan mask over what we know to be the actual “face” of the Afghan War — ours — a foreign face that men like Gates recognize, quite correctly, is not the one most Afghans want to see. It’s hardly surprising that the Secretary of Defense would pick up such a phrase, part of Washington’s everyday arsenal of words and images when it comes to geopolitics, power, and war. And yet, make no mistake, this is Empire-speak, American-style. It’s the language — behind which lies a deeper structure of argument and thought — that is essential to Washington’s vision of itself as a planet-straddling goliath. Think of that “Afghan face” mask, in fact, as part of the flotsam and jetsam that regularly bubbles up from the American imperial unconscious. Of course, words create realities even though such language, in all its strangeness, essentially passes unnoticed here. Largely uncommented upon, it helps normalize American practices in the world, comfortably shielding us from certain global realities; but it also has the potential to blind us to those realities, which, in perilous times, can be dangerous indeed. So let’s consider just a few entries in what might be thought of as The Dictionary of American Empire-Speak.
Link—Korean Instability

Claims of Korean war are gendered—they make assumptions based on a flawed epistemological outlook
Seng 2 [Tan See, Professor of Security Studies @ IDSS Singapore, July, “What Fear Hath Wrought: Missile Hysteria and The Writing of America”, IDSS Commentary 28, http://www.rsis.edu.sg/publications/WorkingPapers/WP28.PDF, RCB]
Otherness, in Wolfowitz’s rendition, is also discursively constituted along a moral/immoral – or, alternatively, responsible/irresponsible – axis. Equally interesting is the notion that authoritarian or rogue-state leaders, besides lacking in rationality and viewing problem solving as a form of weakness, are “ruthless and avaricious” – an intentional, not accidental, choice of predicates. That (and here we are left to infer) “North Korea” or “Iraq” is ruled by such roguish elements can only mean that such states can, indeed they should, therefore be properly referred to as rogue states. Against these inscriptions of immorality or amorality stand, in diametric contrast, moral “America.” And here the unequal adoption by Wolfowitz’s discourse, in the case of “democracies,” of the analytical level of state/regime connotes that all America, and not only its leaders or certain individuals, is thereby kind, compassionate, altruistic – the polar opposite of all that rogue states, and possibly even China and Russia, represent. To be sure, nowhere in his words does Wolfowitz imply that there are as such no immoral or irresponsible Americans. Nor does he even hint that all citizens of rogue states are therefore roguish; political correctness, after all, is the norm in these enlightened times. But the discursive effect is such that we are left with the impression that leaders of rogue nations – Saddam Hussein, Kim Chong-il, and their ilk – epitomize the darkest of the dark metaphysics of human nature. And roguish as such are their foreign policies. In his evaluation of the missile threat from North Korea, the deputy CIA director asserted: Like everyone else, we knew the [Pyongyang] regime was brutal within its borders and a menace beyond. Its commando raids into South Korea and its assassination attempts against successive South Korean presidents – including the 1983 bombings in Rangoon that killed 21 people – were clear windows into the minds and morals of North Korean leaders.62 Again, it bears reminding that the argument here does not refuse the historical “reality” and tragic consequences either of Pyongyang’s oppressive policies at home or its ruinous forays abroad. In terms of exclusionary practices, however, interpretive conclusions concerning the brutality of the Pyongyang regime cannot be separated from the morality axis on which this particular statement turns. What, for instance, is the effect created by the use of the opening phrase, “Like everyone else”? To who exactly does “everyone” refer? That this analysis is intelligible at all depends upon the presupposition that this particular reading – an American reading, to be precise – is universally accepted by one and all. But this is clearly not the case as implied by the vociferous and potentially violent tide of militant Muslims in Pakistan and parts of the Middle East, who hold Washington in contempt for the latter’s alleged “brutality” and “menace” toward, say, the Iraqis, (by proxy) the Palestinians, or (most recently) the Afghans. As such, the discursive effect of the preceding constructions is the naturalization of the Pyongyang regime as immoral, irresponsible, or just plain evil given the damning evidence of dastardly deeds that proffer “clear windows into the minds and morals of North Korean leaders.” Further, that the enumerated acts above were those perpetrated by Kim Il-song and not by his son, Kim Chong-il, seems not to matter in this analysis, although it is the latter Kim’s government with whom the Bush Administration must deal. This is not to imply that this intelligence estimate on Kim was essentially all caricature and thereby shorn of “truth.” The CIA official continues in his assessment: It is easy to caricature Kim Chong-il – either as a simple tyrant blind to his dilemma or as a technocratic champion of sweeping change. But the extreme views of him tend to be the product of bias, ignorance, or wishful thinking. The reality is more complex… Like his father, he has been shrewd enough to make bad behavior the keystone of his foreign policy. He knows that proliferation is something we want to stop. Thus, Kim Chong-il has tried to drum up outside assistance by trading off international concerns about his missile programs and sales. He has – more subtly, of course – done much the same thing with foreign fears of renewed famine and the chaos that could accompany any unravelling of his regime.63 The evident attempt at nuance in the above analysis, however, does not preclude the continued deployment of representational practices along the axis of responsibility. “Like his father,” we are told, the “shrewd” Kim makes “bad behavior the keystone of his foreign policy” – an indication of chronic irresponsibility in North Korea’s international relations. We may note here the likely intrusive influence of another discourse, particularly that on nineteenth-century European diplomacy as it figures in American intellectual and popular culture. As historian Barbara Tuchman once noted, for most Americans the notion of diplomacy carries with it “all the wicked devices of the Old World, spheres of influence, balances of power, secret treatises, triple alliances”64 and other such forms of Machiavellian intrigue for which America, idealized as the New World – a seemingly virginal, innocent, and righteous identity – had no place. Indeed, just such a pristine identity is often adduced as the universal ideal to which all nations and peoples are presumed to aspire – a point made forcefully in the earlier cited “end of history” thesis popular in mainstream political debate at the close of the Cold War.65 In other words, what is good for America is obviously good for the whole world (or, at least those parts that are “rational,” “responsible,” “moral”). “Missile defense,” one congressman averred, “is for Americans, for Europeans, for Russians, and for all peace-loving peoples on the face of the Earth.”66 Without ignoring or denying North Korean complicity in the light of its sizeable transfers of missile technology to the Middle East, what those exclusionary practices produce is the materializing effect of a Pyongyang regime that, if anything, can be expected to harm the US at the slightest provocation – a representation of danger that finds easy resonance with American policymakers because of its familiarity rather than any likelihood of such an eventuation. Further, what is effaced or erased by the above statement are plausible illustrations of bad behaviour in American foreign policy: a policy orientation that, even by most orthodox accounts, has been realist – in both its prudential as well as Machiavellian aspects – throughout much of the Cold War period.67 Indeed, this effacement stands out starkly in the light of resistant discourses – mostly but not exclusively from European sources – which portray America as a rogue state68 given the apparent lack of “strategic restraint” in its post-Cold War foreign policy.69 Hence the tenuousness of such constructions of identity through excluding contradictions and tensions that are as much a part of Self as it is of the Other. 

Link—Democracy

American democracy spreads Western and masculine political ideology throughout the world—that makes structural inequality inevitable—this also co-opts the permutation
Koikari 8 [Mire, Assistant Professor in Women’s Studies Program @ University of Hawai’i at Manoa, “Pedagogy of Democracy”, RCB]
With t he em ergence o f t he C old W ar, s cholars a rgue, t he occupation entered a conservative, retrenchment period characterized by increasingly repressive measures of remilitarization, economic recovery, and political containment of the left. While SCAP’s intervention in a nationwide general strike scheduled for February 1, 1947 is commonly considered the begin- ning of reverse course, there are other events and policies that indicate an increasing “reversal” of the occupation policies. Those who had been purged at the beginning of the occupation were now depurged, and the “Red Purge” began to target Communist Party members and the left-labor front activists and workers. The policy of demilitarization was replaced by that of remilitarization, leading to a n increasing pressure toward constitutional revision and Japanese rearmament, industrial remilitarization geared toward defense production, and a projection for long-term installation and expansion of U.S. military forces in Japan. Propagation of democracy, freedom, and equality gave way to anticommunist education, which emphasized the danger of communist infiltration and the importance of defending (American) democracy.
Clearly the occupation went through a shift halfway through its course. However, it is too simplistic to characterize the occupation as consisting of two distinctly different and contrasting phases, with the initial democratic and l iberatory ( thus p ositive) p eriod r eplaced b y t he l ater a ntidemocratic and repressive (thus negative) period. As the subsequent discussions show, American democratic reform in Japan, especially its feminist intervention, was from the very beginning deeply informed by American racism, sexism, and imperialism. Even t hose seemingly positive reform efforts in the early days of the occupation such as inclusion of gender equality in the new consti- tution, enfranchisement of women, and grassroots educational efforts originated from and fed back into American assertion of imperial hegemony and racial and national superiority. As the Cold War increased its saliency, feminist reform discourses and practices got progressively entrenched in the politics o f anticommunist containment, b ut t he i ntertwining o f f eminism and imperialism had been a defining feature since before the onset of reverse course. Thus, instead of arguing for the drastic reversal of the occupation, this book examines how preexisting, and already problematic, imperial feminist discourses and practices were gradually revised and refitted to inform Cold War containment politics of gender, race, class, and sexuality.
In recent years occupation scholarship has witnessed a number of studies that challenge and expand empirical and analytical scopes of previous schol- arship. Pushing the disciplinary boundaries of Japanese studies and occupa- tion studies and drawing on critical scholarship on race, culture, and empire, studies such as John Dower’s War Without Mercy: Race & Power in the Pacific War and Embracing Defeat: Japan in the Wake of World War II and Yukiko Koshiro’s Trans-Pacific Racisms and the U.S. Occupation of Japan illuminate the significance of race in the occupation dynamics.

Focusing o n t he pa rallel a nd m utually r einforcing de velopment o f American an d J apanese r acism an d im perialism, Y ukiko K oshiro ar gues that r ace c onstituted a c ommon d iscursive g round w here t he t wo f ormer enemies came to a ffirm each other’s standing in international hierarchies, which led to “successful” and indeed “smooth” Cold War alliance making. Adopting W estern i mperial d iscourses o f r acial a nd n ational h ierarchies (i.e., the superiority of self and the inferiority of others) to engineer its own colonial expansionism in Asia, Imperial Japan had constructed itself as an “honorary white,” a nation capable of assimilating into superior Western culture and civilization while standing apart from and above o ther inferior Asians. De spite i ts cha llenge to W estern i mperialism d uring t he wa r, Japan had affirmed and reinforced Western imperial understanding of white supremacy, and Western nations in turn had ac cepted to a n extent Japan’s sense of superiority to Asia and proximity to the West. This mutual depen- dency o f Western a nd J apanese r acism c ontinued i nto t he p ostwar y ears. After a short period of time during which race was used as a punitive tool to put Japan back into its “proper place,” the United States actively cultivated and even manipulated Japan’s admiration toward the West and its distance from the rest of Asia to t urn the former enemy into an effective Cold War ally. As Koshiro argues, race and racism functioned as a source of productive power during the occupation.12

Echoing Ed ward S aid’s t hesis o n O rientalism, J ohn D ower’s s tudies situate the occupation within the larger context of imperial culture, history, and politics and provide a genealogical perspective on race and racism that covers a l onger spa n o f t ime. Obs erving A merican r acism to ward J apan during the war and the postwar occupation, he argues that American under- standing of self as civilized and superior and Japan as uncivilized and inferior traces back not only to “racial stereotypes that Europeans and Americans had applied to nonwhites f or c enturies: d uring t he c onquest o f t he N ew World, the slave trade, the Indian Wars in the United States, the agitation against Chinese immigrants in America, the colonization of Asia and Africa, the U.S. conquest of the Philippines at the turn of the century,” but more generally to the long-standing Western colonial vocabularies of the superior West and the inferior Orient/Other.13 Defining the occupation as an instance of “imperial democracy” driven by the notion of white supremacy, he argues that “[f]or all its uniqueness of time, place, and circumstance—all its peculiarly ‘Amer- ican’ iconoclasm—the occupation was . . . but a new manifestation of the old racial paternalism that historically accompanied the global expansion of the Western powers.”14 Dower goes on to i lluminate how within the context of American i mperial dem ocracy a nd r acism J apanese ac tively enga ged i n a diverse r ange o f p olitical n egotiations w ith t he o ccupiers—from c ollabora- tion to manipulation to resistance—at the grassroots and intergovernmental levels. Both Koshiro and Dower shed light on the significance of race as an analytical category that merits careful attention in studies of the occupation.

Link—Security

Security is articulated through gendered binaries—that requires domination and elimination of those who threaten the dominant masculine body politic
Wilcox 3 [Lauren, PhD in IR @ University of Minnesota, BA @ Macalester College, MA @ London School of Economics, “Security Masculinity: The Gender-Security Nexus”, RCB]
Post-structuralists emphasize not only the discursive process of securitization, but the ways in which issues of identity factor into this process. ”Practicing security‘ entails specific state actions not just in external policies, but in internal politics as well. By labeling external threats, the state constructs a regime of identity by demarcating who and what is to be feared by ”us.‘ ”Security‘ implies not only specific actions, but specific implications for the identity of what is being ”secured‘. David Campbell argues in Writing Security: American Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity, that security is the raison d‘être of the state. He further notes hat—the state requires discourses of ”danger‘ to provide a new theology about who and what ”we‘ are by highlighting who or what ”we‘ are not, and what ”we‘ have to fear.“10 Thus, the process of ”securitizing‘ can also be a process to define a nation‘s identity by drawing boundaries between who and what is acceptable (on the ”inside‘) and what is unacceptable (on the ”outside‘). ”Security‘ is implicated in the production of dichotomies that structure the discipline and the way we think about international relations, such as inside/outside, self/other, us/them and sovereignty/anarchy. Much of this type of language was used in reference to terrorist and immigration, including the creation of a hierarchy between ”us‘ and ”them,‘ the criminalization and militarized responses, fears of internal subversion, and the discursive location of threats being outside the territory of the US.

My understanding of ”security‘ and ”gender‘ is rooted in feminist contributions to international relations and security studies as well. Feminist scholarship informs my work in many ways, as feminist theorists, like critical theorists, attempt to, —make strange what has previously appeared familiar [and] to challenge us to question what has hitherto appeared as ”natural.‘ “11 Of key importance to this specific study are feminist scholars of IR who take the post-structuralist analysis further, and note how the dichotomies that constitute the field of international relations are so readily ”mapped onto‘ gender. Feminist scholar Charlotte Hooper‘s analysis of the gendered nature of the field of international relations is similar to Campbell‘s, noting how dichotomies such as active/passive, war/peace, and order/anarchy are assigned masculine and feminine traits, with the first being valued over the second. This use of the concept of gender is consistent with how ”gender‘ is used in this paper. The insights feminist post-structuralists provide into the gendered nature of the process of drawing borders between ”us‘ and ”them‘ and ”domestic‘ and ”foreign‘ are particularly relevant in the context of my research into the securitization of immigration and terrorism, as the discourses used in this context have clearly made these distinctions. They are also gendered discourses, as they rely on gendered dichotomies. My analysis of the gendered discourses of terrorism and immigration is based on this type of post-structuralist feminist analysis.

Because of the prevalence of gendered dichotomies in IR and their role in constructing identities and boundaries, the practice of international relations and ”security‘ is inextricably linked to identity formation. Feminist scholars of international relations have noted the extensive association of masculinity and war, and have analyzed how war and IR and masculinities have been mutually constructed though military service, 12 and by several different kinds of ”hegemonic masculinities‘ that serve as the prototypical behavior for men indifferent contexts.

13When writing of ”gender,‘ I want to make clear I do not equate this term to ”men and women‘ (or just women for that matter) but, as a system of asymmetrical social constructs of masculinity and femininity.14 While employing a gender analysis of issues such as militarization, war, and terrorism, I will not be addressing such issues as whether or not men or women are inherently violent or peaceful, or, in response to Francis Fukuyama, what would happen if women were our political leaders.15 Rather, I use to concept of gender as a symbolic system organizes many cultural discourses, and is mapped on to certain dichotomies, such as hard/soft, inside/outside, sovereignty/anarchy, active/passive, as I briefly explained above. As gender is a normative system in which the concept associated with masculinity in the dichotomy is considered more desirable, gender in International Relations also serves as a prescriptive formulation. This is not say that actual men and women are irrelevant to gender, but that gender as a discursive system represents men and women differently, and constructs different social spaces and functions for them. Race, class, and other variables are also part of a gender discourse that represents a feminine ”other‘ that deviates from the masculine ”norm‘. The concept of ”hegemonic masculinity‘ is also related to the concept of gender. This term, which is discussed at length in chapter three, indicates the prevailing definition of masculinity, driven by social and political trends and defined against subordinate masculinities, such as racial minorities and non-heterosexual orientations.

Link—“Liberation”

Their attempt to save the East from a certain problem constructs the West as the liberator and hero—this prioritizes masculine values and makes domination inevitable 
Wilcox 3 [Lauren, PhD in IR @ University of Minnesota, BA @ Macalester College, MA @ London School of Economics, “Security Masculinity: The Gender-Security Nexus”, RCB]
One of the key aspects of the discourse of the war on terror is the image of the US as liberators, especially for the women of Afghanistan. —A person that thinks in terms of liberating a country, and at the same time fighting a war, is someone who also understands that we‘ve got to deal with suffering,“ President Bush said.—I was sensitive to this [accusation] that this was a religious war, and that somehow the United States would be the conqueror. And I wanted us to be viewed as the liberator.“ 82

The discourse of liberating the people of Afghanistan, especially the women, is pervasive. It is seen not only in triumphant media images of women seen in public without veils after the fall of Kabul, but in the speeches and rhetoric of high ranking government officials, including the President and First Lady. Here are but a few examples.

We and our allies have helped liberate the Afghan people from the oppressive rule of the Taliban and their al-Qaeda supporters. In Afghanistan today, children can once again play soccer, music can be heard, and girls are allowed to go to school again…We are helping to rebuild Afghanistan so that it never again becomes a safe haven for terrorists. And this is all due to our brave men and women in uniform.83…Look to Afghanistan, where the Islamic ”street‘ greeted the fall of tyranny with song andcelebration.84The last time we met in this chamber, the mothers and daughters of Afghanistan were captives in their own homes, forbidden from working or going to school. Today women are free, and are part of Afghanistan‘s new government.85The fight against terrorism is also a fight for the rights and dignity of women.86The women and children of Afghanistan have suffered long enough. This great nation will work hard to bring them hope and help.87When we went into that country, we went in as liberators, not as conquerors. We freed people from the clutches of one of the most barbaric regimes in the history of mankind. Young girls, many young girls go to school for the first time in their lives, thanks to the United States of America and our allies and friends.88In Afghanistan, we helped liberate an oppressed people. And we will continue helping them secure their country, rebuild their society, and educate all their children -- boys and girls. 89

The discourse of liberation serves to construct and reinforce an image not only of American identity, but of American manhood. American men are represented as more ”enlightened‘ that the ”barbarous‘ Taliban who cruelly oppress their citizens, especially women. Terrorists, who are discursively conflated with the Taliban, are represented as cowardly for killing unarmed innocents and women, and for ”hiding in caves‘ instead of” fighting like men‘. This discourse resonates with discourses of civilization/barbarism that provided the rational for colonialism in times past.

Afghan women are used in this discourse to legitimize the War on Terror in Afghanistan. ”Their‘ suffering is linked to ”ours‘ as they are portrayed as victims of the same regime that supported the attacks of September11. The statements quoted above show a willingness to rectifying the oppression of Afghan women, yet little, if any, mention is made of the great deal of agency Afghan women have shown in fighting for their own status and rights, often at great risk.90 As one scholar put it, —their function is not to voice their concerns, set policy, or provide advice. Their function is to legitimize the U.S. war and to justify U.S. intervention. Afghan men, the third world savage, must be removed from power in order to save the victimized third worldwomen.“91 As Miriam Cooke has argued, the representation of the burqa recalls the gendered logic of empire, in which women have inalienable rights, civilized men respect these rights, uncivilized men abrogate these rights, and such men therefore belong to an alien system. Thus, to defend the legitimacy of our own system, we must ”rescue‘ such women.92

Furthermore, despite the rhetoric of the liberation of Afghan women, from most accounts Afghan women are suffering and are continuing to be denied basic human rights from not only the post-Taliban political authorities but from their own families.93 Women are still expected to cover their bodies and remain subservient to men. Self-immolations are increasing in Afghanistan, typically by teenage girls attempting to escape marriages arranged by their fathers. Some attribute this increase to women‘s disappointment at the lack of change in the social status of women and girls.94 In light of this contradiction between the actual lives of women and girls in Afghanistan and their perceived ”liberation‘ from the misogyny of the Afghan government, the purpose of using the discourses of ”civilization‘ and ”liberation‘ is to legitimize a war, rather than to actually ”liberate‘ anyone.
Link—“Liberation of Womyn”
The affs call for liberation of womyn is a guise—it reproduces gendered constructions of womyn as victims in need of masculinized protection—turns the case

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”, pgs. 34-35]
Building on the notion of hegemonic masculinity, the notion of the citizen-warrior depends on a devalued femininity for its construction. In international relations, this devalued femininity is bound up with myths about women as victims in need of protection; the protector/protected myth contributes to the legitimation of a militarized version of citizenship that results in unequal gender relations that can precipitate violence against women. Certain feminists have called for the construction of an enriched version of citizenship that would depend less on military values and more on an equal recognition of women's contributions to society. Such a notion of citizenship cannot come about, however, until myths that perpetuate views of women as victims rather than agents are eliminated. One such myth is the association of women with peace, an association that has been invalidated through considerable evidence of women's support for men's wars in many societies. In spite of a gender gap, a plurality of- women generally support war and national security policies; Bernice Carroll suggests that the association of women and peace is one that has been imposed on women by their disarmed condition. In the West, this association grew out of the Victorian ideology of women's moral superiority and the glorification of motherhood. This ideal was expressed by- feminist Charlotte Perkins Gilman whose book Herland was first serialized in The Forerunner in 1915. Gilman glorified women as caring and nurturing mothers whose private sphere skills could benefit the world at large. Most turn-of-the-century feminists shared Gilman's ideas. But if the implication of this view -was that women were disqualified from participating in the corrupt world of political and economic power by virtue of their moral superiority, the result could only be the perpetuation of male dominance. Many contemporary feminists see dangers in the continuation of these essentializing myths that can only result in the perpetuation of women's subordination and reinforce dualisms that serve to make men more powerful. The association of femininity with peace lends support to an idealized masculinity that depends on constructing women as passive victims in need of protection. It also contributes to the claim that women are naive in matters relating to international politics. An enriched, less militarized notion of citizenship- cannot be built on such a weak foundation.
Link—Terrorism

The fight against terrorism is a fight against the uncivilized, irrational danger—this justifies endless war and intervention to protect the masculine order
Wilcox 3 [Lauren, PhD in IR @ University of Minnesota, BA @ Macalester College, MA @ London School of Economics, “Security Masculinity: The Gender-Security Nexus”, RCB]
These statements give several clues as to the implications of ”barbaric‘ behavior. Terrorists are barbaric and uncivilized, and opposed to democracy. Those who commit evil acts commit attacks against civilization, therefore, being uncivilized is equivalent to being evil. Finally, terrorists fight without rules, they kill innocents and women, and they are cowards, therefore they are barbaric and uncivilized. Overall, the message is clearly that of a dichotomous world, in which there are only two choices; civilization or barbarism, us or them.

In order to understand the significance of the use of the discourse of civilization versus barbarism in the war on terror, a brief history of this discourse is helpful. Applying the label ”barbaric‘ to people from the Middle East, or any non-white peoples is hardly a new historical development. In his book Orientalism˙ Edward Said critiques the discipline of Oriental Studies in the European and American academies for reproducing stereotypes and using their privileged status to create knowledge about people in the Middle East that served to justify and increase their control and domination over these people. 63 Said describes the relationship between West and the Middle East, as seen from the West, —to be one between a strong and a weak partner,“ and adds that, —many terms were used to express the relations…The Oriental is irrational, depraved (fallen), childlike, ”different‘; thus the European is rational, virtuous, mature, ”normal.‘ “64 This relationship is gendered in that ”Orientals‘ are assigned traits associated with femininity and inferiority. This dichotomous relationship is replicated in political discourses as well as in academic and literary circles.

The discourse of civilization/barbarism was used in order to justify colonialism of non-white peoples throughout the world, and has a long history in US foreign history. A people labeled ”uncivilized‘ is considered to be unable to rule themselves, and is need of guidance from more civilized people. The use of force against ”barbarians‘ is also justified.65 Furthermore, the rules of humane and civilized warfare do not apply to wars against ”barbaric‘ peoples. Against this background, the use of the discourse of barbarism can be seen as an attempt to foretell the coming war and to persuade people of the necessity of using force against al-Qaeda and their hosts in Afghanistan. The additional measures of control, surveillance, and detention of Middle Eastern and North African men in the process of securitizing immigration served to harass, demean and subordinate this ”inferior‘ masculinity, contributing to the constructing of the hegemonic masculinity of American men. The ”special‘ registration requirements for the National Security Entry-Exit System is evidence of the gendered inside/outside, us/them distinction in regards to national identity. This program, instituted as part of the securitization of immigration, serves to support the construction and maintenance of the current articulation of hegemonic masculinity, which differentiates American men as superior to men in the Middle East. The special registration requires that men and boys over the age of fifteen with non-immigrant visas from countries in the Middle East, Northern Africa, countries with large Muslim populations such as Indonesia and Pakistan, and an outlier, North Korea, be interviewed and have their whereabouts tracked by the INS.66 These persons will be finger printed and photographed, with their fingerprints matched against fingerprints of known or suspected terrorists and used by law enforcement. They are also required to submit personal contact information, and are required to notify the Attorney General when the change addresses. These measures are in addition to the detention and questioning of thousands of men of Arab or Muslim background after the September 11 that tacks, some allegedly detained without access to attorneys or proper food.67 The INS has also recently changed its policy on asylum, as people seeking asylum from thirty-three countries, mostly in the Middle East, are now being detained pending the processing of their applications, where previously they have been released.68 By concentrating on men as the ”outsiders‘ Middle Eastern men specifically service not only as the ”other‘ that American identity is contrasted again, but a feminized ”other‘ that American masculinity is defined against.
Link—Economy [1/2]
The affs vision of economic security ignores gendered violence and marginalization—it relies on a false public/private dichotomy—the alternative solves best

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”]
I have shown that the individual, the state, and class, which are the basic units of analysis for the liberal, economic nationalist, and Marxist approaches to international political economy, respectively, are biased toward masculine representations. Hence the prescriptions that each of these models offers for maximizing economic welfare and security may work to the advantage of men more than women. I shall now discuss how we might go about constructing feminist perspectives upon which to build less gender-biased representations of international political economy, perspectives that would include the various economic security needs of women. The liberal and economic nationalist perspectives both rely on an instrumental, depersonalized definition of rationality that equates the rationality of individuals and states with a type of behavior that maximizes self-interest. These approaches assume that rational action can be defined objectively, regardless of time and place. Since most nonliberal feminists assume that the self is in part constructed out of one's place in a particular society, they would take issue with this definition of rationality: agreeing with Marxists, they would argue that individuals and states are socially constituted and that what counts as rational action is embodied within a particular society. Since rationality is associated with profit maximization in capitalist societies, the accepted definition of rationality has been constructed out of activities related to the public sphere of the market and thus distinguished from the private sphere of the household. Feminists argue that, since it is men who have primarily occupied this public sphere, rationality as we understand it is tied to a masculine type of reasoning that is abstract and conceptual. Many women, whose lived experiences have been more closely bound to the private sphere of care giving and child rearing, would define rationality as contextual and personal rather than as abstract. In their care-giving roles women are engaged in activities associated with serving others, activities that are rational from the perspective of reproduction rather than production. A feminist redefinition of rationality might therefore include an ethic of care and responsibility. Such a definition would be compatible with behavior more typical of many women's lived experiences and would allow us to assume rational behavior that is embedded in social activities not necessarily tied to profit maximization. It could be extended beyond the household to include responsibility for the earth and its resources, a concern that is quite rational from the perspective of the survival and security of future generations. Liberal, economic nationalist, and Marxist perspectives have all tended to focus their analysis at the systems level, whether it be the international system of states or the world capitalist economy. Feminist perspectives on political economy should be constructed from the bottom up, from the standpoint of those at the periphery of the world economy or the international system. Feminist perspectives should take the individual as the basic unit of analysis, but an individual defined differently from rational economic man. Since feminists claim that the liberal assumption of individual autonomy and self-sufficiency is unrealistic, feminist perspectives would assume a connected, interdependent individual whose behavior includes activities related to reproduction as well as production. In order to capture these productive and reproductive activities, the artificial boundaries between the world of instrumentally rational economic man in the public sphere of production and the socially rational activities that women perform outside the economy as mothers, care givers, and producers of basic needs must be broken down. Destroying these barriers would help to reduce the differential value attached to the "rational" or "efficient" world of production and the private world of reproduction. Were childbearing and child rearing seen as more valued activities, also rational from the perspective of reproduction, it could help to reduce the excessive focus on the efficiency of an ever-expanding production of commodities, a focus whose utility in a world of shrinking resources, vast inequalities, and increasing environmental damage is becoming questionable. A perspective that takes this redefined individual as its basic unit of analysis could help to create an alternative model of political economy that respects human relationships as well as their relation to nature. 44 This feminist redefinition of rationality allows us to take as a starting point the assumption that the economic behavior of individuals is embedded in relationships that extend beyond the market. Maria Mies argues that the production of life should be defined as work rather than as unconscious natural activity. Labor must include life-producing work and subsistence production rather than being restricted to surplus-producing labor. Instead of accepting the sexual division of labor as natural, feminist perspectives should place the production of life as the main goal of human activity and work toward breaking down the artificial division of labor created along gender lines that perpetuates the devaluation of women's work. 45 To make women's work valued by society, the barriers between public and private must be broken down. Subsistence labor, volunteer work, household work, and reproduction are among the economic activities performed primarily by women that are not counted as economically productive. Marilyn Waring claims that women have been rendered invisible in national accounting data. Since these kinds of women's work are not included in the annual reports of the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, or the development agencies, projects are not planned with women in mind. While economists have claimed that nonmonetary labor is too hard to count, Waring suggests some ways, such as time-use data, which would make this possible. 46 If a substantial portion of women's productive and reproductive activities are taking place on the peripheries of the world economy in households or in the subsistence sector of Third World economies, feminist perspectives must be concerned with achieving economic justice in these particular contexts. While agreeing that women's domestic labor should be recognized as work, feminists caution that economic security for women in households cannot be guaranteed in the family as it is presently constituted. Although the family has been designated as the private sphere of women, the concept of male head of household has ensured that male power has traditionally been exercised in the private as well as the public realm. Susan Okin argues that families are not just to women or children as long as women continue to bear a disproportionate share of child rearing, have lower expected incomes than men, and are left with primary responsibility for supporting and caring for children if families break up. Okin claims that only when paid and unpaid work associated with both productive and reproductive labor is shared equally by men and women can the family be a just institution and one that can provide the basis for a just society. 47 As I have already discussed, Third World 
Link—Economy [2/2]
development strategies have tended to ignore the subsistence sector where much of women's labor is being performed, with the result that modernization has had a differential impact on men and women and has in certain instances actually reduced the position of women. Due to the virtual absence of women from local and national power structures, development programs have tended to support projects in areas of production that are dominated by men. To achieve economic justice for rural women in the Third World, development must target projects that benefit women, particularly those in the subsistence sector. Improvements in agriculture should focus on consumption as well as production; in many parts of Africa, gathering water and fuel, under conditions of increasing scarcity and environmental degradation, are taking up larger portions of women's time and energy. Since women are so centrally involved in the satisfaction of basic needs in households and in the subsistence economy, feminist approaches to international political economy must be supportive of a basic needs approach where basic needs are defined inclusively, in terms of both material needs and the need for political participation. I have argued that export-oriented development strategies have tended to contribute to domestic inequality and, in times of recession and increasing international indebtedness, have had a particularly detrimental impact on women; a strategy that seeks to satisfy basic needs within the domestic economy may thus be the best type of strategy to improve the welfare of women. Local satisfaction of basic needs requires more attention to subsistence or domestic food production rather than to growing crops for export markets. A more self-reliant economy would also be less vulnerable to the decisions of foreign investors, whose employment policies can be particularly exploitative of women. 48 Basic needs strategies are compatible with values of nurturance and caring; such strategies are dependency-reducing and can empower women to take charge of their own lives and create conditions that increase their own security. As Anne Marie Goetz claims, women have been completely absent from the process of setting national development priorities. I argued previously that women must be seen as agents in the provision of their own physical security; creating conditions under which women become agents in the provision of their own economic security is also imperative. Just as women are seen as victims in need of protection in the protector/protected relationship, when women become visible in the world economy, they tend to do so as welfare problems or as individuals marginalized from mainstream development projects. Separating women from men, often as an undifferentiated category, ignores the importance of relations between men and women and the detrimental effects of hierarchical gender relationships on women's economic security. It also ignores the ways in which women's varying identities and development interests as farmers, factory workers, merchants, and householders bear on gender relations in different contexts. 49 To overcome the problems of essentialization as well as the perception of victimization, women must be represented at all levels of economic planning, and their knowledge must be seen as valuable rather than unscientific. At a time when existing political and economic institutions seem increasingly incapable of solving many global problems, feminist perspectives, by going beyond an investigation of market relations, state behavior, and capitalism, could help us to understand how the global economy affects those on the fringes of the market, the state, or in households as we attempt to build a more secure world where inequalities based on gender and other forms of discrimination are eliminated. Looking at the world economy from the perspective of those on its fringes can help us think about constructing a model concerned with the production of life rather than the production of things and wealth. Maria Mies argues that the different conception of labor upon which such a model depends could help us adapt our life-style at a time when we are becoming increasingly conscious of the finiteness of the earth and its resources. 50
Link—Environmental Security [1/2]
The affs attempt to solve environmental problems through IR fails—it uses an inherently gendered understanding of state interaction to problem solving—only the alternative solves warming

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”]

Social ecologists such as William Leiss explicitly link man's domination of nature with certain men's domination over other human beings. Defending the original goals of the scientific revolution as an attempt to liberate human beings from the constraints of their natural environment and increase their material well-being, Leiss claims that the rationalism of modern science became caught in a web of social contradictions. The instruments through which human beings have transformed the resources of nature into means for the satisfaction of material desires have increasingly come to be regarded as objects of political conflict both domestically and internationally.61 According to Leiss's class analysis, the real object of domination has not been nature but human beings: through enhanced technological capabilities certain people have appropriated nature's resources and thereby dominated others. A more rational science would understand the world in a way that would produce harmony with the environment. But this can be realized only when the struggle for domination ends, along with disparities in power among groups and nations.62 Social ecologist Murray Bookchin, one of the few ecologists who raises the issue of gender relations, also points to the hierarchical structuring of the contemporary world embodied in man's domination over man, woman, and nature. Bookchin believes that these modes of domination are historically constructed and can therefore be transcended. He stresses the emancipatory potential of ecology, a science that recognizes no hierarchy and is therefore in a position to combat domination at all levels.63 Bookchin claims that this Western hierarchical thinking, which valorizes male power, devalues women by associating them with its devalued image of nature. It is this essentialist connection between women and nature, made both by some ecologists and certain feminists, that contributes to many other feminists' reluctance to espouse an ecological perspective.64 The immanent connection between women and nature, linked to women's biological functions, has been criticized by many feminists as demeaning, deterministically excluding women from the male domain of culture and transcendence. Yet recent work in feminist cultural anthropology disputes claims that this connection is innate and suggests instead that it is historically contingent: rooted in Western cultural traditions, it has been imposed on other cultures as part of the Western project of domination.65 If, as these anthropologists and social constructionist ecofeminists believe, Western civilization has reinforced the subjugation of women through its assertion that they are closer to nature than men, then the nature/culture dualism must be challenged rather than ignored. If, as these authors claim, the woman/nature connection is historically contingent, then there are possibilities for transcending this hierarchical dualism in ways that offer the promise of liberation for both women and nature. Since the liberation of nature is also the goal of ecology, ecofeminist Ynestra King suggests that feminism and ecology can usefully form an alliance. According to King, ecology is not necessarily feminist, but its beliefs are quite compatible with those of these social constructionist ecofeminists since both make their chief goal the radical undermining of hierarchical dualisms. King argues that, since ecofeminists believe that misogyny is at the root of the dualism between nature and culture that ecologists deplore, ecology is incomplete without feminism.66 While ecologists such as Leiss have connected the exploitation of nature to class domination, social constructionist ecofeminists make more explicit an interlocking pattern of dominance relationships that include sexism and racism as well as classism and that, they claim, are historically tied to the domination of nature. Joan Griscom believes that only when conceptual connections between all these forms of repressions are made can the emancipatory potential of ecology be fully realized.67 According to ecofeminist Ynestra King, feminism challenges the male-based values of our culture: when coupled with an ecological perspective, it insists that all human beings, both women and men, remember and accept their origins in nature. King claims that ecofeminism is in a position to heal the splits in a world divided against itself and built on a fundamental lie: the defining of culture in opposition to nature. Only by seeking to overcome such hierarchical dualisms can we move toward a more harmonious relationship with our natural environment.68 Since women have been associated with a devalued nature through these hierarchical dualisms, women have a particular are often the worst victims of environmental degradation. But just as I have argued against perceiving women as victims in the protector/protected discourse of national security, so women must not be seen solely as victims of environmental degradation but also as agents who must participate equally in the solution of these problems. Since women have not been well represented in national and international institutions dealing with the environment, their contribution to working for ecological security has been largely at the grassroots level. For example, the Chipko movement, which began with women hugging trees as a protest against cutting them down in the Chamoli district of Uttar Pradesh in 1973, met with some success when Indian prime minister Indira Gandhi issued a fifteen-year ban on the commercial felling of the forests of Uttar Pradesh. Women are also taking part in projects of reforestation; Kenya's Green Belt Movement, started in 1977 by the National Council of Women, involves women in the establishment of "Green Belt communities" and small tree nurseries.69 The kind of knowledge that women bring to these various environmental movements is gained from experience as producers and providers for daily household needs. However, the belief that this type of knowledge cannot be "scientific" has kept it from being recognized by development and environmental "experts" as well as foreign policymakers. As long as metaphors such as "global housekeeping" associate ecological security with the devalued realm of women, it will not become an issue of priority on the foreign policy agendas of states or in the mainstream discipline of international relations. While it has paid little direct attention to environmental issues, the conventional discipline of international relations has relied to a great extent on modernity's mechanistic view of nature in framing its assumptions about the behavior of states in the international system. Feminist perspectives on ecology reveal not only the hierarchical relationship between humans and nature that has grown out of this worldview but also the extent to which this unequal relationship interacts with other forms of domination and subordination, including gender relations. The hierarchical dualisms discussed in this chapter, such as culture/nature, civilized/wild, North/South, rich/poor, public/private, and international/local, 
Link—Environmental Security [2/2]
have been characteristic of the way in which we describe world politics and the interaction of states with their natural environment. A feminist perspective would argue that not until the boundaries of inequality and domination these dualisms represent are transcended 
can true ecological security be achieved. Only through the emergence of a system of values that simultaneously respects nature, women, and adversity of cultures-- norms that have been missing from the historical practices of international statecraft-- can models that promise an ecologically secure future be devised.
Link—Threat Construction Generic
The aff uses an us/they gendered binary grounded in realist methodology that excludes any alternative mode of thought—their impact scenarios prove the need for a feminist vision of security

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”]

Realist models of international relations have been built on assumptions of rigid boundary distinctions between outside and inside, anarchy and order, and foreign and domestic. The outside is portrayed in terms of dangerous spaces where violence is unsanctioned. This threat of violence must be guarded against and controlled if security on the inside is to be achieved. Feminist perspectives point to the inadequacy of these boundary distinctions for understanding the roots of conflict and suggest other possible ways of thinking about national security. By emphasizing the interrelationship of violence at all levels of society-- as well as its relation to family violence, which also takes place in spaces that are usually beyond the sanction of the law-- these feminist perspectives can help us to rethink such boundary distinctions. Threats of nuclear annihilation and environmental degradation and the interdependence of states in their economic relations all suggest that statist approaches to national security are becoming dysfunctional. We can no longer afford to think in terms of the hierarchical boundary distinctions fostered by the exclusionary we/they attitude of the modern state system. Technologies of modern warfare have broken down boundaries between protectors and protected. Interventionist practices of great powers in the conflicts of weaker states, as well as ethnic strife caused by the lack of coincidence between state boundaries and the various nationalities living within these internationally sanctioned borders, blur distinctions between domestic and international violence. If this feminist analysis has suggested that true security can be achieved only with the elimination of rigid hierarchical gender distinctions, the same conclusion could apply to the hierarchical distinctions through which we have been socialized into thinking about the international system. 
Link—China Threat Link
The aff views China through a gendered lens—they intentionally create a U.S./China binary to legitimize Western dominance

Pan 4 [Chengxin, Department of Political Science and Professor of International Relations @ Australian National University, “The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics”, Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 29, Issue 3, June/July]

Yet, in a world of diversity, contingency, and unpredictability, which is irreducible to universal sameness or absolute certainty, this kind of U.S. knowledge of others often proves frustratingly elusive. In this context, rather than questioning the validity of their own universalist assumptions, the people of the United States believe that those who are different should be held responsible for the lack of universal sameness. Indeed, because "we" are universal, those who refuse or who are unable to become like "us" are no longer just "others," but are by definition the negation of universality, or the other. In this way, the other is always built into this universalized "American" self. Just as "Primitive . . . is a category, not an object, of Western thought," so the threat of the other is not some kind of "external reality" discovered by U.S. strategic analysts, but a ready-made category of thought within this particular way of U.S. self-imagination. Consequently, there is always a need for the United States to find a specific other to fill into the totalized category of otherness. In the early days of American history, it was Europe, or the "Old World," that was invoked as its primary other, threatening to corrupt the "New World." Shortly after World War II, in the eyes of U.S. strategists, the Soviet Union emerged as a major deviance from, hence an archenemy of, their universal path toward progress via the free market and liberal democracy. And after the demise of the Soviet Union, the vacancy of other was to be filled by China, the "best candidate" the United States could find in the post-Cold War, unipolar world. Not until the September 11 attacks in New York and Washington had China's candidature been suspended, to be replaced by international terrorism in general and Saddam's Iraq in particular's At first glance, as the "China threat" literature has told us, China seems to fall perfectly into the "threat" category, particularly given its growing power. However, China's power as such does not speak for itself in terms of an emerging threat. By any reasonable measure, China remains a largely poor country edged with only a sliver of affluence along its coastal areas. Nor is China's sheer size a self-evident confirmation of the "China threat" thesis, as other countries like India, Brazil, and Australia are almost as big as China. Instead, China as a "threat" has much to do with the particular mode of U.S. self-imagination. As Steve Chan notes: China is an object of attention not only because of its huge size, ancient legacy, or current or projected relative national power. . . . The importance of China has to do with perceptions, especially those regarding the potential that Beijing will become an example, source, or model that contradicts Western liberalism as the reigning paradigm. In an era of supposed universalizing cosmopolitanism, China demonstrates the potency and persistence of nationalism, and embodies an alternative to Western and especially U.S. conceptions of democracy and capitalism. China is a reminder that history is not close to an end. Certainly, I do not deny China's potential for strategic misbehavior in the global context, nor do I claim the "essential peacefulness" of Chinese culture." Having said that, my main point here is that there is no such thing as "Chinese reality" that can automatically speak for itself, for example, as a "threat." Rather, the "China threat" is essentially a specifically social meaning given to China by its U.S. observers, a meaning that cannot be disconnected from the dominant U.S. self-construction. Thus, to fully understand the U.S. "China threat" argument, it is essential to recognize its autobiographical nature. Indeed, the construction of other is not only a product of U.S. self-imagination, but often a necessary foil to it. For example, by taking this particular representation of China as Chinese reality per se, those scholars are able to assert their self-identity as "mature," "rational" realists capable of knowing the "hard facts" of international politics, in distinction from those "idealists" whose views are said to be grounded more in "an article of faith" than in "historical experience."41 On the other hand, given that history is apparently not "progressively" linear, the invocation of a certain other not only helps explain away such historical uncertainties or "anomalies" and maintain the credibility of the allegedly universal path trodden by the United States, but also serves to highlight U.S. "indispensability." As Samuel Huntington puts it, "If being an American means being committed to the principles of liberty, democracy, individualism, and private property, and if there is no evil empire out there threatening those principles, what indeed does it mean to be an American, and what becomes of American national interests?" In this way, it seems that the constructions of the particular U.S. self and its other are always intertwined and mutually reinforcing. Some may suggest that there is nothing particularly wrong with this since psychologists generally agree that "individuals and groups define their identity by differentiating themselves from and placing themselves in opposition to others." This is perhaps true. As the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure tells us, meaning itself depends on difference and differentiation. Yet, to understand the U.S. dichotomized constructions of self/other in this light is to normalize them and render them unproblematic, because it is also apparent that not all identity-defining practices necessarily perceive others in terms of either universal sameness or absolute otherness and that difference does not equate to threat.
Link—China/Authors Indict/Discourse First [1/2]

Discourse shapes action—China becomes reality only as a self-created opponent to the West—hold all their authors suspect

Pan 4 [Chengxin, Department of Political Science and Professor of International Relations @ Australian National University, “The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics”, Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 29, Issue 3, June/July]

Having examined how the "China threat" literature is enabled by and serves the purpose of a particular U.S. self-construction, I want to turn now to the issue of how this literature represents a discursive construction of other, instead of an "objective" account of Chinese reality. This, I argue, has less to do with its portrayal of China as a threat per se than with its essentialization and totalization of China as an externally knowable object, independent of historically contingent contexts or dynamic international interactions. In this sense, the discursive construction of China as a threatening other cannot be detached from (neo)realism, a positivist, ahistorical framework of analysis within which global life is reduced to endless interstate rivalry for power and survival. As many critical IR scholars have noted, (neo) realism is not a transcendent description of global reality but is predicated on the modernist Western identity, which, in the quest for scientific certainty, has come to define itself essentially as the sovereign territorial nation-state. This realist self-identity of Western states leads to the constitution of anarchy as the sphere of insecurity, disorder, and war. In an anarchical system, as (neo) realists argue, "the gain of one side is often considered to be the loss of the other,"'' and "All other states are potential threats."' In order to survive in such a system, states inevitably pursue power or capability. In doing so, these realist claims represent what R. B. J. Walker calls "a specific historical articulation of relations of universality/particularity and self/Other." The (neo) realist paradigm has dominated the U.S. IR discipline in general and the U.S. China studies field in particular. As Kurt Campbell notes, after the end of the Cold War, a whole new crop of China experts "are much more likely to have a background in strategic studies or international relations than China itself."" As a result, for those experts to know China is nothing more or less than to undertake a geopolitical analysis of it, often by asking only a few questions such as how China will "behave" in a strategic sense and how it may affect the regional or global balance of power, with a particular emphasis on China's military power or capabilities. As Thomas J. Christensen notes, "Although many have focused on intentions as well as capabilities, the most prevalent component of the [China threat] debate is the assessment of China's overall future military power compared with that of the United States and other East Asian regional powers."' Consequently, almost by default, China emerges as an absolute other and a threat thanks to this (neo) realist prism. The (neo) realist emphasis on survival and security in international relations dovetails perfectly with the U.S. self-imagination, because for the United States to define itself as the indispensable nation in a world of anarchy is often to demand absolute security. As James Chace and Caleb Carr note, "for over two centuries the aspiration toward an eventual condition of absolute security has been viewed as central to an effective American foreign policy." And this self-identification in turn leads to the definition of not only "tangible" foreign powers but global contingency and uncertainty per se as threats. For example, former U.S. President George H. W. Bush repeatedly said that "the enemy [of America] is unpredictability. The enemy is instability. Similarly, arguing for the continuation of U.S. Cold War alliances, a high-ranking Pentagon official asked, "if we pull out, who knows what nervousness will result? Thus understood, by its very uncertain character, China would now automatically constitute a threat to the United States. For example, Bernstein and Munro believe that "China's political unpredictability, the always-present possibility that it will fall into a state of domestic disunion and factional fighting," constitutes a source of dangers. In like manner, Richard Betts and Thomas Christensen write: If the PLA [People's Liberation Army] remains second-rate, should the world breathe a sigh of relief? Not entirely. . . . Drawing China into the web of global interdependence may do more to encourage peace than war, but it cannot guarantee that the pursuit of heartfelt political interests will be blocked by a fear of economic consequences. . . . U.S. efforts to create a stable balance across the Taiwan Strait might deter the use of force under certain circumstances, but certainly not all. The upshot, therefore, is that since China displays no absolute certainty for peace, it must be, by definition, an uncertainty, and hence, a threat. In the same way, a multitude of other unpredictable factors (such as ethnic rivalry, local insurgencies, overpopulation, drug trafficking, environmental degradation, rogue states, the spread of weapons of mass destruction, and international terrorism) have also been labeled as "threats" to U.S. security. Yet, it seems that in the post-Cold War environment, China represents a kind of uncertainty par excellence. "Whatever the prospects for a more peaceful, more democratic, and more just world order, nothing seems more uncertain today than the future of post-Deng China," argues Samuel Kim. And such an archetypical uncertainty is crucial to the enterprise of U.S. self-construction, because it seems that only an uncertainty with potentially global consequences such as China could justify U.S. indispensability or its continued world dominance. In this sense, Bruce Cumings aptly suggested in 1996 that China (as a threat) was basically "a metaphor for an enormously expensive Pentagon that has lost its bearings and that requires a formidable 'renegade state' to define its mission (Islam is rather vague, and Iran lacks necessary weights)." It is mainly on the basis of this self-fashioning that many U.S. scholars have for long claimed their "expertise" on China. For example, from his observation (presumably on Western TV networks) of the Chinese protest against the U.S. bombing of their embassy in Belgrade in May 1999, Robert Kagan is confident enough to speak on behalf of the whole Chinese people, claiming that he knows "the fact" of "what [China] really thinks about the United States." That is, "they consider the United States an enemy— or, more precisely, the enemy. . . . How else can one interpret the Chinese government's response to the bombing?" he asks, rhetorically. For Kagan, because the Chinese "have no other information" than their government's propaganda, the protesters cannot rationally "know" the whole event as "we" do. Thus, their anger must have been orchestrated, unreal, and hence need not be taken seriously. Given that Kagan heads the U.S. Leadership Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and is very much at the heart of redefining the United States as the benevolent global hegemon, his confidence in speaking for the Chinese "other" is perhaps not surprising. In a similar vein, without producing in-depth analysis, Bernstein and Munro invoke with great ease such all-encompassing notions as "the Chinese tradition" and its "entire three-thousandyear history. " In particular, they repeatedly speak of what China's "real" goal is: "China is an unsatisfied and ambitious power whose goal is to dominate Asia. . . . China aims at achieving a kind of hegemony. . . . China is so big and so naturally powerful that [we know] it will tend to dominate its region even if it does not intend to do so as a matter of national policy." Likewise, with the goal of absolute security for the United States in mind, Richard Betts and Thomas Christensen argue: 
Link—China/Authors Indict/Discourse First [2/2]
The truth is that China can pose a grave problem even if it does not become a military power on the American model, does not intend to commit aggression, integrates into a global economy, and liberalizes politically. Similarly, the United States could face a dangerous conflict over Taiwan even if it turns out that Beijing lacks the capacity to conquer the island. . . . This is true because of geography; because of America's reliance on alliances to project power; and because of China's capacity to harm U.S. forces, U.S. regional allies, and the American homeland, even while losing a war in the technical, military sense. By now, it seems clear that neither China's capabilities nor intentions really matter. Rather, almost by its mere geographical existence, China has been qualified as an absolute strategic "other," a discursive construct from which it cannot escape. Because of this, "China" in U.S. IR discourse has been objectified and deprived of its own subjectivity and exists mainly in and/or the U.S. self. Little wonder that for many U.S. China specialists, China becomes merely a "national security concern" for the United States, with the "severe disproportion between the keen attention to China as a security concern and the intractable neglect of China's [own] security concerns in the current debate." At this point, at issue here is no longer whether the "China threat" argument is true or false, but is rather its reflection of a shared positivist mentality among mainstream China experts that they know China better than do the Chinese themselves. "We" alone can know for sure that they consider "us" their enemy and thus pose a menace to "us." Such an account of China, in many ways, strongly seems to resemble Orientalists' problematic distinction between the West and the Orient. Like orientalism, the U.S. construction of the Chinese "other" does not require that China acknowledge the validity of that dichotomous construction. Indeed, as Edward Said point out, "It is enough for 'us' to set up these distinctions in our own minds; [and] 'they' become 'they' accordingly. " It may be the case that there is nothing inherently wrong with perceiving others through one's own subjective lens. Yet, what is problematic with mainstream U.S. China watchers is that they refuse to acknowledge the legitimacy of the inherent fluidity of Chinese identity and subjectivity and try instead to fix its ambiguity as absolute difference from "us," a kind of certainty that denotes nothing but otherness and threats. As a result, it becomes difficult to find a legitimate space for alternative ways of understanding an inherently volatile, amorphous China or to recognize that China's future trajectory in global politics is contingent essentially on how "we" in the United States and the West in general want to see it as well as on how the Chinese choose to shape it. Indeed, discourses of "us" and "them" are always closely linked to how "we" as "what we are" deal with "them" as "what they are" in the practical realm. This is exactly how the discursive strategy of perceiving China as a threatening other should be understood, a point addressed in the following section, which explores some of the practical dimension of this discursive strategy in the containment perspectives and hegemonic ambitions of U.S. foreign policy.
Link—China/Alt Solves

Our stance against gendered discourse solves particularly in the context of China

Pan 4 [Chengxin, Department of Political Science and Professor of International Relations @ Australian National University, “The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics”, Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 29, Issue 3, June/July]

I have argued above that the "China threat" argument in mainstream U.S. IR literature is derived, primarily, from a discursive construction of otherness. This construction is predicated on a particular narcissistic understanding of the U.S. self and on a positivist- based realism, concerned with absolute certainty and security, a concern central to the dominant U.S. self-imaginary. Within these frameworks, it seems imperative that China be treated as a threatening, absolute other since it is unable to fit neatly into the U.S.-led evolutionary scheme or guarantee absolute security for the United States, so that U.S. power preponderance in the post-Cold War world can still be legitimated. Not only does this reductionist representation come at the expense of understanding China as a dynamic, multifaceted country but it leads inevitably to a policy of containment that, in turn, tends to enhance the influence of realpolitik thinking, nationalist extremism, and hard-line stance in today's China. Even a small dose of the containment strategy is likely to have a highly dramatic impact on U.S.-China relations, as the 1995-1996 missile crisis and the 2001 spy-plane incident have vividly attested. In this respect, Chalmers Johnson is right when he suggests that "a policy of containment toward China implies the possibility of war, just as it did during the Cold War vis-a-vis the former Soviet Union. The balance of terror prevented war between the United States and the Soviet Union, but this may not work in the case of China." For instance, as the United States presses ahead with a missiledefence shield to "guarantee" its invulnerability from rather unlikely sources of missile attacks, it would be almost certain to intensify China's sense of vulnerability and compel it to expand its current small nuclear arsenal so as to maintain the efficiency of its limited deterrence. In consequence, it is not impossible that the two countries, and possibly the whole region, might be dragged into an escalating arms race that would eventually make war more likely. Neither the United States nor China is likely to be keen on fighting the other. But as has been demonstrated, the "China threat" argument, for all its alleged desire for peace and security, tends to make war preparedness the most "realistic" option for both sides. At this juncture, worthy of note is an interesting comment made by Charlie Neuhauser, a leading CIA China specialist on the Vietnam War, a war fought by the United States to contain the then-Communist "other." Neuhauser says, "Nobody wants it. We don't want it, Ho Chi Minh doesn't want it; it's simply a question of annoying the other side." And, as we know, in an unwanted war some fifty-eight thousand young people from the United States and an estimated two million Vietnamese men, women, and children lost their lives. Therefore, to call for a halt to the vicious circle of theory as practice associated with the "China threat" literature, tinkering with the current positivist-dominated U.S. IR scholarship on China is no longer adequate. Rather, what is needed is to question this un-self-reflective scholarship itself, particularly its connections with the dominant way in which the United States and the West in general represent themselves and others via their positivist epistemology, so that alternative, more nuanced, and less dangerous ways of interpreting and debating China might become possible.
Link—Regionalism

Regionalism is a construct given by geography and made through politics – discourse shapes reality especially in this context

Katzenstein and Shiraishi 6 [Peter J, Walter S. Carpenter, Jr. Professor of International Studies at Cornell University and Takashi, Area Studies at Kyoto University, “Beyond Japan: the dynamics of East Asian regionalism”, Cornell University Press, Google Books, pg 33, AV]
 

East Asian regionalism encompasses both material and imagined dimensions. It is "given" by geography and "made" through politics. Geographic proximity shapes the intensity of social and economic exchanges, the salience of political and other relationships, and the pressures to coordinate government policies. Yet regions are also shaped by cognitive practices and political discourse. Contest about boundaries is part of the politics of regionalism. From the perspective of China, for example, Saudi Arabia and Iraq are part of West Asia; from the perspective of the United States they are part of the Middle East. Rarely acknowledged, such differences in perception are consequential. Porous regions emerge from the interaction of various processes. In naming them we tend to reduce their complexity and risk erring in one of two directions. First, we drain global processes of their specific national content. More than two centuries of Anglo-American preeminence, for example, have imbued core institutions and widespread practices in the world policy with the aura of being "natural." Private property, human rights, the free flow of scientific ideas and, more recently, legal restrictions on their technological applications—yet such taken-for-granted matters always reflect power struggles, victories and defeats, and distinctive policy choices. Second, we tend to reduce international processes to national labels such as Japanization. Americanization, and Sinicization. Such terms contain the important insight that politics seek to shape the regional neighborhood they inhabit, with what Arnold Wolfers (1962, 67-80) has called "milieu goals." Yet such goals yield in reality to novel combinations and new hybrids. The sum of these processes creates an East Asia that undercuts the heroic simplifications and the limited insights that thinking in terms of power hierarchies and civilizational dualisms promises. It is when we look beyond the extension of national or civilizational models toward their regional hybridization that we shall start to recognize the emergence of a new East Asia.
Link—Marxism/Structural Violence
Marxist understandings of structural violence ignore larger structural problems of gendered violence
Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”, pgs. 11-12]

A more fundamental challenge to realism came from scholars influenced by the Marxist tradition. Motivated by a different agenda, one that emphasizes issues of equality and justice rather than issues of order and control, scholars using a variety of more radical approaches attempted to move the field away from its excessively Western focus toward a consideration of those marginalized areas of the world system that had been subject to Western colonization. When it became evident, in the 1970s, that promises of prosperity and the elimination of poverty in these newly independent states were not being fulfilled, these scholars turned their attention to the world economy, the workings of which, they believed, served to perpetuate the unevenness of development between and within states. Many of them claimed that a structural condition known as dependency locked these states on the peripheries of the world system into a detrimental relationship with the centers of political and economic power, denying them the possibility of autonomous development. Marxists emphasized class divisions that exist in, and derive from, the world market and that cut across state boundaries. Peace researchers began to use the term structural violence to denote a condition whereby those on the margins of the international system were condemned to a shorter life expectancy through the uneven allocation of the resources of global capitalism. The introduction of competing theories and approaches and the injection of these new issues and actors into the subject matter of international relations were accompanied by a shift to a more normative approach to the field. For example, the world order perspective asked how humanity could significantly reduce the likelihood of international violence and create minimally acceptable conditions of worldwide economic well-being, social justice, ecological stability, and democratic participation in decision-making processes. World order scholars questioned whether the state was an adequate instrument for solving the multiplicity of problems on the international agenda. Militarized states can be a threat to the security of their own populations; economic inequality, poverty, and constraints on resources were seen as the results of the workings of global capitalism and thus beyond the control of individual states. State boundaries cannot be protected against environmental pollution, an issue that can be addressed only by international collective action. World order scholars rejected realist claims of objectivity and positivist conceptions in the international relations discipline; adopting a specifically normative stance, they have postulated possible alternate futures that could offer the promise of equality and justice and investigated how these alternative futures could be achieved. In realism's subject matter, as well as in its quest for a scientific methodology, we can detect an orientation that corresponds to some of the masculine-linked characteristics I described above, such as the emphasis on power and autonomy and claims to objectivity and rationality. But among realism's critics, virtually no attention has been given to gender as a category of analysis. Scholars concerned with structural violence have paid little attention to how women are affected by global politics or the workings of the world economy, nor to the fact that hierarchical gender relations are interrelated with other forms of domination that they do address. In developing a perspective on international relations that does address the effects of these gender hierarchies, I shall therefore be drawing on feminist theories from other disciplines to see how they can contribute to our understanding of gender in international relations.
Link—Supreme Court/Judiciary
Patriarchy runs deeper than legal reforms—the 1AC focus on legal practices serves to perpetuate the overarching system

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”, pg. 12]

Most contemporary feminist perspectives define themselves in terms of reacting to traditional liberal feminism that, since its classic formulation in the works of Mary Wollstonecraft and John Stuart Mill, has sought to draw attention to and eliminate the legal restraints barring women's access to full participation in the public world. Most contemporary feminist scholars, other than liberals, claim that the sources of discrimination against women run much deeper than legal restraints: they are enmeshed in the economic, cultural, and social structures of society and thus do not end when legal restraints are removed. Almost all feminist perspectives have been motivated by the common goal of attempting to describe and explain the sources of gender inequality, and hence women's oppression, and to seek strategies to end them. Feminists claim that women are oppressed in a multiplicity of ways that depend on culture, class, and race as well as on gender. Rosemary Tong suggests that we can categorize various contemporary feminist theories according to the ways in which they view the causes of women's oppression. While Marxist feminists believe that capitalism is the source of women's oppression, radical feminists claim that women are oppressed by the system of patriarchy that has existed under almost all modes of production. Patriarchy is institutionalized through legal and economic, as well as social and cultural institutions. Some radical feminists argue that the low value assigned to the feminine characteristics described above also contributes to women's oppression. Feminists in the psychoanalytic tradition look for the source of women's oppression deep in the psyche, in gender relationships into which we are socialized from birth.
Link—Singular Standpoint

The affs attempt to understand gender through a singular lens is essentializing—it reproduces gender hierarchies

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”, pg. 12]
Socialist feminists have tried to weave these various approaches together into some kind of a comprehensive explanation of women's oppression. Socialist feminists claim that women's position in society is determined both by structures of production in the economy and by structures of reproduction in the household, structures that are reinforced by the early socialization of children into gender roles. Women's unequal status in all these structures must be eliminated for full equality to be achieved. Socialist feminism thus tries to understand the position of women in their multiple roles in order to find a single standpoint from which to explain their condition. Using standpoint in the sense that it has been used by Marxists, these theorists claim that those who are oppressed have a better understanding of the sources of their oppression than their oppressors. "A standpoint is an engaged vision of the world opposed and superior to dominant ways of thinking." This notion of standpoint has been seriously criticized by postmodern feminists who argue that a unified representation of women across class, racial, and cultural lines is an impossibility. Just as feminists more generally have criticized existing knowledge that is grounded in the experiences of white Western males, postmodernists claim that feminists themselves are in danger of essentializing the meaning of woman when they draw exclusively on the experiences of white Western women: such an approach runs the additional risk of reproducing the same dualizing distinctions that feminists object to in patriarchal discourse. Postmodernists believe that a multiplicity of women's voices must be heard lest feminism itself become one more hierarchical system of knowledge construction.
Link—Resolve
Discourse of resolve is grounded in masculinity—turns the case—the population is always mobilized for warfare

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”, pg. 29]
An international system that resembles Hobbes's state of nature is a dangerous environment. Driven by competition for scarce resources and mistrust of others' motives in a system that lacks any legitimate authority, states, like men, must rely on their own resources for self-preservation. Machiavelli offers advice to his prince that is based on similar assumptions about the international system. Both Pitkin and Brown note that Machiavelli's portrayal of fortuna is regularly associated with nature, as something outside the political world that must be subdued and controlled. Pitkin refers to "The Golden Ass," a long unfinished poem by Machiavelli, based on the legend of Circe, a female figure who lives in the forest world and turns men into animals. Translated into international politics this depiction of fortuna is similar to the disorder or anarchy of the international system as portrayed by realists. Capturing the essence of Realpolitik, Brown suggests that, for Machiavelli, politics is a continual quest for power and independence; it is dependent on the presence of an enemy at all times, for without spurs to greatness energized by fighting an enemy, the polity would collapse. Just as the image of waging war against an exterior other figured centrally in Machiavelli's writings, war is central to the way we learn about international relations. Our historical memories of international politics are deeded to us through wars as we mark off time periods in terms of intervals between conflicts. We learn that dramatic changes take place in the international system after major wars when the relative power of states changes. Wars are fought for many reasons; yet, frequently, the rationale for fighting wars is presented in gendered terms such as the necessity of standing up to aggression rather than being pushed around or appearing to be a sissy or a wimp. Support for wars is often garnered through the appeal to masculine characteristics. As Sara Ruddick states, while the masculinity of war may be a myth, it is one that sustains both women and men in their support for violence. War is a time when male and female characteristics become polarized; it is a gendering activity at a time when the discourse of militarism and masculinity permeates the whole fabric of society.

***2NC BLOCKS

AT: Essentialism—Wilcox

The alt isn’t essentialist—gender is a socially construct way of approaching difference, not a biological set of traits
Wilcox 3 [Lauren, PhD in IR @ University of Minnesota, BA @ Macalester College, MA @ London School of Economics, “Security Masculinity: The Gender-Security Nexus”, RCB]
13When writing of ”gender,‘ I want to make clear I do not equate this term to ”men and women‘ (or just women for that matter) but, as a system of asymmetrical social constructs of masculinity and femininity.14 While employing a gender analysis of issues such as militarization, war, and terrorism, I will not be addressing such issues as whether or not men or women are inherently violent or peaceful, or, in response to Francis Fukuyama, what would happen if women were our political leaders.15 Rather, I use to concept of gender as a symbolic system organizes many cultural discourses, and is mapped on to certain dichotomies, such as hard/soft, inside/outside, sovereignty/anarchy, active/passive, as I briefly explained above. As gender is a normative system in which the concept associated with masculinity in the dichotomy is considered more desirable, gender in International Relations also serves as a prescriptive formulation. This is not say that actual men and women are irrelevant to gender, but that gender as a discursive system represents men and women differently, and constructs different social spaces and functions for them. Race, class, and other variables are also part of a gender discourse that represents a feminine ”other‘ that deviates from the masculine ”norm‘. The concept of ”hegemonic masculinity‘ is also related to the concept of gender. This term, which is discussed at length in chapter three, indicates the prevailing definition of masculinity, driven by social and political trends and defined against subordinate masculinities, such as racial minorities and non-heterosexual orientations.
AT: Essentialism—Cohn

The alt isn’t essentialist—the kritik isn’t based on biological difference, but gendered power relations
Cohn et al 5 [Carol Cohn (Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security, and Human Rights), Felicity Hill (Peace and Security Adviser to the United Nations Development Fund for Women), and Sara Ruddick (Professor of philosophy and women's studies at Eugene Lang College, The New School for Social Research), “The Relevance of Gender for Eliminating Weapons of Mass Destruction”, http://www.wmdcommission.org/files/No38.pdf, RCB]
Before proceeding with the argument, we need to look at the oft misused and misunderstood term “gender” and clarify its multiple meanings and our use of it. “Gender” has increasingly been employed to make a distinction between biology and culture – that is, the biological differences between male and female bodies on the one hand, and the meaning given to those differences on the other. People in every culture have biologically male or female bodies, but what it means to be “masculine” or “feminine” is different for different cultures and changes over time. What kinds of capabilities or personality traits we expect women or men to have, the kinds of activities, jobs, and family roles we think it appropriate for them to take on, what it means to be a “real man” or a “good woman” – all of these are part of the cultural meaning given to biological difference.

Gender is not only about individual identity or what a society teaches us a man or woman, boy or girl should be like. Gender is also a way of structuring relations of power – whether that is within families, where the man is often considered the head of the household, or in societies writ large, where men tend to be the ones in whose hands political, economic, religious and other forms of cultural power are concentrated.

These two phenomena – individual identity and structures of power – are significantly related to each other. Hence it is the meanings and characteristics culturally associated with masculinity that make it appear “natural” and just for men to have the power to govern their families and their societies. That is, if as a society we come to believe that people with biologically male bodies are the ones most likely to be strong, rational, prudent, responsible, objective, and willing to fight if necessary (also known as “masculine”), we will think it right that they are the ones to rule. Conversely, if as a society we come to believe that people with female bodies are weak, emotional, irrational, passive, nurturing, and in need of protection (also known as “feminine”), we will think it natural and right that most women’s lives should be limited to the private sphere of home and family.

A next crucial step in thinking about gender is to realise that its effects go beyond the meanings ascribed to male and female bodies, and the concomitant ways that power is (unequally) distributed amongst men and women. Gender also functions as a symbolic system: our ideas about gender permeate and shape our ideas about many other aspects of society beyond male-female relations – including politics, weapons, and warfare. The easiest way to see this is to look at some of the adjectives associated with masculinity (e.g., strong, rational, prudent, active, objective) and femininity (e.g., weak, irrational, impulsive, passive, subjective). What is immediately apparent is:

- first, they constitute dichotomous pairs of characteristics which are seen as mutually exclusive (e.g., strong/weak, active/passive, etc.);

- second, in each case, the “masculine” side of the pair is valued more highly than the “feminine” one.

- third, the very meaning of masculinity and femininity is defined through its relation to its “opposite”. That is, they are dependent upon each other for their meaning: masculinities do not exist except in contrast to femininities and vice versa. This means that a man could not be seen as insufficiently masculine or “wimpy” unless we have an idea of the “feminine” characteristics “real” men must avoid. Critically, this creation of gender-dichotomised pairings extends far beyond a list of human characteristics: think, for example, of culture/nature; analysis/intuition; order/disorder; assert/compromise; military/civilian. Here, too, although these pairs have no necessary relation to male or female bodies, in US (the dominant Western) culture, one side of each pair is culturally coded “masculine”, the other “feminine”, and the “masculine is the more highly valued. The effect of this symbolic gender-coding is that any human action or endeavour, no matter how unrelated to biological maleness or femaleness, is perceived as more or less masculine or feminine – even if only at a subconscious level – and valued or devalued accordingly. In other words, ideas about gender not only shape how we perceive men and women; they shape how we see the world. And they have political effects.
AT: Essentialism—Tickner

Our alternative isn’t essentialist—it’s not based on biological notions of womyn but recognizes the value of marginalized understandings of IR

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”, pg. 33]
Characteristics that have typically been associated with femininity must therefore be seen not in essentialist terms but as characteristics that women have developed in response to their socialization and their historical roles in society. The association of women with moral virtues such as caring comes not from women's innate moral superiority but from women's activities in the private sphere where these values are accepted in theory, if not always in practice. Since they are linked to women and the private sphere, however, these feminine characteristics have been devalued in the public realm, particularly in the world of international politics. The question then becomes how to revalue them in public life in ways that can contribute to the creation of a more just and secure world. Taking care not to elevate these feminine characteristics to a position of superiority, we can regard them as an inspiration that can contribute to our thinking about ways to build better futures. Even if the better future is not female, a human future that rejects the rigid separation of public and private sphere values and the social distinctions between women and men requires that the good qualities of both are equally honored and made available to all.
Discourse Comes 1st
Focus on discourse is an essential to understanding the 1AC—gendered discourse is how security legitimizes violence in name of the body politic
Wilcox 3 [Lauren, PhD in IR @ University of Minnesota, BA @ Macalester College, MA @ London School of Economics, “Security Masculinity: The Gender-Security Nexus”, RCB]
Statements such as these were (and still are) pervasive in the discourse surrounding the War on Terror that began after the events of 11 September 2001. These statements are indicative of the kind of language used to ”securitize,‘ or frame the perpetrators of September 11th as a threat to the national security of the United States, and to justify the militaristic responses taken. Discourses of gender, which underpin the quotations above, are also prevalent, and play a key role in this process of securitization.

This research paper explores the gendered dimension of ”security‘ and issues constructed as ”security threats‘. The gendered implications of militarization have been well documented by feminist scholars of International Relations, if not widely acknowledged in the mainstream of the discipline of IR.3 There is a general consensus among feminists that the military and militarized societies rely on gender discourses and produce behavioral expectations of men and women by valuing certain qualities in each.4 Also, substantial work has been done on the specific implications of the discourse of ”security‘ and ”security threats‘. 5 Of these implications, a militarized response is perhaps the most pronounced, but a state-centric, prioritized, ”high-politics‘ strategy to address the issue is also entailed. The power of the discourse of security is immense in both academic and policy worlds. This discourse also has profound effects on the lives of citizens around the world. James Der Derian describes the influence of the concept of security in the realm of international relations, with its far-reaching and often devastating consequences.

No other concept in international relations packs the metaphysical punch, nor commands the disciplinary power of—security.“ In its name, peoples have alienated their fears, rights and powers to gods, emperors, and most recently, sovereign states, all to protect themselves from the vicissitudes of nature–as well as from other gods, emperors, and sovereign states. In its name, weapons of mass destruction have been developed which have transfigured national interest into a security dilemma based on a suicide pact. And, less often noted in international relations, in its name billions have been made and millions killed while scientific knowledge has been furthered and intellectual dissent muted.6 In addition, it has also been noted that by ”securitizing‘ an issue, voices of women are crowded out and silenced, as the military is seen as the primary and ”natural‘ solution to the problem.7 What is less clear are what gendered discourses are used to construct ”security threats‘ and what are the gendered implications for men and women when a certain issue on the political agenda is ”securitized‘. Therefore, the purpose of this project is to probe gender discourses associated with securitization in order to demonstrate the multiple links between ”security‘ and gender. In particular, I examine the securitization of terrorism as well as immigration in the context of 11 September 2001, as the securitization of these issues has had dramatic effects on the lives of people around the world.
AT: Realism/Positive Peace Module
The alt solves—breaking down the public/private divide creates a positive vision of peace and creates a more accurate view of IR

Shepherd 9 [Laura, 4/3, Department of Political Science and International Studies @ University of Birmingham, “Gender, Violence and Global Politics: Contemporary Debates in Feminist Security Studies”, p. EBSCO, RCB]
According to conventional accounts of international relations (IR), scholars focus on war (predominantly as a means to providing the sovereign state with security) and the existence of war's corollary is a foundational assumption that goes largely unquestioned. Peace must exist, for international relations are not characterised by perpetual conflict. However, peace is implicitly defined, in dichotomous terms, by the absence of violent conflict, as 'not-war'. Of more analytical interest is conflict, which is always a possibility and which, moreover, occurs between states. International relations as a discipline, narrowly conceived, is largely unconcerned with activities that occur within the state. Minimally, feminist and other critical approaches to IR seek to correct such disciplinary myopia. While classical realism theorises the political actor –Hans Morgenthau's 'political man' (1973, pp. 15–6) – in order to construct the state as actor, the now dominant neo-realism abstracts the human subject from its disciplinary musings, leading to the infamous 'black box' model of the state. Early feminist scholarship challenged this assumption as well, arguing that individuals, as human subjects in all their messy complexity, are an integral part of international relations (see Shepherd, 2007, pp. 240–1). Attention to the human subject in I/international R/relations – or, as Christine Sylvester phrases it, 'relations international', to emphasise the embedded nature of all kinds of relations in the international sphere, including power relations and gender relations (Sylvester, 1994, p. 6; see also Enloe, 1996) – allows critical scholars to look beyond the disciplinary obsession with war. Further, it allows us to investigate one of the simplest insights of feminist IR, which is also one of the most devastating: the war/peace dichotomy is gendered, misleading and potentially pathological.

In this essay, I address each of these concerns in turn, developing a critique of the war/peace dichotomy that is foundational to conventional approaches to IR through a review of three recent publications in the field of feminist security studies. These texts are Cynthia Enloe's (2007) Globalization and Militarism, David Roberts' (2008) Human Insecurity, and Mothers, Monsters, Whores: Women's Violence in Global Politics by Laura Sjoberg and Caron Gentry (2008). Drawing on the insights of these books, I ask first how violence is understood in global politics, with specific reference to the gendered disciplinary blindnesses that frequently characterise mainstream approaches. Second, I demonstrate how a focus on war and peace can neglect to take into account the politics of everyday violence: the violences of the in-between times that international politics recognises neither as 'war' nor 'peace' and the violences inherent to times of peace that are overlooked in the study of war. Finally, I argue that feminist security studies offers an important corrective to the foundational assumptions of IR, which themselves can perpetuate the very instances of violence that they seek to redress. If we accept the core insights of feminist security studies – the centrality of the human subject, the importance of particular configurations of masculinity and femininity, and the gendered conceptual framework that underpins the discipline of IR – we are encouraged to envisage a rather different politics of the global.

As Sjoberg and Gentry recount (2008, pp. 38–9), Boudica was an Iceni queen who led an uprising against the Roman forces occupying the British Isles circa 61 AD. Prior to launching the attack, Boudica's refusal to allow a Roman general to claim ownership of her land resulted in the rape of her two daughters as punishment. However, 'many inherited tales about Boudica do not emphasise her personal or political motivations, but the savage and unwomanly brutality of her actions' (Sjoberg and Gentry, 2008, p. 39). Almost two thousand years later and half a planet away, a toxic gas leak in 1984 at a Union Carbide plant in Bhopal, India caused the immediate deaths of approximately 3,000 people and left tens of thousands suffering the after-effects for decades (Roberts, 2008, p. 10). At first reading, little links these two accounts of quite different forms of violence. The first is an instance of violent resistance against imperial oppression, and Boudica has been vilified, her efforts delegitimised, in much the same way as many actors in 'small wars' tend to be in global politics today (see Barkawi, 2004). The second is perhaps more usefully seen as the result of structural violence, following Johan Galtung's explanation of the same, as 'violence where there is no such actor' (cited in Roberts, 2008, p. 18). However, by asking questions about Boudica and Bhopal that are born of a 'feminist curiosity' (Enloe, 2007, p. 1, p. 11), these texts demonstrate connections beyond the simplistic equation that is applicable to both: actor/structure plus violence equals death.

In Human Insecurity, Roberts poses the question, 'What is violence?' (2008, p. 17). This is a question rarely asked in international relations. Violence is war: large-scale, state-dominated, much studied, war. However, the three texts under review here all offer more nuanced theories of violence that focus analytical attention on complex constructions of agency (institutional and international), structure, and the global context that is product and productive of such violence. Through an intricate and beautifully accessible analysis of modernity –'that pot of gold at the end of the global rainbow' (Enloe, 2007, p. 64) – Enloe encourages her readers to seek the connections between globalisation and militarisation, arguing that at the heart of this nexus lie important questions about violence and security. Roberts notes a broad dissatisfaction with the concept of 'human security' (2008, pp. 14–7), offering instead his investigative lens of 'human insecurity', defined as 'avoidable civilian deaths, occurring globally, caused by social, political and economic institutions and structures, built and operated by humans and which could feasibly be changed' (p. 28). Placing the human at the centre of concerns about security immediately challenges a conventional state-based approach to security, as Enloe explains. In a convincing account of the hard-fought expansion of the concept of security, mapped on to strategic and organisational gains made by various feminist organisations, Enloe reminds us that

if we take seriously the lives of women – their understandings of security – as well as on-the-ground workings of masculinity and femininity, we will be able to produce more meaningful and more reliable analyses of 'security'– personal, national and global (Enloe, 2007, p. 47).
AT: Realism/Patriarchy Inevitable

Realism and patriarchy are not inevitable, bur require constant domination to sustain themselves—the alt’s rejection of gendered relations creates a more accurate version of IR

Enloe 2k [Cynthia, PhD in Political Science @ UC-Berkeley, Professor of International Development, Community, and Environment at Clark University, “Bananas, Beaches and Bases: Making Feminist Sense of International Politics”, RCB]
Conventionally both masculinity and femininity have been treated as 'natural', not created. Today, however, there is mounting evidence that they are packages of expectations that have been created through specific decisions by specific people. We are also coming to realize that the traditional concepts of masculinity and femininity have been surprisingly hard to perpetuate: it has required the daily exercise of power — domestic power, national power, and, as we will see, international power. So far feminist analysis has had little impact on international politics. Foreign-policy commentators and decision-makers seem particularly confident in dismissing feminist ideas. Rare is the professional commentator on international politics who takes women's experiences seriously. Women's experiences — of war, marriage, trade, travel, factory work — are relegated to the 'human interest' column. Women's roles in creating and sustaining international politics have been treated as if they were 'natural' and thus not worthy of investigation. Consequently, how the conduct of international politics has depended on men's control of women has been left unexamined. This has meant that those wielding influence over foreign policy have escaped responsibility for how women have been affected by international politics. Perhaps international politics has been impervious to feminist ideas precisely because for so many centuries in so many cultures it has been thought of as a typically 'masculine' sphere of life. Only men, not women or children, have been imagined capable of the sort of public decisiveness international politics is presumed to require. Foreign affairs are written about with a total disregard for feminist revelations about how power depends on sustaining notions about masculinity and femininity. Local housing officials, the assumption goes, may have to take women's experiences into account now and then. Social workers may have to pay some attention to feminist theorizing about poverty. Trade-union leaders and economists have to give at least a nod in the direction of feminist explanations of wage inequalities. Yet officials making international policy and their professional critics are freed from even a token consideration of women's experiences and feminist understandings of those experiences.
 This book aims to cast doubt on those comfortable assumptions. By taking women's experiences of international politics seriously, I think we can acquire a more realistic understanding of how international politics actually 'works'. We may also increase women's confidence in using their own experiences and knowledge as the basis for making sense of the sprawling, abstract structure known as 'the international political economy'. Women should no longer have to disguise their feminist curiosity when they speak up on issues of international significance. Even women who have learned how crucial it is to always ask feminist questions — about welfare, science, bus routes, police procedures — have found it hard to ask feminist questions in the midst of a discussion about the international implications of Soviet perestroika or Britain's trade policies in the European Economic Community. We are made to feel silly. Many women find it tempting to build up credibility in this still-masculinized area of political discussion by lowering their voices an octave, adjusting their body postures and demonstrating that they can talk 'boy's talk' as well as their male colleagues. One result of women not being able to speak out is that we may have an inaccurate understanding of how power relations between countries are created and perpetuated. Silence has made us dumb. Relations between governments involve the workings of at least two societies — sometimes twenty. Thinking about international politics is most meaningful when it derives from contact with the diverse values, anxieties and memories of people in those societies. Yet such access is itself gendered. As a British woman explained at the first meeting of the European Forum of Socialist Feminists, 'In this world it is men who do the travelling. They are so much more mobile, have so many more forums than women do — military, financial, they even have spy rings! Whereas it's rare for women to have any kind of international forum, organized by and for us.' 1
 So when women do manage to get together at their own meetings — not just in caucuses of other people's meetings — they usually become absorbed in making comparisons. In international forums women today are comparing how racism and class barriers divide women in their respective societies. We are comparing different explanations for the persistence of sexism and strategies for ending that sexism, but it is difficult to get the chance to work together to create a feminist description of the larger international frameworks that link women. For instance, when groups of women from several countries in Europe meet, do they try to hammer out a feminist analysis of 'Europe', or use their international comparisons as the basis for a fresh explanation of the political workings of NATO and the European Community? Usually they don't have an opportunity to do so. As a result, international politics remains relatively untouched by feminist thought.2 It's difficult to imagine just what feminist questioning would sound like in the area of international politics. Some women have come to believe that there is a fundamental difference between men and women. 'Virtually everyone at the top of the foreign-policy bureaucracies is male,' they argue, 'so how could the outcome be other than violent international conflict?' That is, men are men, and men seem almost inherently prone to violence; so violence is bound to come about if men are allowed to dominate international politics. At times this sweeping assertion has the unsettling ring of truth. There's scarcely a woman who on a dark day hasn't had a suspicion this just might be so. Yet most of the women from various cultures who have created the theories and practices which add up to feminism have not found this 'essentialist' argument convincing. Digging into the past and present has made them reluctant to accept explanations that rest on an assertion that men and women are inherently different. Men trying to invalidate any discussion of gender in international politics tend to quote a litany of militaristic women leaders: 'Well, if you think it's men who are causing all the international violence, what about Margaret Thatcher, Indira Gandhi and Jeanne Kirkpatrick?' Most women — or men — who have been treating feminist analyses seriously have little trouble in responding to this now ritualistic jibe. It's quite clear to them that a woman isn't inherently or irreversibly anti-militaristic or anti-authoritarian. It's not a matter of her chromosomes or her menstrual cycle. It's a matter of social processes and structures that have been created and sustained over the generations — sometimes coercively — to keep most women out of any political position with influence over state force. On occasion, élite men may let in a woman here or a woman there, but these women aren't randomly selected.


AT: Realism—Reductionist

Realism is an inaccurate view of IR—important emotional and domestic considerations are omitted

Peterson 2k [V. Spike, Professor of Political Science @ University of Arizona, SAIS Review 20.2, “Rereading Public and Private: The Dichotomy that is Not One”, Project Muse, RCB]
In both variants, the state/government constitutes the public and is associated with masculine characteristics of politics, reason, order, and autonomy. The first variant takes the territorial state as given and looks inward. This version resembles Aristotle's dichotomy, with the state/politics as the public distinguished from private sphere activities and relationships, cast as "domestic." Unlike Aristotle, however, economic activities outside of the household are assumed and even privileged in this version of the private. In the second variant, the state/public is contrasted not with a private sphere within states but the relations external to or between states, associated with the feminine characteristics of irrationality, disorder, anarchy, and the absence of civil norms. That is, the public is here contrasted not with the domestic but with the stereotypically feminine characteristics "opposed" to the state/public sphere's masculine qualities. Both variants reflect Realist characterizations of the state as a unitary, unified, and rational actor. Both sustain the dichotomy of internal-external that legitimates IR's discipline-defining claim to study the uniquely anarchical relations among (in contrast to [End Page 17] political relations within) sovereign states. Oriented either inward or outward, not coincidentally both variants also sustain the levels-of-analysis framing still popular among IR theorists.

In the first variant, I read the public-private dichotomy as emphasizing the governmental and coercive features of the public/state, which are dominated by men and comprise stereotypically masculine activities. This public is contrasted with what goes on within the state, which is called domestic politics in IR, but actually refers to civil, socio-cultural, and economic relations that are "private" (when distinguished from the public/state). In conventional IR discourse, domestic politics is deemed irrelevant to relations between states, which are of a different order. Here, the public is highly visible--as the state in IR discourse--while the domestic is obscured. Security is understood in the paradigmatically masculine terms of national interest and protecting sovereign state power through assertive leadership and military might. Economics is understood as "private"--business and market activities--and internal to states; it does not include re/production within households/families. This discourse reinscribes the modern privileging of (men's) market activities, at the expense of marginalizing that private which refers to familial/household relations.

One effect of this construction is the dominance of explanatory frameworks in international relations that exclude all reference to activities associated with the familial domestic sphere: subsistence maintenance, affective relations, identity/subject formation, cultural socialization, and sexual and social reproduction. 18 Even as advocates of the "domestic analogy" join feminists in criticizing IR's dismissal of internal politics, they typically define domestic as economic and socio-cultural issues (within the state), distinguished from the private sphere of family and affective relations. Hence, they reproduce one version of the public-private even as they challenge the dichotomy's conventional boundaries in IR.

Gender-sensitive accounts go beyond this by bringing everyday practices, reproductive processes, and the politics of subjectivity into relation with states, security, and political economy questions. For example, conventional neglect of the family impoverishes our understanding not only of how reproductive labor keeps our worlds "working," but also of how individual and collective identities, cultural practices, divisions of labor, group ideologies, and socio-cultural [End Page 18] meaning systems are (re)produced and resisted. In various ways, some more direct than others, these are crucial factors in sustaining (and contesting) the state and its legitimacy. Consider that the family/household is the primary site of reproductive labor that makes all societal reproduction possible, of subject formation and cultural learning that naturalizes ideologies and encourages group identifications (religious, racial/ethnic, national), and of gender-socialization that encourages boys to be independent, competitive, in control, and "hard," and girls to be relationship-oriented, non-aggressive, nurturing, and "soft." 19

Moreover, neglect of the private (as familial and personal) has prevented IR theorists from taking desire and emotional investments seriously. Modernist dichotomies fuel this bias by casting reason as antithetical to--rather than inseparable from--emotion. Our fear of "contaminating" objective reason and research by acknowledging the role of emotion and commitment has impoverished our study of and knowledge about major social dynamics. As a consequence, in regard to security studies, we are tragically ill-informed in the face of often violent social forces such as nationalism, neo-fascism, and fundamentalism, in part because scholars avoid dealing with the power of emotional engagement and its effects on political identification and allegiance. Regarding political economy, we deny the effects of subjective identities in structuring labor markets, job performance, and national productivity. And we are only beginning to grasp the interaction of desires and identities with consumption patterns and hence the global political economy. Even less familiar, but increasingly salient: we are ill-prepared to analyze the dependence of financial markets on psychological phenomena (risk-assessment, "trust" in the stock market), and what we must acknowledge are "non-rational" features of the international financial system.

AT: Realism—Not Biological

Humans aren’t naturally aggressive—challenging socially constructed gender categories solves

Peterson 2k [V. Spike, Professor of Political Science @ University of Arizona, SAIS Review 20.2, “Rereading Public and Private: The Dichotomy that is Not One”, Project Muse, RCB]
Regarding security issues--a focal point of IR inquiry--feminists argue that gendered identities are key to manifestations of violence. Empirical evidence indicates that, worldwide, most acts of direct violence are committed by men. 20 Yet not all men are violent, and societies vary dramatically in exhibiting violence, which suggests that biologistic explanations are, at best, naïve. 21 Whatever else is entailed in accounting for systematic violence, it is absolutely [End Page 19] remarkable--one might even suggest irrational--that so little attention has been devoted to assessing the role of masculinity in this male-dominated arena. Feminists insist that our investigations of violence--from war atrocities to schoolyard killings and domestic battering--take seriously how masculinity is constructed, internalized, enacted, reinforced, and glorified. In IR, such recognition requires that we seriously consider the question: Is militarism without masculinism possible? 22 An extensive literature confirms two key observations: first, that cultures vary significantly in how they construct masculinity (hence, war-making and rape are not universal), and second, that more violent societies evidence more systematic cultivation of gender polarity, rigid heterosexism, male power in physical and symbolic forms, and ideologies of masculine superiority. 23 To ignore this correspondence is to impoverish our understanding of violence and the security questions it raises.

A second, related effect of the first variant is to render natural and invisible the gendered divisions of labor, power, violence, and resources that enable and sustain social relations generally and the activities of statesmen specifically. In stark contrast to Aristotle's depiction, today's public-private dichotomy effectively denies the dependence of public sphere activities on social reproduction in the private sphere. But it remains the case, as it was in ancient Athens, that social reproduction--which has been naturalized as "women's work"--is necessary for the realization of public sphere activities and power. In today's global economy, women's work and informal labor activities more generally are of increasing importance. Phenomenal growth in the service sector has meant more jobs for women, often at the expense of men. But the insecurity, low pay, and minimal benefits of these jobs mean that more women--and men and children--engage in both licit and illicit informal work as family/household survival strategies. The scale and value of these activities is staggering 24 but has yet to be acknowledged by IR's analyses of global restructuring.

In addition, relegating women to an invisible private sphere lends authority and legitimacy to excluding women from political leadership, military activities, and macroeconomic management. The corollary is that women are not only denied access to more valued and powerful masculine activities but are also assigned to specific roles and images required to enable, support, and legitimate those activities. Hence, we are encouraged to believe that men lead because women are apolitical, men work because women are dependents, and [End Page 20] men are strong and go to war because women are weak and need protection. In spite of lived experience and material conditions that belie these simplistic renderings, they have rhetorical force and emotional resonance that shape how we live--and how some of us die.

A third effect is the assumption, pervasive in politics and international relations, that male experience and perspective represents human experience and perspective. Modern political theory, its models of human nature, the foundational myths of international relations (Hobbes' state of nature, Rousseau's stag hunt), 25 and the central constructs it employs (the state, rational actor, national security) are abstractions from exclusively male (and especially elite male) experience. 26 The point is not that these accounts are false in themselves (although this also warrants examination) but that their claim to universality--to represent the human condition and its most pertinent problematics--is empirically and conceptually erroneous. These androcentric accounts distort our understanding of actual social relations by excluding all but elite male experience, by often reifying that experience, and by failing to embed that experience in historical context. Insofar as these distortions occur in the foundations of international relations, the biases they introduce permeate and have consequences throughout the discipline.

On the one hand, the male experience and vantage point presupposed is itself selective; it is not "everyman" who produces political theory and participates in power. Because it is elite and typically European men who do so, feminists are not alone in criticizing the generalization of this experience to all of humankind. Other critical voices challenge the hegemony of Eurocentric accounts. 27 On the other hand, these critics typically do not address gender as a structural feature of social hierarchies that is key to the reproduction of elite prerogatives. From a feminist perspective, androcentrism constructs models of human nature and social relations that exclude women's knowing and being, which differ systematically from men's (due to institutionalized gender hierarchies). In sum, the bias of androcentrism is problematic analytically and politically: it not only reproduces hierarchical assumptions conceptually but also institutionalizes hierarchy in material practices.
2NC: AT Patriarchy Inevitable (Social Construct)
Gendered binaries are social constructs not objective truth—criticizing assumptions of the world is a necessary starting point of resistance

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”]
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. 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. Connell's definition of hegemonic masculinity depends on its opposition to and unequal relationship with various subordinated femininities. Many contemporary feminists draw on similarly socially constructed, or engendered, relationships in their definition of gender difference. Historically, differences between men and women have usually been ascribed to biology. But when feminists use the term gender today, they are not generally referring to biological differences between males and females, but to a set of culturally shaped and defined characteristics associated with masculinity and femininity. These characteristics can and do vary across time and place. In this view, biology may constrain behavior, but it should not be used "deterministically" or "naturally" to justify practices, institutions, or choices that could be other than they are. While what it means to be a man or a woman varies across cultures and history, in most cultures gender differences signify relationships of inequality and the domination of women by men. Joan Scott similarly characterizes gender as "a constitutive element of social relationships based on perceived differences between the sexes, and... a primary way of signifying relationships of power." Indeed one could characterize most contemporary feminist scholarship in terms of the dual beliefs that gender difference has played an important and essential role in the structuring of social inequalities in much of human history and that the resulting differences in self-identifications, human understandings, social status, and power relationships are unjustified. Scott claims that the way in which our understanding of gender signifies relationships of power is through a set of normative concepts that set forth interpretations of the meanings of symbols. In Western culture, these concepts take the form of fixed binary oppositions that categorically assert the meaning of masculine and feminine and hence legitimize a set of unequal social relationships. Scott and many other contemporary feminists assert that, through our use of language, we come to perceive the world through these binary oppositions. Our Western understanding of gender is based on a set of culturally determined binary distinctions, such as public versus private, objective versus subjective, self versus other, reason versus emotion, autonomy versus relatedness, and culture versus nature; the first of each pair of characteristics is typically associated with masculinity, the second with femininity. Scott claims that the hierarchical construction of these distinctions can take on a fixed and permanent quality that perpetuates women's oppression: therefore they must be challenged. To do so we must analyze the way these binary oppositions operate in different contexts and, rather than accepting them as fixed, seek to displace their hierarchical construction. When many of these differences between women and men are no longer assumed to be natural or fixed, we can examine how relations of gender inequality are constructed and sustained in various arenas of public and private life. In committing itself to gender as a category of analysis, contemporary feminism also commits itself to gender equality as a social goal. Extending Scott's challenge to the field of international relations, we can immediately detect a similar set of hierarchical binary oppositions. But in spite of the seemingly obvious association of international politics with the masculine characteristics described above, the field of international relations is one of the last of the social sciences to be touched by gender analysis and feminist perspectives. The reason for this, I believe, is not that the field is gender neutral, meaning that the introduction of gender is irrelevant to its subject matter as many scholars believe, but that it is so thoroughly masculinized that the workings of these hierarchical gender relations are hidden. Framed in its own set of binary distinctions, the discipline of international relations assumes similarly hierarchical relationships when it posits an anarchic world "outside" to be defended against through the accumulation and rational use of power. In political discourse, this becomes translated into stereotypical notions about those who inhabit the outside. Like women, foreigners are frequently portrayed as "the other": nonwhites and tropical countries are often depicted as irrational, emotional, and unstable, characteristics that are also attributed to women. The construction of this discourse and the way in which we are taught to think about international politics closely parallel the way in which we are socialized into understanding gender differences. To ignore these hierarchical constructions and their relevance to power is therefore to risk perpetuating these relationships of domination and subordination. But before beginning to describe what the field of international relations might look like if gender were included as a central category of analysis, I shall give a brief historical overview of the field as it has traditionally been constructed.
AT: Perm—Adding Voices Fail

The perm doesn’t solve—it simply adds feminine views to a policy already built upon a hypermasculine epistemology

Enloe 2k [Cynthia, PhD in Political Science @ UC-Berkeley, Professor of International Development, Community, and Environment at Clark University, “Bananas, Beaches and Bases: Making Feminist Sense of International Politics”, RCB]
Some men and women active in campaigns to influence their country's foreign policy — on the right as well as the left — have called on women to become more involved in international issues, to learn more about 'what's going on in the world': 'You have to take more interest in international affairs because it affects how you live.' The gist of the argument is that women need to devote precious time and energy to learning about events outside their own country because as women they are the objects of those events. For instance, a woman working in a garment factory in Ireland should learn more about the European Economic Community because what the EEC commissioners do in Brussels is going to help determine her wages and maybe even the hazards she faces on the job. An American woman will be encouraged to learn the difference between a cruise and Pershing missile because international nuclear strategies are shaping her and her children's chances of a safe future. Two things are striking about this line of argument. First, the activists who are trying to persuade women to 'get involved' are not inviting women to reinterpret international politics by drawing on their own experiences as women. If the explanations of how the EEC or nuclear rivalry works don't already include any concepts of femininity, masculinity or patriarchy, they are unlikely to after the women join the movement. Because organizers aren't curious about what women's experiences could lend to an understanding of international politics, many women, especially those whose energies are already stretched to the limit, are wary of becoming involved in an international campaign. It can seem like one more attempt by privileged outsiders — women and men — to dilute their political efforts. If women are asked to join an international campaign — for peace, against communism, for refugees, against apartheid, for religious evangelism, against hunger — but are not allowed to define the problem, it looks to many locally engaged women like abstract do-gooding with minimal connection to the battles for a decent life in their households and in their communities. Second, the typical 'women-need-to-learn-more-about-foreign-affairs' approach usually portrays women as victims of the international political system. Women should learn about the EEC, the United Nations, the CIA, the IMF, NATO, the Warsaw Pact, the 'greenhouse effect' because each has an impact on them. In this world view, women are forever being acted upon; rarely are they seen to be actors.

AT: Perm—Crowd Out

Incorporations of feminine standpoints doesn’t solve—the perm still privileges masculinity
Wilcox 3 [Lauren, PhD in IR @ University of Minnesota, BA @ Macalester College, MA @ London School of Economics, “Security Masculinity: The Gender-Security Nexus”, RCB]
The process of securitization not only serves to construct and intensify a definition of national identity, but bolsters the privileging of ”masculine‘ traits such as action, toughness, and control over anarchy. The amplification of ”masculinity‘ has resulted from militarized responses to the issues of terrorism and immigration. In addition to the reinforcement of gender discourses that privilege ”masculine‘ traits, the securitization of immigration and terrorism has resulted in the creation of a specific definition of hegemonic masculinity. This process is related to the militarized responses to the issues of terrorism and immigration, as well as the masculinity-defining nature of international relations and militarism. The roots of this version of this hegemonic masculinity come from the colonial era, re-emerging during the Gulf War of 1991. This definition of hegemonic masculinity has been constructed from discourses of civilization versus barbarism, ”liberation‘ as well as the military and security practices that not only rely on such discourses, but reinforce the concept of America and American men as civilized and manly, in comparison to their barbaric and feminized enemies in the Middle East. Despite the inclusion of some ”feminine‘ traits, such as compassion for oppressed peoples, it should not be forgotten that power and privilege are essential components in defining hegemonic masculinities. —The concept of the new man–as well as its offspring, the new world order–may simply be a patriarchal mutation, a redefinition of masculinity in men‘s favor through an expansion of masculinity‘s power over women and deviant men who do not measure up to this newparadigm.“97
Alternative—Examine Gender

Rejection of their masculine way of viewing the world removes ideological blinders on policy-makers that allows for more effective and accurate foreign policy
Wilcox 3 [Lauren, PhD in IR @ University of Minnesota, BA @ Macalester College, MA @ London School of Economics, “Security Masculinity: The Gender-Security Nexus”, RCB]
The discourses shaping issues such as terrorism and immigration are more than just words. They have the power to silence dissent, designate who has the authority to speak about certain issues and frame the issue so that only certain courses of action are seen as legitimate. As terrorism and immigration were ”securitized‘ after September 11, 2001, discourses of gender associated with national identity, race, and militarism framed these issues and reinforced masculinism as well as a definition of hegemonic masculinity. Security and gender can therefore be seen as mutually reinforcing; the discourse of security shifts whatever issue is securitized into a particular set of gender discourses; these discourses in term shape the action required to address the security concern. Given the power these discourses have, a crucial first step in working toward a less militarized, less patriarchal, and ultimately more just and secure world is to expose the internal working of the concepts of ”security‘ and ”masculinity‘ so that they may lose some of their mystique and control over the political debate regarding issues of ”national security.‘

By understanding how the discourses of gender and security support each other, the door is open for resistance to the process of securitization in a way that connects responses such as the National Security Entry Exit System and its targeting of Muslim men to the use of ”smart bombs‘ to ”liberate‘ Afghan women in a framework of security as masculinism. Understanding the relationship between the concepts of security and gender makes it possible to resist the power of both of these discourses at the same time while striving to create alternative frameworks for addressing issues such as terrorism, regulation of borders, and the oppression of women outside of a state-centered, militaristic approach. Such a framework would provide for the inclusion more voices taken seriously about matters of security, and not just ”security professionals, ‘allowing for more agency for those whose voices are silenced from security debates.
Alternative—Spurs Movements

Rejection of the aff’s gendered starting point spur social movements that challenge material exclusion

Enloe 2k [Cynthia, PhD in Political Science @ UC-Berkeley, Professor of International Development, Community, and Environment at Clark University, “Bananas, Beaches and Bases: Making Feminist Sense of International Politics”, RCB]

'So what?' one may ask. A book about international politics ought to leave one with a sense that 'I can do something'. A lot of books about international politics don't. They leave one with the sense that 'it's all so complex, decided by people who don't know or care that I exist'. The spread of capitalist economics, even in countries whose officials call themselves socialists, can feel as inevitable as the tides. Governments' capacity to wound people, to destroy environments and dreams, is constantly expanding through their use of science and bureaucracy. International relationships fostered by these governments and their allies use our labor and our imaginations, but it seems beyond our reach to alter them. They have added up to a world that can dilute the liveliest of cultures, a world that can turn tacos and sushi into bland fast foods, globalize video pornography and socialize men from dozens of cultures into a common new culture of technocratic management. One closes most books on 'international political economy' with a sigh. They explain how it works, but that knowledge only makes one feel as though it is more rewarding to concentrate on problems closer to home. Hopefully, the chapters that follow will provoke quite a different feeling. They suggest that the world is something that has been made; therefore, it can be remade. The world has been made with blunt power, but also with sleights of hand. Perhaps international policy-makers find it more 'manly' to think of themselves as dealing in guns and money rather than in notions of femininity. So they — and most of their critics as well — have tried to hide and deny their reliance on women as feminized workers, as respectable and loyal wives, as 'civilizing influences', as sex objects, as obedient daughters, as unpaid farmers, as coffee-serving campaigners, as consumers and tourists. If we can expose their dependence on feminizing women, we can show that this world system is also dependent on artificial notions of masculinity: this seemingly overwhelming world system may be more fragile and open to radical change than we have been led to imagine. Some women have already begun the difficult process of trying to create a new international political system. Many point to the conference in Nairobi, Kenya, in 1985 to mark the end of the United Nations Decade of Women as a watershed. For eighty years Nairobi women had been trying to build new international alliances, especially to end men's exclusive right to vote in national elections and to end the exploitation of women as mothers and as prostitutes by national and imperial armies. Some of those efforts made international élites nervous. Occasionally, they wittingly or unwittingly entrenched gendered hierarchies of international power. They elevated motherhood to a political status; they made feminine respectability a criterion for political legitimacy; they proposed that white women should be the political mentors of women of color. An international feminist alliance, as we will see, doesn't automatically weaken male-run imperialist ventures. In the late 1980s there are fresh understandings, therefore, of the ways in which international feminist theorizing and organizing has to be rooted in clear explanations of how women from different, often unequal societies, are used to sustain the world patterns that feminists seek to change. Women organizing to challenge UN agencies, the International Monetary Fund or multinational corporations are developing theory and strategies simultaneously. A feminist international campaign lacking a feminist analysis of international politics is likely to subvert its own ultimate goals. Among the sectors — 'subsystems' — of the world political system that are being most affected by internationalized feminist organizing today are prostitution; population politics; development assistance; military alliances; textile and electronics production. It takes a lot of information-gathering, a lot of thinking, a lot of trial and error and a lot of emotionally draining work to understand how notions about femininity and masculinity create and sustain global inequalities and oppressions in just one of these sectors. Yet a truly effective international feminism requires us to make sense of how patriarchal ideas and practices link all of these sectors to each other — and to other relationships whose gendered dynamics we have scarcely begun to fathom. Thus this book is only a beginning. It draws on the theoretical and organizational work of women in 1890s Britain, 1950s Algeria, 1980s Philippines. Most of the conclusions are tentative. What readers write in the margins of these pages as they test the descriptions and explanations against their own experiences of internationalized femininity and masculinity will be at least as important in creating a different world as what appears here in deceptively solid print.
 Alternative Solvency/Perm Fails
The alternative opens up space for post-gendered politics but the perms attempt to integrate feminism into action fails—views the oppressed as an afterthought

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”, pg. 14]
Since, as I have suggested, the world of international politics is a masculine domain, how could feminist perspectives contribute anything new to its academic discourses? Many male scholars have already noted that, given our current technologies of destruction and the high degree of economic inequality and environmental degradation that now exists, we are desperately in need of changes in the way world politics is conducted; many of them are attempting to prescribe such changes. For the most part, however, these critics have ignored the extent to which the values and assumptions that drive our contemporary international system are intrinsically related to concepts of masculinity; privileging these values constrains the options available to states and their policymakers. All knowledge is partial and is a function of the knower's lived experience in the world. Since knowledge about the behavior of states in the international system depends on assumptions that come out of men's experiences, it ignores a large body of human experience that has the potential for increasing the range of options and opening up new ways of thinking about interstate practices. Theoretical perspectives that depend on a broader range of human experience are important for women and men alike, as we seek new ways of thinking about our contemporary dilemmas. Conventional international relations theory has concentrated on the activities of the great powers at the center of the system. Feminist theories, which speak out of the various experiences of women-- who are usually on the margins of society and interstate politics-- can offer us some new insights on the behavior of states and the needs of individuals, particularly those on the peripheries of the international system. Feminist perspectives, constructed out of the experiences of women, can add a new dimension to our understanding of the world economy; since women are frequently the first casualties in times of economic hardship, we might also gain some new insight into the relationship between militarism and structural violence. However, feminist theories must go beyond injecting women's experiences into different disciplines and attempt to challenge the core concepts of the disciplines themselves. Concepts central to international relations theory and practice, such as power, sovereignty, and security, have been framed in terms that we associate with masculinity. Drawing on feminist theories to examine and critique the meaning of these and other concepts fundamental to international politics could help us to reformulate these concepts in ways that might allow us to see new possibilities for solving our current insecurities. Suggesting that the personal is political, feminist scholars have brought to our attention distinctions between public and private in the domestic polity: examining these artificial boundary distinctions in the domestic polity could shed new light on international boundaries, such as those between anarchy and order, which are so fundamental to the conceptual framework of realist discourse. Most contemporary feminist perspectives take the gender inequalities that I have described above as a basic assumption. Feminists in various disciplines claim that feminist theories, by revealing and challenging these gender hierarchies, have the potential to transform disciplinary paradigms. By introducing gender into the discipline of international relations, I hope to challenge the way in which the field has traditionally been constructed and to examine the extent to which the practices of international politics are related to these gender inequalities. The construction of hierarchical binary oppositions has been central to theorizing about international relations. Distinctions between domestic and foreign, inside and outside, order and anarchy, and center and periphery have served as important assumptions in theory construction and as organizing principles for the way we view the world. Just as realists center their explanations on the hierarchical relations between states and Marxists on unequal class relations, feminists can bring to light gender hierarchies embedded in the theories and practices of world politics and allow us to see the extent to which all these systems of domination are interrelated. As Sarah Brown argues, a feminist theory of international relations is an act of political commitment to understanding the world from the perspective of the socially subjugated. "There is the need to identify the as yet unspecified relation between the construction of power and the construction of gender in international relations." Acknowledging, as most feminist theories do, that these hierarchies are socially constructed, also allows us to envisage conditions necessary for their transcendence.
AT: No Alternative (Authors Suspect)
Their authors paint a false picture of IR—the alternative can and must be put into practice as a priori question

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”, pg. 31]
In this section, I have shown how realists paint a consistent three-tiered picture of a world in which survival in a violence-prone international system "requires" war-capable states peopled by heroic masculine citizen-warriors. This picture legitimates certain "realistic" portrayals of situations and conduct at each level, which serve to reinforce the need for power balancing, strong states, and citizen-warriors. It achieves relative consistency by downplaying the feasibility and attractiveness of alternative possibilities at each level of analysis by claiming that peaceful international systems are idealist utopias, that non-power-seeking states are soon conquered or dismembered, and that citizens who are not warriors are inessential to the reproduction of the state. Feminist perspectives should question the analytical separability of these three levels of analysis, which realists have treated as supposedly independent levels or aspects of reality. If systems-oriented realists criticize reductionist causal accounts focused only on human nature, feminists might equally well object that scientific causal analyses of state and system-level phenomena distract our attention from the role of responsible individuals and groups in the construction and maintenance of state-level and systemic relationships. Power-oriented statesmen have a vested interest vis-a-vis their domestic supporters in painting a picture of the world around them as threateningly anarchic; anarchic international systems are reproduced by individuals who believe no alternatives exist. Recognizing the gendered construction of this three-tiered world picture, feminist perspectives on national security must offer alternative conceptions. Assuming that these categories are mutually constitutive and mutually reinforcing of each other, we should heed Paul Fussell's claim, in the epigraph to this chapter, that our conception of the possibilities of individual manhood must be redefined in theory and practice before war at the international systemic level can be regarded as avoidable. These gendered depictions of political man, the state, and the international system generate a national security discourse that privileges conflict and war and silences other ways of thinking about security; moving away from valorizing human characteristics that are associated with the risking of life, toward an affirmation of life-giving qualities, allows us to envisage alternative conceptions of national security.
AT: Co-option
The alternative won’t get co-opted

Tickner 92 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “GENDER IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS—FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON ACHIEVING GLOBAL SECURITY”, pg. 33]
Jane Addams's vision of national security, which deemphasizes its military dimension and was dismissed at the time as impractical, is quite compatible with the new thinking on common security I have just described. Like women at the Halifax and Nairobi conferences, contemporary new thinkers also include the elimination of structural violence in their definition of security. Feminist peace researcher Elise Boulding tells us that women peace researchers were among the pioneers in this contemporary redefinition of security, although, like Jane Addams at the beginning of the century, their work did not receive the attention it deserved. It is often the case that new ideas in any discipline do not receive widespread attention unless they are adopted by significant numbers of men, in which case women's work tends to become invisible through co-optation. Boulding claims that the one area in which women are not in danger of co-optation is their analysis of patriarchy and the linkage of war to violence against women. Like most other feminists, Boulding believes that these issues must also be included in any comprehensive definition of security. Given these various definitions of security offered by women, it is evident that feminist perspectives on security would grow out of quite different assumptions about the individual, the state, and the international system. Using feminist literature from various disciplines and approaches I shall now suggest what some of these perspectives might look like.
Framework—Key to Military Policy
Consideration of gender binaries is a prerequisite in the context of military policy—this also means the alt results in the aff and guarantees future intervention 
Cohn et al 5 [Carol Cohn (Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security, and Human Rights), Felicity Hill (Peace and Security Adviser to the United Nations Development Fund for Women), and Sara Ruddick (Professor of philosophy and women's studies at Eugene Lang College, The New School for Social Research), “The Relevance of Gender for Eliminating Weapons of Mass Destruction”, RCB]
This story is not simply about one individual, his feelings and actions; it illustrates the role and meaning of gender discourse in the defence community. The impact of gender discourse in that room (and countless others like it) is that some things are excluded and get left out from professional deliberations. Certain ideas, concerns, interests, information, feelings and meanings are marked in national security discourse as feminine, and devalued. They are therefore very difficult to speak, as exemplified by the physicist who blurted them out and wished he hadn’t. And if they manage to be said, they are also very difficult to hear, to take in and work with seriously. For the others in the room, the way in which the physicist’s comments were marked as feminine and devalued served to delegitimate them; it also made it very unlikely that any of his colleagues would find the courage to agree with him.

This example should not be dismissed as just the product of the idiosyncratic personal composition of that particular room; it is replicated many times and in many places. Women, in professional and military settings, have related experiences of realising that something terribly important is being left out but feeling constrained, as if there is almost a physical barrier preventing them from pushing their transgressive truths out into the open.

What is it that cannot be spoken? First, any expression of an emotional awareness of the desperate human reality behind the sanitised abstractions of death and destruction in strategic deliberations. Similarly, weapons’ effects may only be spoken of in the most clinical and abstract terms, and usually only by those deemed to have the appropriate professional qualifications and expertise.

What gets left out, then, is the emotional, the concrete, the particular, human bodies and their vulnerability, human lives and their subjectivity – all of which are marked as feminine in the binary dichotomies of gender discourse. In other words, gender discourse informs and shapes nuclear and national security discourse, and in so doing creates silences and absences. It keeps things out of the room, unsaid, and keeps them ignored if they manage to get in. As such, it degrades our ability to think well and fully about nuclear weapons and national security, and so shapes and limits the possible outcomes of our deliberations.

With this understanding, it becomes obvious that defence intellectuals’ standards of what constitutes “good thinking” about weapons and security have not simply evolved out of trial and error; it is not that the history of nuclear discourse has been filled with exploration of other ideas, concerns, interests, information, questions, feelings, meanings and stances which were then found to create distorted or poor thought. On the contrary, serious consideration of a whole range of ideas and options has been preempted by their gender coding, and by the feelings evoked by living up to or transgressing normative gender ideals. To borrow a strategists’ term, we can say that gender coding serves as a “preemptive deterrent” to certain kinds of thought about the effects and consequences of strategic plans and WMD.vi

Ideas about gender shape, limit and distort the national and international political processes through which decisions about WMD are made

The impact of ideas about gender extends beyond the realm of the professional discourse of weapons experts; ideas about gender also affect the national and international processes through which decisions are made about the acquisition of weapons, the maintenance of weapons stockpiles, and disarmament initiatives. To see this, we need to treat seriously a phenomenon that is so taken for granted that it is usually unremarked – that both war and weapons are currently associated with masculinity. What does it mean to take this seriously? What effects does this have?

One telling example comes from 1990, after Saddam Hussein had invaded Kuwait, during the build-up to the first Gulf War. During a speculative discussion among a group of defence intellectuals and opinion-formers, one declared, “Look, the question is, “Does George [H.W.] Bush have the stones for war?” That is, does he have the masculine strength and courage, is he man enough, to lead his country into war?vii

Look at what happens when the question is framed this way. Even though the man who asked this question might not endorse the statement “war is a good thing”, he equated a willingness to go to war with having “stones” – a euphemism for balls, generally regarded as a positive attribute (for a man). Hence “going to war” is given the positive valence that masculinity – being a “real man” – is understood to possess. Even more importantly, this equation carries a deeper implication: not only does it give to waging war some of the positive value attached to masculinity; it also makes it much more difficult not to go to war.

By extension, the research, development, production, stockpiling and deployment of weapons and delivery systems – without which going to war is impossible – are also equated with manliness, using gender-resonant language about the importance of “demonstrating our strength and resolve”. As a consequence, it is easier to delegitimise proponents of cutting military spending. Whether their motivations are disarmament or getting rid of expensive weapons programmes that make no military or strategic sense, opponents of military spending are undermined by accusations of being “weak on defence”. They are portrayed as feeble, wimpy or lacking “balls” – the kiss of death in American politics.

Another example, from US public discourse after 9/11, is some variation on the theme, “We should bomb `em back to the Stone Age, and then make the rubble bounce.”viii
Frequently expressed on talk radio shows or internet discussions, this kind of rhetoric hardly represents a rational strategic calculation; rather, it is about the sheer pleasure and thrill of having so much destructive power. While astounding in its amorality and ignorance, such utterances are meant to elicit admiration for the wrathful manliness of the speaker. The effects of this kind of speech are pernicious. The implication is that to avoid responding to a political crisis by going to war shows a lack of balls. Not to be ready, willing and able to demolish your opponents by “bombing `em back to the Stone Age” is to be weak. In such a charged and masculinised context, it becomes extraordinarily difficult to develop and advocate other forms of security policy.
AT: Framework 
Political focus kills IR scholarship and makes effective policy making impossible—Cold War proves

Xenakis 2 [Christopher, Assistant Professor of Political Science @ Tidewater Community College, “What Happened to the Soviet Union?”]
Why did so many American Soviet experts fail to anticipate the possibility of reform taking place in the USSR? A number of prominent scholars, whose work we have examined at length in these pages, have argued pointedly that Cold War Sovietology was perversely influenced, or co-opted, by totalitarianism model thinking and the Cold War consensus. And it stands to reason that if Sovietologists themselves thought they were co-opted, some of them probably were. This explanation accords with Thomas S. Kuhn's account of why scholarly communities are often reticent to accept new and anomalous data. As Alexander Dallin and Gail W. Lapidus recalled, the Gorbachev reforms of the mid-1980s "challenged the prevailing academic paradigms and conventional wisdom regarding the Soviet system. The initial Western reaction to the Gorbachev program was one of profound skepticism," the two scholars noted.86 "The widely held belief among U.S. Soviet experts was that "basic [Soviet) change was impossible and could not be carried out by people who had themselves grown up in and benefited from the system." Eventually, with the delegitimation of Communism in 1989 and the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, a "scientific revolution" occurred in western Sovietology, as Soviet experts saw many of the familiar realities they had taken for granted—notably, the Cold War and the USSR—changing or evaporating. Stephen F. Cohen adds that Sovietology was politicized from its inception as a result of its dependence on government funding and the formation of an unhealthy "scholarly consensus" around the totalitarianism model. Wedded to this model, many Sovietologists "eliminated everything diverse and problematic from [their] subject." and Soviet studies became, in quick order, a kind of Kuhnian normal science that found it difficult to assimilate new information about the Soviet Union. "What belatedly infused new ideas into Sovietology was less its own intellectual dynamic than political changes in (Moscow] that the profession had not anticipated and could hardly explain" or ignore, Cohen said. The discipline of Sovietology came into being "during the worst years" of the East-West conflict. Cohen added, at a time when U.S.-Soviet relations "intruded into academia both] politically and intellectually " The Cold War put a premium on "usable scholarship" that served Washington's policy interests and diminished "more detached academic pursuits." If most early Sovietologists were honorable and well-intentioned scholars, "many came to [their discipline through] wartime experience and [their] interest in 'national security,'" and not out "of an intellectual passion" for Soviet studies. These were joined by ex-Communists who had more political zeal than expertise. Foundations subsidized general Russian studies, but the Pentagon, the State Department, and the Central Intelligence Agency asked for—and only funded—"policy-related research." Scholars "established many open and reasonable relationships with government" during this time, "but also some that were covert and troublesome. As a result, academic Soviet studies became, a highly politicized profession imbued with topical political concerns, a crusading spirit, and a know-the-enemy raison d'etre." Cohen concluded. It taught "its basic 'lessons' in a single voice, which fostered consensus and orthodoxy." This practice "narrowed the range of [acceptable] interpretations," and "minimized intellectual space to be critical-minded and wrong"11 Similarly, Alexander Motyl revealed that during much of the Cold War, the influx of government money into academic political science departments and Russian studies institutes went hand in hand with the government's attempt "to set Sovietology's research agenda" along policy-analysis lines.*8 But this was a Faustian bargain for American universities, because "notwithstanding its importance for democratic government, policy analysis inclines Sovietologists to eschew the very stuff of theory—big questions with no simple answers." Analogously, Frederic J. Fleron and Eric P. Hoffmann argued that far too many U.S. scholars were focusing on short-term policy-oriented research during the Cold War years. Such analyses were "neither historically grounded nor far-sighted"; they "place[d] heavy emphasis on current political personalities, top-level power relationships, and international and domestic crises" and skimped "on the thinking and behavior of counter-elites and citizens; on underlying socioeconomic and scientific-technological trends; and on policy options, policy implementation, and policy outcomes at the national, regional, and local levels."*9 In addition, such research was "more focused on means than ends, more speculative than analytical, more partial to simplistic than complex explanations," more eager for quick fixes than durable solutions, more accepting of official than independent views, and more cognizant of immediate than eventual political costs and consequences." According to scholar Raymond C. Taras, Cold War scholarship simply followed geopolitics and followed the money. Since the government was paying universities and think tanks for research pertaining to the Soviet threat, little attention was focused on the Baltic states or on the individual Soviet republics.90 Even as late as 1992, "western universities ha[d] trained few students in the languages spoken in the breakaway republics, making prospects for incisive empirical research not promising." The existence of a pervasive co-optative relationship between academic Sovietology and the government is also suggested by the career mobility many scholars enjoyed between these two environments. According to Jerry F. Hough, there existed, throughout the Cold War period, a virtual revolving door between American universities, think tanks, and government foreign policy and national security-related agencies and departments—and a number of Soviet experts moved repeatedly and often from one of these professional environments to another.91 Not only did Sovietologists move freely from academia to government and back again; this study argues, more perversely, that there was an insidious homogeneity of scholarly opinion within these settings. While there were significant distinctions between realist, political cultural-historicist, and pluralist points of view, the scholarly differences between professors, researchers, and policy makers of the same Sovietologiest school were relatively slight. Thus, political cultural-historicists tended to think alike, whether they taught at a university or sat at a policy desk at the State Department—and the same was true of realists and pluralists. What this suggests is that Sovietological co-optation by government was endemic—both in the early Cold War years and in the 1970s and 1980s—if for no other reason than that all Sovietologists, regardless of the professional setting in which they worked, needed good data, and the government both supplied much of this data (for example, in unclassified CIA and Department of Defense studies) and controlled scholars' ability to acquire it on their own (through the tacit threat of denying research grants and passport renewals to researchers who stirred up trouble). If it is true that many scholars became policy makers, and in turn, that a significant number of government officials were also scholars, then we should expect that these professional communities courted and cooperated with one another as much they competed against each other. And it should come as no great surprise that academic Sovietologists were co-opted by policy-making interests, or that, as Cohen argued, this cozy relationship between government and the academy was as deleterious to good scholarship as it was commonplace. (p. 165-7) 

AT: Framework—Personal is Political

Their distinction between the political and the personal externalizes responsibility and makes structural violence inevitable

Shepherd 9 [Laura, 4/3, Department of Political Science and International Studies @ University of Birmingham, “Gender, Violence and Global Politics: Contemporary Debates in Feminist Security Studies”, p. EBSCO, RCB]
As to the question of when violence is worthy of study, all three texts implicitly or explicitly draw on the popular feminist phrase: 'the personal is political'. This slogan neatly encapsulates the feminist critique of a supposed foundational divide between the private and the public realms of social life. In arguing that the personal is political, feminist theory refuses to accept that there are instances of human behaviour or situations in social life that can or should be bracketed from study. At its simplest, this critique led to the recognition of 'domestic violence' as a political, rather than a personal issue (see, for example Moore, 2003; Youngs, 2003), forming the foundation for critical studies of gendered violence in times of war and in times of peace that would otherwise have been ignored. Crucially, Enloe extended the boundaries of critique to include the international, imbuing the phrase with new analytical vitality when she suggested, first, that the phrase itself is palindromic (that is, that the political is also personal, inextricably intertwined with the everyday) and, second, that the personal is international just as the international is personal.

'The international is personal' implies that governments depend upon certain kinds of allegedly private relationships in order to conduct their foreign affairs. ... To operate in the international arena, governments seek other governments' recognition of their sovereignty; but they also depend on ideas about masculinised dignity and feminised sacrifice to sustain that sense of autonomous nationhood (Enloe, 2000, pp. 196–7).
AT: Framework—Role-Playing Bad

Their notion of fiat externalizes social responsibility—that makes violence inevitable

Kappeler 95 [Susanne, The Will to Violence, p. 10-11]
We are the war' does not mean that the responsibility for a war is shared collectively and diffusely by an entire society - which would be equivalent to exonerating warlords and politicians and profiteers or, as Ulrich Beck says, upholding the notion of `collective irresponsibility', where people are no longer held responsible for their actions, and where the conception of universal responsibility becomes the equival​ent of a universal acquittal.' On the contrary, the object is precisely to analyse the specific and differential responsibility of everyone in their diverse situations. Decisions to unleash a war are indeed taken at particular levels of power by those in a position to make them and to command such collective action. We need to hold them clearly responsible for their decisions and actions without lessening theirs by any collective `assumption' of responsibility. Yet our habit of focusing on the stage where the major dramas of power take place tends to obscure our sight in relation to our own sphere of competence, our own power and our own responsibility - leading to the well-known illusion of our apparent `powerlessness’ and its accompanying phe​nomenon, our so-called political disillusionment. Single citizens - even more so those of other nations - have come to feel secure in their obvious non-responsibility for such large-scale political events as, say, the wars in Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina or Somalia - since the decisions for such events are always made elsewhere. Yet our insight that indeed we are not responsible for the decisions of a Serbian general or a Croatian president tends to mislead us into thinking that therefore we have no responsibility at all, not even for forming our own judgement, and thus into underrating the respons​ibility we do have within our own sphere of action. In particular, it seems to absolve us from having to try to see any relation between our own actions and those events, or to recognize the connections between those political decisions and our own personal decisions. It not only shows that we participate in what Beck calls `organized irresponsibility', upholding the apparent lack of connection between bureaucratically, institutionally, nationally and also individually or​ganized separate competences. It also proves the phenomenal and unquestioned alliance of our personal thinking with the thinking of the major powermongers: For we tend to think that we cannot `do' anything, say, about a war, because we deem ourselves to be in the wrong situation; because we are not where the major decisions are made. Which is why many of those not yet entirely disillusioned with politics tend to engage in a form of mental deputy politics, in the style of `What would I do if I were the general, the prime minister, the president, the foreign minister or the minister of defence?' Since we seem to regard their mega spheres of action as the only worthwhile and truly effective ones, and since our political analyses tend to dwell there first of all, any question of what I would do if I were indeed myself tends to peter out in the comparative insignificance of having what is perceived as `virtually no possibilities': what I could do seems petty and futile. For my own action I obviously desire the range of action of a general, a prime minister, or a General Secretary of the UN - finding expression in ever more prevalent formulations like `I want to stop this war', `I want military intervention', `I want to stop this backlash', or `I want a moral revolution." 'We are this war', however, even if we do not command the troops or participate in so-called peace talks, namely as Drakulic says, in our `non-comprehension’: our willed refusal to feel responsible for our own thinking and for working out our own understanding, preferring innocently to drift along the ideological current of prefabricated arguments or less than innocently taking advantage of the advantages these offer. And we `are' the war in our `unconscious cruelty towards you', our tolerance of the `fact that you have a yellow form for refugees and I don't' - our readiness, in other words, to build ident​ities, one for ourselves and one for refugees, one of our own and one for the `others'. We share in the responsibility for this war and its violence in the way we let them grow inside us, that is, in the way we shape `our feelings, our relationships, our values' according to the structures and the values of war and violence.
AT: Framework—Alt Solves The Aff

Gender is at the heart of military presence—the alt results in withdrawal, which solves the aff—the perm only masks the link arguments
Koikari 8 [Mire, Assistant Professor in Women’s Studies Program @ University of Hawai’i at Manoa, “Pedagogy of Democracy”, RCB]
Like other historical narratives, however, the stories of women and the occupation are complex and contested. An entirely different interpretation, which actually predates the women’s studies’ analysis, focuses on the experiences of working-class women, and on the antilabor policies that the occupa- tion authorities and the collaborationist Japanese government pursued. These studies conclude that the occupation was essentially oppressive and exploit- ative, resulting in the curtailment of working-class women’s union activism and their economic and political rights, and denying Japanese women the opportunity to achieve genuine democratic social transformation.20 According to this argument, the pledge to “democratize Japan” was a false promise, and the o ccupation h indered, r ather t han p romoted, J apanese w omen’s dem o- cratic ema ncipation. This more critical argument, however, has been over- shadowed by the narrative of successful gender democratization, which as I have shown, has far more institutional support from women’s studies, as well as the stamp of authenticity from the American women occupiers. A su ggestive, a lthough n ot f ully de veloped, p erspective i s offered i n a short article by Yoda Seiichi, who argues that rather than genuine democ- ratization, the major objectives of the occupation were the demilitarization, modernization, an d tr ansformation o f J apan in to an e ffective ally in the emerging Cold War. Instead of the occupation’s gender reform accomplishing the liberation of Japanese women or radicalizing Japanese gender relations, the intention was actually to create Japanese women who would be enfran- chised and conservative allies for the United States. Posing as the liberator of Japanese women is seen as a U.S. strategy to gain the allegiance of women in the occupied country. Yoda’s work points to the need to examine gendered strategies of the occupiers, not simply women’s experiences, in analyzing the U.S. occupation of Japan. It calls for a careful and systematic study of how the concept of gender (i.e., a binary opposition between the meanings associated with women or femininity and men or masculinity) was mobilized to inform the occupiers’ discourses and practices.21

Yoda’s insight concerning gendered dynamics of the occupation is further developed in a number of studies that examine U.S. Cold War cultural forma- tion. Lisa Yoneyama’s recent article analyzes U.S. media portrayals of the occupation’s gender reform and argues that during the occupation a feminist discourse o f Japanese w omen’s emancipation and rehabilitation was mobilized to disseminate an image of new—feminized and pacified—Japan and to affirm and justify Cold War U.S. hegemony both domestically and internationally. Such understanding of the occupation also depended on and recir- culated t he f eminist i mperialist n otion t hat Western, e specially A merican, women were more emancipated, progressive, and thus superior. Far from the moment o f w omen’s l iberation, sh e su ggests, t he U .S. o ccupation o f J apan should be examined as an occasion where the figure of Japanese women was strategically deployed to articulate U.S. nationalism and imperialism in the Cold War context. Caroline Chung Simpson’s An Absent Presence: Japanese Americans in P ostwar A merican Cult ure, 1 945—1960, N aoko Sh ibusawa’s America’s Geisha Ally: Reimagining the Japanese Enemy, and Christina Klein’s Cold War Orientalism: Asia in the Middlebrow Imagination, 1945—1961, also show t he sig nificance o f g ender i n A merican C old W ar f ormation w here American self was frequently imagined as masculine and others (i.e., Japa- nese Americans, Japanese, and Asians) as feminine. 22

The studies o n w omen and t he U.S. occupation I have r eviewed here provide important historical information, and often drastically different conclusions, but their analyses are insufficient, and even flawed, in a number of ways. Pharr and other scholars who define the occupation as a successful feminist reform implicitly rely on an essentialist assumption about women: American and Japanese women naturally shared, because of gender, the same political v isions a nd i nterests—the fight a gainst pa triarchal do mination, whether b y t he ma le-dominant J apanese s tate o r t he ma le-dominant U .S. occupation. Such an argument conceals a multitude of hierarchies, as well as complex negotiations, that existed between women of the victorious occu- pying nation and those of the defeated and occupied. Furthermore, both the studies that focus on middle-class women’s experiences and the studies of their working-class counterparts each draw their conclusions about the occupation by wrongly generalizing class-specific experiences to the entire population of Japanese women. Both fail to consider the category of “Japanese women” as heterogeneous and diverse, segmented by class, race, and other workings of power. Similarly, their implicit assumption that the American occupiers were a c oherent, h omogeneous c ategory r esults i n a s tatic u nderstanding o f t he occupation. A n en ormous, b ureaucratic r uling b ody a ssembled i n e xtreme haste, the occupation forces in fact constituted a diverse, conflict-ridden, and often incoherent and disorderly governing authority.

Perhaps m ore f undamentally, the existing occupation studies fail to explore in a systematic and extensive manner the occupation as a gendered and gendering political process. A s J oan S cott a rgues i n
Gender an d th e Politics of History, taking gender as a category of analysis goes far beyond simply uncovering information about w omen. S cott de fines g ender a s a socially c onstructed b inary o pposition b etween t he m eanings a ssociated with masculine and those with feminine. Gender as a meaning system constitutes “a primary way of signifying relationships of power” or “a primary field within which or by means of which power is articulated,” and “structure(s) perception a nd t he c oncrete a nd s ymbolic o rganization o f a ll s ocial l ife.”23 Thus incorporating gender as a category of analysis leads to a drastic shift in historical studies. As she points out, gender analysis

provides a wa y to de code m eaning a nd to u nderstand t he c omplex connections a mong v arious f orms o f h uman i nteractions. W hen historians look for the ways in which the concept of gender legitimizes and c onstructs s ocial r elationships, t hey de velop i nsight i nto t he reciprocal nature of gender and society and into the particular and contextually speci fic wa ys i n w hich politics constructs g ender and gender constructs politics.24

Epistemology Key/Impacts Constructed

Be skeptical of their advantage claims—masculine views of IR are overly privileged crowding alternative ways of viewing the world
Enloe 2k [Cynthia, PhD in Political Science @ UC-Berkeley, Professor of International Development, Community, and Environment at Clark University, “Bananas, Beaches and Bases: Making Feminist Sense of International Politics”, RCB]

It's true that in international politics women historically have not had access to the resources enabling them to wield influence. Today women are at the bottom of most international hierarchies: women are routinely paid less than even the lowest-paid men in multinational companies; women are two thirds of all refugees. Women activists have a harder time influencing struggling ethnic nationalist movements than do men; women get less of the ideological and job rewards from fighting in foreign was than do men. Though a pretty dismal picture, it can tell us a lot about how the international political system has been designed and how it is maintained every day: some men at the top, most women at the bottom. But in many arenas of power feminists have been uncovering a reality that is less simple. First, they have discovered that some women's class aspirations and their racist fears lured them into the role of controlling other women for the sake of imperial rule. British, American, Dutch, French, Spanish, Portuguese women may not have been the architects of their countries' colonial policies, but many of them took on the roles of colonial administrators' wives, missionaries, travel writers and anthropologists in ways that tightened the noose of colonial rule around the necks of African, Latin American and Asian women. To describe colonization as a process that has been carried on solely by men overlooks the ways in which male colonizers' success depended on some women's complicity. Without the willingness of 'respectable' women to see that colonization offered them an opportunity for adventure, or a new chance of financial security or moral commitment, colonization would have been even more problematic. 12 Second, feminists who listen to women working for multinational corporations have heard these women articulate their own strategies for coping with their husbands' resentment, their foremen's sexual harassment and the paternalism of male union leaders. To depict these women merely as passive victims in the international politics of the banana or garment industries doesn't do them justice. It also produces an inaccurate picture of how these global systems operate. Corporate executives and development technocrats need some women to depend on cash wages; they need some women to see a factory or plantation job as a means of delaying marriage or fulfilling daughterly obligations. Without women's own needs, values and worries, the global assembly line would grind to a halt. But many of those needs, values and worries are defined by patriarchal structures and strictures. If fathers, brothers, husbands didn't gain some privilege, however small in global terms, from women's acquiescence to those confining notions of femininity, it might be much harder for the foreign executives and their local élite allies to recruit the cheap labor they desire. Consequently, women's capacity to challenge the men in their families, their communities or their political movements, will be a key to remaking the world.
Epistemology Key/Impacts Constructed

Disregard their impact and solvency claims—it is based on personal interests and excludes important viewpoints

Enloe 2k [Cynthia, PhD in Political Science @ UC-Berkeley, Professor of International Development, Community, and Environment at Clark University, “Bananas, Beaches and Bases: Making Feminist Sense of International Politics”, RCB]

Making women invisible hides the workings of both femininity and masculinity in international politics. Some women watching the Iran/Contra hearings found it useful to speculate about how the politics of masculinity shape foreign-policy debates. They considered the verbal rituals that public men use to blunt the edges of their mutual antagonism. A congressman would, for instance, preface a devastating attack on Admiral Poindexter's rationale for destroying a document by reassuring the admiral — and his male colleagues — that he believed the admiral was 'honorable' and 'a gentleman'. Another congressman would insist that, despite his differences with Reagan officials Robert McFarlane and Oliver North, he considered them to be 'patriots'. Would these same male members of Congress, selected for this special committee partly because they had experience of dealing with military officers and foreign-policy administrators, have used the word 'honorable' if the witness had been a woman? Would 'patriot' have been the term of respect if these men had been commending a woman? There appeared to be a platform of trust holding up these investigations of US foreign policy. It was a platform that was supported by pillars of masculinity, pillars that were never subjected to political scrutiny, but which had to be maintained by daily personal exchanges, memos and formal policy. A theme that surfaced repeatedly during the weeks of the Iran/Contra hearings was 'We live in a dangerous world'. Critics as well as supporters of selling arms to Iran and using the profits to fund the Contras were in agreement on this view of the world in 1987. No one chimed in with, 'Well, I don't know; it doesn't feel so dangerous to me.' No one questioned this portrayal of the world as permeated by risk and violence. No one even attempted to redefine 'danger' by suggesting that the world may indeed be dangerous, but especially so for those people who are losing access to land or being subjected to unsafe contraceptives. Instead, the vision that informed these male officials' foreign-policy choices was of a world in which two super-powers were eyeball-to-eyeball, where small risks were justified in the name of staving off bigger risks — the risk of Soviet expansion, the risk of nuclear war. It was a world in which taking risks was proof of one's manliness and therefore of one's qualification to govern. Listening to these officials, I was struck by the similarity to the 'manliness' now said to be necessary for success in the international financial markets. With Britain's 'Big Bang', which deregulated its financial industry, and with the French and Japanese deregulators following close behind, financial observers began to warn that the era of gentlemanliness in banking was over. British, European and Japanese bankers and stockbrokers would now have to adopt the more robust, competitive form of manliness associated with American bankers. It wouldn't necessarily be easy. There might even be some resistance. Thus international finance and international diplomacy seem to be converging in their notions of the world and the kind of masculinity required to wield power in that world in the 1990s.
***IMPACTS
Impact—Warfare/Policy Failure

Masculine views of IR exclude other possible solutions, that makes warfare and policy failure inevitable—Iraq proves

Lieberfeld 5 [Daniel, Associate Professor of Social and Political Policy @ Duquesne University, PhD in IR from Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, “THEORIES OF CONFLICT AND THE IRAQ WAR”, International Journal of Peace Studies, Volume 10, Number 2, Autumn/Winter 2005, http://www.gmu.edu/programs/icar/ijps/vol10_2/wLieberfeld10n2IJPS.pdf, RCB]

Some observers have also located motives for the invasion decision in Bush’s relationship with his father: Given the continual comparisons with his father within the Bush family, and how far he was from being a self-made man, Bush junior may have felt compelled to prove himself by surpassing his father and overthrowing Hussein, which his father had rejected doing after the 1991 Gulf war. Moreover, going to war with Iraq may have enhanced the younger Bush’s sense of his own virility, given his sensitivity to the fact that his father had been publicly labeled a “wimp” (Schweizer and Schweizer, 2004, 388; see also Woodward, 2004, 421).

Feminist theories of international relations highlight the causal role of gender in war. These theories generally assume that increasing women’s roles in governance and public decisionmaking would lessen war and violence. Such theories might account for the invasion decision with reference to key administration members’ sense of masculinity and to gendered images of the adversary (see Cohn, 1993), or to the relative absence of women (pace Condoleezza Rice) from the highest levels of decision-making authority.

Interpretations stressing motivated biases posit that Bush and his inner circle were genuinely convinced that Iraq was a major threat and that, due to their emotional and cognitive predispositions, they seized on ambiguous intelligence information as confirmation of their biases. Such interpretations stand in contrast to the possibility that the administration deliberately deceive d Congress and the public regarding an Iraqi threat that they knew to be minor or non-existent.

The administration’s miscalculations—underestimating the al-Qaeda threat before 9/11, overestimating Iraq’s weapons capabilities and intentions, underestimating the costs of an invasion and the potential for an anti-U.S. insurgency, as well as overestimating the degree to which other countries would bandwagon with the U.S. in the wake of the invasion—were probably facilitated by conformity of opinion among the inner circle of decisionmakers and the exclusion of outside expert advice. This facilitated a groupthink process (Janis, 1972) in which the members of the tight decisionmaking circle around Bush minimized the risks of an invasion. The absence of genuine debate and the presence of “mindguards” like Cheney who protect leaders from dissenting opinions (see, e.g., Suskind, 2004a, 76) create the conditions for groupthink, in which group members’ independent and rational judgment is overridden by pressures to defer to the perceived preferences of a higher-ranking leader. Groupthink typically involves overestimating the group’s chances of success and the righteousness of its cause, while neglecting to test assumptions about policy options and, consequently, underestimating their drawbacks and vulnerabilities.

Bush’s personality predisposes him toward certainty, rather than nuanced reflection, introspection, or self-criticism (Suskind, 2004b). This trait may have led him to expect an easy victory in Iraq. Bush’s faith may have also constituted a motivated bias that led Bush to minimize risks and to favor a policy of confrontation. Bush’s lack of cognitive complexity—the capacity to view groups, policies, and ideas in differentiated terms and the disinclination to monolithic views and interpretations (Hermann, 1977, 167)—and his personal history as a former alcoholic turned evangelical, may also have predisposed him to think and behave in ways that enhanced the attractiveness of war as a policy option (Schweizer and Schweizer, 2004, 517).

While the groupthink hypothesis may explain why group members fail to challenge a preferred policy’s flawed assumptions, it does not account for the origins of the particular policy whose flaws go unrecognized: In this case groupthink does not explain why administration leaders were considering an invasion option in the first place.

Implications of Ideological and Non-rational Influences

Theories address causality on a fundamental level only if they address why the invasion policy was under consideration in the first place. While President Bush had personal motives for overthrowing Saddam Hussein, personality traits should not necessarily be considered causal. For example, although Bush’s religious beliefs and his lack of cognitive complexity may be relevant factors, the connection with Iraq is imprecise. Such traits may have facilitated approval of the invasion policy but were not responsible for its emergence and its prominence. One may with more confidence view Bush’s personal animosity toward Iraq’s ruler as another tipping factor that made the invasion policy more attractive.

If U.S. society exhibits a perennial need for an external enemy, in part due to widespread nationalist attitudes, then the convergence of Christian evangelical and Zionist ideologies in the U.S. perhaps helps explain the choice of Iraq, rather than a different target. At the societal level, and among political elites, a sense of national chosenness and superiority, as well as racism, may make the U.S. more war-prone in the Middle East, due to evangelicals’ beliefs about the Holy Land, and due to domestic political incentives for championing Israel. Ideological beliefs may have rendered U.S. leaders more susceptible to manipulation by those like Iraqi exile Ahmed Chalabi, or the government of Ariel Sharon in Israel, which may have fed the U.S. false intelligence reports about Iraqi weapons in order to promote a U.S. invasion that served their own political agendas.

Impact—Extinction

Patriarchy guarantees extinction—try or die
Nhanenge 7 [Jytte Masters @ U South Africa, paper submitted in part fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of master of arts in the subject Development Studies, “ECOFEMINSM: TOWARDS INTEGRATING THE CONCERNS OF WOMEN, POOR PEOPLE AND NATURE INTO DEVELOPMENT]

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.  Such actions are denial of wisdom.  It is working against natural harmony and destroying  the basis of existence.  But as long as ordinary people leave questions of technology to the "experts"  we will continue the forward stampede.  As long as economics focus on technology and both are the  focus of politics, we can leave none of them to experts.  Ordinary people are often more capable of  taking a wider and more humanistic view than these experts.  (Kelly 1990: 112-114; Eisler 1990: 3233; Schumacher 1993: 20, 126, 128, 130).
***AFF ANSWERS
Aff Answers: Cooperate/Dialogue Link Defense/Perm Solvency

The aff’s use of cooperation and dialogue to accomplish nuclear reductions paves the way to a foreign policy outside of gendered binaries
Cohn et al 5 [Carol Cohn (Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security, and Human Rights), Felicity Hill (Peace and Security Adviser to the United Nations Development Fund for Women), and Sara Ruddick (Professor of philosophy and women's studies at Eugene Lang College, The New School for Social Research), “The Relevance of Gender for Eliminating Weapons of Mass Destruction”, RCB]
In other words, consulting, negotiating, acknowledging interdependence and – worst of all – depending on others, are activities that are culturally marked down as weak and lacking in masculinity. In the US cultural and symbolic system, trying to get what you want by talking and persuading, depending, trusting and compromising is feminine; having the power to enforce your will is much more masculine.

The use of inspections rather than military attack, as the means to ensure that a state does not build and deploy weapons of mass destruction, would be another example of a culturally feminised approach to achieve the political objective of non-proliferation. Living in the United States during the build up to the US invasion of Iraq in 2003, the symbolic gendered overtones of the difference between responding to a “bully” with inspections or military action was enormously significant, especially for mobilising political support. Despite the actual, and now proven, effectiveness of the United Nations’ UNSCOM, UNMOVIC and International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) monitoring and disarmament regimes in Iraq during the 1990s, the route of inspections was belittled as ineffectual, wimpy, and insufficiently active and aggressive; critically, it was portrayed as simply not a powerful enough way to respond to the perceived threat of a “rogue actor”. On the contrary, a massive military campaign in which the United States would “smoke `em out of their holes and their WMD with them” was presented as a far more powerful and satisfying way to deal with the problem.ix A decade of inspections was portrayed as having been impotent – the worst form of demasculinisation. In contrast, it was taken for granted, at least by agenda setting leaders and most of the US media, that the only real way to deal was to have the enemy at the other end of the barrel of a gun. The way in which gender associations were intertwined with these two different approaches facilitated the selling of war as the right policy - and made it difficult to argue for further inspections. The fact that the inspections regime worked was lost in this masculinised landscape. That this important recognition is still largely invisible to Americans, if not to the rest of the world, is even greater testament to the power of ideas about gender and the way gendered meanings are attached to all kinds of activities and discourses. In short, the gender-coding of “passive, wimpy” inspections creates a political “reality” in which it doesn’t matter that the inspections worked. Despite their success, inspections are identified as weak and ineffectual, an inappropriate tool for the most muscular nation on earth.
Aff Answers: Radical Alt Fails

Their alternative has no implication for conventional IR practices—it’s approach is too radical
Donnelly and Kwitkwoski 5 [Jack and Sally, Professor of Political Science @ University of Denver, Feminism and International Relations: Which way(s) Forward?, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p71431_index.html]

Over the past two decades, feminist critics and practitioners have become a regular part of the discipline of international relations (IR). Whatever the reception of particular pieces of work, feminist theory and feminist-inspired substantive and empirical work is today, in sharp contrast to twenty years ago, almost universally accepted as a regular and respectable part of the discipline. Yet most feminists remain profoundly dissatisfied with their reception in and impact on the discipline. Most students of IR remain indifferent to this ever growing body of work. And even many sympathetic scholars who do not employ feminist perspectives in their own work remain disappointed by the negligible impact of feminism on either IR theory or the self-understandings and practices of the discipline. This paper examines this pervasive sense of disappointment. Why, in the view of practitioners and non-practitioners alike, has feminism had such a limited impact? We reject an explanation of active resistance to feminist work in international relations. Feminists have been given the space within the discipline to pursue their interests and develop their insights. For at least the past decade, even the mainstream gatekeepers of the discipline have been open to, and in many ways looking for, major works of feminist scholarship that would have a significant impact on the discipline as a whole. Such work simply has not been forthcoming. Feminists have failed to deliver the sort of compelling work that would force those who do not draw from feminist perspectives to change, if not the way they do their own work, at least how they think about the discipline and the subject matter that it studies. The positivist bias of the discipline, while real and undoubtedly significant, is not the heart of the problem either -- as illustrated by the fact that feminist positivism and middle way feminism have had no more (and arguably even less) of an impact on the discipline. We suggest that a large part of the problem is the fact that too many feminists within IR have focused their attention on relatively unproductive targets and objectives. Illustrative is the work of Christine Sylvester, who does not seek to improve the flawed production line called IR so much as to take off in new directions altogether. (2002, 12) Feminism is presented as a radical alternative; not another grand theory exactly, but something more like a competitor to the leading theoretical approaches such as realism and neo-liberal institutionalism. We argue that theoretically this is an unproductive way to consider the relationship between feminist theory, IR theory, and the substance of international relations. And practically, it simply reinforces the marginalization of feminism. We argue instead for strategies that seek to embed feminism within the discipline. Feminism, in our view, simply is not a competitor to, say, realism. Rather, it is more profitably seen as a substantive perspective within broader constructivist and post-positivist orientations. The real impact of feminism on IR, we will argue, has come and will continue to come not through a transformation of grand theory but rather through numerous incremental changes in the substance of empirical research. (In terms of the leading figures in the field, the model is more Enloe and Elshtain than Tickner and Sylvester.) Rather than radically reformulate the discipline -- which, we argue, feminism not only has not delivered but cannot deliver -- substantive feminist-inspired work within IR has the capacity to have a genuinely transforming impact on how we practice IR and understood the real world of international relations. We illustrate this argument with representative examples of these two strands of feminist work from the past decade.
Aff Answers: Methodology Good

Our methodology is good—social sciences aren’t perfect but provide a valuable instrument in IR—the alternative is comparatively worse
Keohane 89 [Robert, Professor of Political Science @ Princeton, “International Relations Theory:

Contributions of a Feminist Standpoint”, http://people.reed.edu/~ahm/Courses/Reed-POL-240-2009-S3_IP/Syllabus/EReadings/05.1.Feminism_Further_Keohane1989International.pdf]

To make a major impact on thinking about international relations, however, it will not be sufficient explicitly to point out that women have been marginalised in the state, and in interstate politics. This reality is well-known, even if conventional international relations theory has tended to ignore it. Feminist empiricism will be most significant, it seems to me, if it is used in conjunction with feminist standpoint reconceptualisations to re-examine central concepts of international relations theory by asking about their values for empirical research. Feminist empiricism, guided by feminist reconceptualisation, could go beyond the question of the role of women in international relations' to a critical analysis of the extent to which contemporary international relations theory helps us to understand what is happening in world politics today. As indicated above, 'postmodernism' is a puzzling label that seems to denote a variety of positions, One version of it, however, denies the possibility of having a single epistemology, even one with slightly different variants. As Mary E. Hawkesworth puts it, 'postmodernist insights counsel that Truth be abandoned because it is a hegemonic and, hence, destructive illusion'. According to these postmodernists, 'feminist empiricism is committed to untenable beliefs about the nature of knowledge and process of knowing' and feminist standpoint theories 'remain committed to an overly simplistic model of knowledge that tends to assume a "collective singular subject":'.2l In this view, we cannot agree on an epistemological basis for substantive discussions: that is, on standards against which we can evaluate knowledge claims. It seems to me that this postmodernist project is a dead-end in the study of international relations - and that it would be disastrous for feminist international relations theory to pursue this path. Of course I am aware that social knowledge is always value-laden, and that objectivity is an aspiration rather than an accomplishment. But I object to the notion that because social science cannot attain any perfectly reliable knowledge, it is justified for students of society to 'obliterate the validity of reality'.24 I also object to the notion that we should happily accept the existence of multiple incommensurable epistemologies, each equally valid. Such a view seems to me to lead away from our knowledge of the external world, and ultimately to a sort of nihilism. Hawkesworth argues that 'the world is more than a text' and that feminists should avoid 'the postmodernist tendency to reject all reasons',B I would go further and say that agreement on epistemological essentials constitutes a valuable scientific asset that should not be discarded lightly. With such agreement, people with different substantive views or intuitions can talk to each other in commensurable terms can perhaps come to an agreement with the aid of evidence. As philosophers of science such as Imre Lakatos have argued, the invalidity of naive falsificationism does not destroy the possibility of establishing standards for scientific research: participants in the scientific process apply criteria having to do with resolution of anomalies, discovery of new facts, and what Lakatos calls 'the requirement of continuous growth',26 A major aim of science, even social science, is to provide us with a common set of epistemological tools, in a discipline, for ascertaining the nature of reality and therefore testing the adequacy of theories. This is not to pretend that any knowledge is perfectly 'objective': clearly Olif values, our upbringing, our bodily experiences and our positions in society - gender, class, culture, race - all affect what we believe. But science has the value of narrowing gaps in belief by providing common standards to test beliefs, and therefore disciplining our minds, protecting us to some extent from bias. The very difficulty of achieving social scientific knowledge is an argument for cherishing rather than discarding social science and the aspiration for a more or less unified epistemology. I fear that many feminist theorists of international relations may follow the currently fashionable path of fragmenting epistemology, denying the possibility of social science. But I think this would be an intellectual and moral disaster. As Linda A1coff points out, 'post-structuralist critiques of subjectivity pertain to the construction of all subjects or they pertain to none . . . Nominalism threatens to wipe out feminism itself'.27 That is, feminist theory cannot be without a positive standpoint - it cannot be only adversarial. Retreating to postmodern adversarial analysis would foreclose the relations that could be regarded as valuable by people outside the feminist circle. Scientifically, it would lead away from what I think feminist theory should do: generate novel hypotheses that could then be evaluated with evidence, in a way that could lead to convincing results. Politically, as Hawkesworth declares, 'should postmodernism's seductive text gain ascendancy, it will not be an accident that power remains in the hands of the white males who currently possess it. In a world of radical inequality, relativist resignation reinforces the status quo'.
Aff Answers: Realism Perm [1/2]

Realism isn’t completely wrong—it is a necessary starting point for incorporation of feminist perspectives—the totalizing nature of the alternative fails and the perm solves best

Jones 96 [Adam, Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of British Columbia, “Does 'Gender' Make the World Go Round? Feminist Critiques of International Relations,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 22, No. 4 (Oct., 1996), pp. 405-429] 

On what specific assumptions and underpinnings of Realism have recent feminist critiques tended to centre? I will take these in turn, proceeding from Realism’s epistemological assumptions to some of the more policy-specific outgrowths of the ‘Realist mindset’. Again, it is necessary to bear in mind that most of these critiques do not originate with feminism, nor are they unique to it. What is distinctive about the feminist orientation is the incorporation of the gender variable, and the exploration of its influence on women and (to a lesser extent) society as a whole. Opposing dualisms: For the most recent wave of proponents of the so-called reflexive turn in international relations, no epistemological issue is so central as the positivist division of experience into discrete knower and objective known. One has the sense that for post-positivists, scientific rationalism constitutes a kind of Original Sin from which all other transgressions—domination, exploitation, subjugation, even annihilation—follow more or less as a matter of course. It is worth pointing out the criticisms of Realism that seem to derive, in large part, from the increasingly popular post-positivist feminist stance. Prime among these is the depiction of Realism as inextricably bound up with a hierarchical world order. This order is, in turn, predicated on the kind of subject/object distinctions that post-positivists reject. Realists depict themselves and their craft as adopting a dispassionate, ‘objective’ critical stance, standing epistemologically outside the world of international politics, though normatively committed to and engaged with it. Post-positivist feminists, instead see Realism as constructed and bolstered by political hierarchies that generate both rigid conceptual dichotomies. In these feminist eyes, then, the Realist project is compromised from the start. Claims to scholarly autonomy and dispassionate observation are untenable. To analyze the world in Realist terms is to perpetuate an unjust status quo. If the most influential strands of feminism tend now toward a post-positivist orientation, this is not to ignore the strong (and once dominant) strain of feminism that concentrates its efforts on supplementing classical frameworks by incorporating the gender variable. The liberal-feminist tradition tends to view existing structures as masculinist by composition, but not necessarily by definition. It therefore seeks to open up these structures—political, economic, academic—to female candidates and contributions. From this viewpoint, epistemological orientations such as empiricism are seen as innately human, even if their practical and especially public application has ordinarily been a male preserve. Although, as noted, the prominence of this liberal perspective has decline in recent years, there are signs that it may be staging a comeback as some of the more paradoxical and stifling aspects of post-positivism become evident. I do not wish to suggest that all feminists view Realism and a feminist approach to IR as utterly incompatible. One element of the ongoing debate between liberal feminists and their post-positivist counterparts is the occasional recognition that, as with other ‘patriarchal’ paradigms or institutions, Realism may not be so deeply compromised as to require jettisoning. In her appraisal of Hans J. Morgenthau, for instance, Tickner criticizes Realism as only a ‘partial description of international politics’, owing to its deeply embedded masculinist bias. But partial descriptions are partial descriptions; they are not dead wrong. Tickner attacks Morgenthau’s paradigm on several grounds. But her main concern is to offer a ‘feminist reformulation’ of certain Realist principles. In a similar vein, the central problem may not be with objectivity as such, but with objectivity ‘as it is culturally defined… [and] associated with masculinity’. The idea of the ‘national interest’ likewise needs to be rendered more ‘multidimensional and contextually contingent’, but not necessarily abandoned. Tickner stresses: ‘I am not denying the validity of Morgenthau’s world’. Just as Kathy Ferguson emphasizes the importance of ‘negotiat[ing] respectfully with contentious other’. A similar approach is evident in Cynthia Enloe’s Bananas, Beaches and Bases, perhaps the best-known work of feminist IR criticism. Enloe attempts to supplement the classical framework by considering women’s contributions and experiences. But she does not devalue or reject the framework as such. Thus, Enloe looks at international diplomacy, geostrategic military alliances (as symbolized by military bases), international tourism, and the First World-Third World economic relations. The first two are hallmark concerns of the classical paradigm. The third and fourth derive from neo-Marxist and IPE theories. In each case, Enloe presents innovative avenues of inquiry, and in intriguing reworking of perspectives that have grown stale. Her study of international diplomacy, for example, concentrates on the role of diplomatic wives in structuring the ‘informal relationships’ that enable male diplomats ‘to accomplish their political tasks’. Women, she argues, are ‘vital to creating and maintaining trust between men in a hostile world’; negotiations “man-to-man” are most likely to go smoothly if they can take place outside official settings, in the “private” sphere of the home or at gatherings that include wives’. But Enloe does not seem to be proposing a revision of what constitutes ‘the business of international politics’, however critical she may be of the way this business operates, or of the (underacknowledged) supporting roles women play in the business. Scholars have always mined the past for insights and guidance. There is a curiosity, a generosity of spirit, in much feminist writing that may facilitate a provisional modus vivendi, though hardly an alliance, between Realist and feminist scholarship. This would demand of the classical tradition that it acknowledge and correct its blank spaces and biased formulations. Feminism, meanwhile, could glean from Realism some sharp insights into the limited but significant veins of international politics that the classical tradition has long mined, and not without success. Rather less of a cause for optimism is the hollow claim by some feminist IR scholars that they are constructing a radically new theorizing of international relations, and a research agenda to guide the project. In my view, it is the post-positivist lines of analysis that exhibits the widest disparity between stated ambition and substantive contribution. Given this strand’s recent prominence, it is worth considering the claims of one of its major exponents in some detail. Christine Sylvester’s 1994 Feminist 
Aff Answers: Realism Perm [2/2]
Theory and International Relations in a Postmodern Era angrily rejects the notion that feminist theory out to be playing essentially a supplementary role. Criticizing Robert Keohane for proposing something along these lines Sylvester writes: Explicit in this analysis is yet another support for “women.” We who are feminists in the academy are urged to come out of our vague and homesless position in IR in order to provide something that the mainstream [sic] needs and cannot think through and provide using its own powers for reflection… There is, in this admonition, little sense that feminists can set an agenda for ourselves and for IR and really no sense that we may want to interface differently an reqrite-repaint-recook the field rather than join it. But the specifics of the ‘re-visioning’, in Sylvester’s formulation, seem meager. ‘It would be refreshing to see a recreation of the Cuban Missile Crisis from the situated standpoint of John McCone’s wife’, Sylvester writes, because she ‘experienced, and perhaps even influenced, the first round of the bureaucratic politics game’. This is the sole concrete example of a feminist-influenced research agenda that Sylvester advances in a chapter-long discussion of the ‘second debate’ in IR theory. Perhaps such an inquiry would be refreshing, but there is frankly little to indicate that it would be revelatory. And there is no evidence so far the investigations of this type could lead to a radically new theorizing of IR. One would expect, instead, more in the way of historical footnotes. Sylvester’s more detailed attempts to ‘move beyond analysis by metaphor’ and ‘repaint the canvases of IR’ similarly bog down in  movements, setting, and phenomena—the Greenham Common women and Zimbabwean agricultural cooperatives—which strike this writer as marginal, if that word still retains its pejorative connotations.
Aff Answers: Alt Fails—Won’t Get Adopted

The alternative shouldn’t be adopted—it has no practicality to IR because of fear of backlash
Keohane 98 [Robert, Professor of Political Science @ Princeton, “Beyond Dichotomy: Conversations between International Relations and Feminist Theory,” International Studies Quarterly, March 98, Vol. 42 Issue 1, p 194-5)]
Ann Tickner’s article in this journal, “You Just Don’t Understand: Troubled Engagements Between Feminists and IR Theorists,” seeks to generate a missing debate: between feminist students of international relations and what she denotes (1997:613) as “methodologically conventional IR scholars,” who seek knowledge through scientific, or positivist, methodologies. Professor Tickner points out that the states at the heart of international relations theory are deeply gendered hierarchies, and that such hierarchies also structure transnational relations. Conventional definitions of “security” miss the real personal insecurity suffered by people, especially women, who are excluded from power, autonomy, and even from respect, as a result of gendered patterns of social relations. Tickner suggests a research agenda for understanding the connections that she asserts between these unequal social relations, on the one hand, and distributional outcomes and external security-seeking behavior, on the other. These are important contributions, and I hope that Tickner’s thoughtful argument will provoke deep reflection and wide discussion. The absence of sustained responses by established IR theorists frustrates Professor Tickner, for good reason. She suggests that one of the reasons for IR theorists’ silence is ignorance of the contributions that feminist thinking has made. Another reason, however, may be that the politicization of debate on issues related to feminist scholarship has meant that IR scholars fear that if they engage seriously in this debate, they will not provoke a serious discussion but will instead become targets for ad hominem attacks on their motives. My own experience unfortunately provides some support for such fears. On the whole, feminist scholars met my own 1989 efforts to point up connections between institutionalist theory and feminist analysis with silence; the most prominent discussion (to my knowledge) accused me of attempts at manipulation and cooptation, but failed to deal with the substantive issues that I had raised (Weber, 1994). Weber’s rhetoric about “good girls and bad girls” was amusing, but it did not constitute a serious attempt to discuss real issues.
Aff Answers: Alt Fails—Utopian and Realism Good [1/2]
The alternative fails—relies too much on utopian criticism and fails to provide policy alternatives—realism isn’t perfect but provides a strong basis and shouldn’t be rejected
Keohane 98 [Robert, Professor of Political Science at Princeton, “Beyond Dichotomy: Conversations between International Relations and Feminist Theory,” International Studies Quarterly, March 98, Vol. 42 Issue 1, p 194-5]
Taking scholarly work seriously, however, involves not only trying to read it sympathetically, but also offering criticism of arguments that do not seem convincing. My starting point is to accept an insight of much feminist writing: conceptual dichotomies create misleading stereotypes. Professor Tickner mentions four: rational/irrational, fact/value, universal/particular, and public/private. As feminists point out, gender—the social construction of sexual differences—operates largely through the use of such stereotypes. What I will argue here is that Professor Tickner herelf relies too much on three key dichotomies, which seem to me to have misleading implications, and to hinder constructive debate. The first of these dichotomies contrasts “critical theory” with “problem-solving” theory. “Problem-solving [theory] takes the world as it finds it and implicitly accepts the prevailing order as its framework” (1997:619). The second dichotomy pits “hermeneutic, historically-based, humanistic and philosophical traditions” against positivist epistemologies modeled on the natural sciences. Finally, Tickner contrasts a view that emphasizes the social construction of reality with an atomistic, asocial conception of behavior governed by the laws of nature (1997:616, 618-9). International relations theory is portrayed as problem-solving, positivist, and asocial; feminist theory as critical, post-positivist, and sociological. These dichotomies have some rhetorical force; arguably, recent international relations theory has been insufficiently critical, too committed to covering law epistemology, and too mechanistic and asocial, in its reliance on states as actors and on economic logic to analyze their behavior. But few major IR theorists fit the stereotype of being at the problem-solving, positivist, and asocial ends of all three dichotomies. As Tickner herself points out, Hans J. Morgenthau had a deeply normative purpose: to prevent the recurrence of war generated by ideologies such as fascism and communism. Since Morgenthau was a refugee from Nazism, he hardly accepted the prevailing world order of the late 1930s and early 1940s as the framework for his analysis! Kenneth N. Waltz, the leader in neorealist theory, has famously relied on “socialization” as a major (although insufficiently specified) process in world politics, which makes him a poor candidate for a proponent of “asocial” theories. And Stephen Walt—one of Tickner’s targets—has been highly critical of game-theoretic methodology. The problem with Tickner’s dichotomies, however, goes much deeper. The dichotomies should be replaced by continua, with the dichotomous characterizations at the poles. Each analyst of world politics has to locate herself or himself somewhere along the dimensions between critical and problem-solving theory, nomothetic and narrative epistemology, and a social or structural conception of international relations. In my view, none of the ends of these continua are the optimal places to rest one’s perspective. Criticism of the world, by itself, becomes a jeremiad, often resting implicitly on a utopian view of human potential. Without analysis, furthermore, it constitutes merely the opinion of one or a number of people. On the other hand, implicit or complacent acceptance of the world as it is would rob the study of international relations of much of its meaning. How could one identify “problems” without criticism at some level? The issue is not problem-solving vs. critical theory—a convenient device for discarding work that one does not wish to accept—but how deeply the criticism should go. For example, most students of war study it because they hope to expose its evils or to control it in some way: few do so to glorify war as such. But the depth of their critique varies. Does the author reject certain acts of warfare, all warfare, all coercion, or the system of states itself? The deeper the criticism, the more wide-ranging the questions. Narrowly problem-solving work, as in much policy analysis, often ignores the most important causal factors in a situation because they are not manipulable in the short run. However, the most critical and wide-ranging an author’s perspective, the more difficult it is to do comparative empirical analysis. An opponent of some types of war can compare the causes of different wars, as a way to help eliminate those that are regarded as pernicious; but the opponent of the system of states has to imagine the counterfactual situation of a system without states. The second dichotomy—positivist v. post-positivist—is also misleading. There is a wide range of adherence, in international relations, to more or less nomothetic theoretical claims, and to aspirations of greater or less adherence to canons associated with natural science. Scientific success is not the attainment of objective truth, but the attainment of wider agreement on descriptive facts and causal relationships, based on transparent and replicable methods. Even those who seek scientific generalization recognize the importance of descriptive work, and of investigating issues that are not amenable to statistical analysis, due to their complexity, contingency, and lack of homogeneity between the units to be compared (King, Keohane, and Verba, 1994). No serious students of international relations expect to discover meaningful universal laws that operate deterministically, since they recognize that no generalization is meaningful without specification of its scope conditions. The point is that a sophisticated view of science overcomes the objectivist-subjectivist dichotomy, and forces the investigator to make interrelated choices about purposes, subject matter, and methods. One can recognize that knowledge is socially constructed without giving up on efforts to widen intersubjective agreement about important issues, and to specify more fully the conditions under which some important outcomes are more or less likely to occur. For instance, our current knowledge of the conditions under which various strategies in international crises lead to war or settlement (Gelpi, 1997; Huth, 1996) is surely an advance over aphorisms such as “to achieve peace, prepare for war,” or “deterrence does (or does not) work.” But it would be foolish to believe that one could understand the Cuban Missile Crisis simply on the basis of generalizations, however valid, about crisis management. Narratives, and an understanding 
Aff Answers: Alt Fails—Utopian and Realism Good [2/2]
of personal psychology, play an essential role in understanding unique events.  Finally, the social-asocial dichotomy is misleading because social behavior consists of individual choices constrained by social, economic, and political structures, and by institutions. Choices are made on the basis of normative, descriptive, and causal beliefs, all of which are deeply socially constructed. It is a platitude that our beliefs are culturally conditioned and transmitted. Hence all human action is in a profound sense social. Yet as Marx said, people make their own history, but not “as they please.” Choices are made within structures of demography, material scarcity, and power—and within institutions that affect the incentives and opportunities available to actors, as well a constraining them. It seems ill-advised to locate oneself on the extreme end of any of these three continua: it is not sensible to choose between critical and problem-solving theory; commitment to nomothetic, objective science and attention to particularity; emphasis on social construction of reality and constraints—material, political, and institutional. Aspects of all of these loci of attention can enrich the study of international relations. On each continuum, trade-offs exist: movement along the continuum achieve gains on one dimension, but incur losses on another. Where to locate oneself depends, among other things, on the condition of world politics at the moment, the state of our knowledge of the issues, and the nature of the problem to be investigated. 

Aff Answers: Perm Solvency

The perm solves best—while feminism might be good it isn’t useful unless combined with current social science explorations into IR

Keohane 98 [Robert, Professor of Political Science at Princeton, “Beyond Dichotomy: Conversations between International Relations and Feminist Theory,” International Studies Quarterly, March 98, Vol. 42 Issue 1, p 194-5] 

Recent constructivist work in international relations (Finnemore, 1996; Katzenstein, 1996) has demonstrated how theoretical imagination and empirical exploration can be enhanced, and made more persuasive to the community of international relations scholars, by a commitment to a relatively conventional epistemology. As Katzenstein, Jepperson, and Wendt suggest, “[T]he literature is prone to conflate substantive and theoretical differences with methodological ones, as if a theoretical departure necessarily depends on some methodological uniqueness. It need not” (Katzenstein, Jepperson, and Wendt, 1996:68). Constructivist work in international relations has articulated new concepts, identified puzzles unexplained by previous theory, and begun to articulate interesting hypotheses about behavior. Since this work is exploratory, the concepts are not always clearly specified and the evidence is often fragmentary rather than comprehensive; but the procedures being followed are consistent with a broad conception of the scientific method. Other scholars, not previously committed to these views, are paying more attention to work of scholars such as Finnemore and Katzenstein than to arguments that conflate similar theoretical innovations with dismissal of the desirability of systematic, disciplined efforts to evaluate propositions with evidence. Careful scientific work does not have to aggregate homogenous units, much less use quantitative data. When events are unique—whether the subject is dinosaur extinction, a murder, or a particular path—dependent sequence of political actions—the investigator may have to act more like a detective than like a statistician. But the basic method of social science remains the same: make a conjecture about causality; formulate that conjecture as an hypothesis, consistent with established theory (and perhaps deduced from it, at least in part); specify the observable implications of the hypothesis; test for whether those implications obtain in the real world; and overall, ensure that one’s procedures are publicly known and replicable. Relevant evidence has to be brought to bear on hypotheses generated by theory for the theory to be meaningful. Feminists give us wise advice to dispense with sexist dichotomies. I think that conversations among students of international relations—nonfeminist, feminist, neofeminist, quasi-feminist, and post-feminist—will be advanced if we extend this advice to common but misleading dichotomies about theory and method in our own discipline. We need more cogent contingent generalizations about international relations—scientific because based on publicly known methods and checked by a community of scholars, working both critically and cooperatively. These generalizations will not stand forever—no science does—but if successful they could command wider intersubjective agreement, forming the basis for more discriminating and subtle analysis. The questions asked, and the methods, will reflect our preoccupations and critical dissatisfactions, as members of particular societies at a particular time: hence the findings will indeed be socially constructed. Furthermore, insofar as these generalizations are worthwhile, they will not claim excessive comprehensiveness: events that follow pathways created by individual action are unlikely to be meaningful explained by covering law. Most of all, we should all be sufficiently humble to recognize that the points on which we have chosen to place our emphasis—the trade-offs we accept—are not privileged. Comparable questions could be posed about transnational relations. To what extent do gendered inequalities within societies extend to transnational relations—as, for instance, in tolerating or even encouraging the operation of brothels near military bases, or in the hiring practices of Japanese-based multinational enterprises operating in the United States? Once again, however, questions will not be enough: feminist IR scholars will need to supply the answers that will convince others—including those not ideologically predisposed to being convinced. Specifying their propositions, and providing systematically gathered evidence to test these propositions, will be essential: scientific method, in the broadest sense, is the best path toward convincing current nonbelievers of the validity of the message that feminists are seeking to deliver. We will only “understand” each other if IR scholars are open to the important questions that feminist theories raise and if feminists are willing to formulate their hypotheses in ways that are testable—and falsifiable—with evidence.
Aff Answers: Realism Good/Inevitable

Realism is good and inevitable

Mearsheimer 1 [Professor of political science @ 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.
Domination in IR is inevitable—human nature

Thayer 2K [Bradley, political scientist and an associate professor in Missouri State University's Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, the MIT Press, International Security, Vol. 25, No. 2(Autumn 2000), pp. 124-151, "Bringing in Darwin: Evolutionary Theory, Realism, and International Politics”)]
The second ultimate cause of egoistic and dominating behavior is given by Morgenthau: Humans behave as they do because they possess an animus dominandi.24 They seek power because human nature is fundamentally egoistic and malignant. Thus conflict and war occur because human nature is bad.25 Thomas Hobbes provided the foundation for this second, secular, pillar of realist thought: Humans are ruled by an insatiable desire for power.26 This lust for power has created a state of war in which humans live in reciprocal and permanent fear of violent death, and in which peace is always precarious. According to Morgenthau, the "desire for power ... concerns itself not with the individual's survival but with his position among his fellows once his sur- vival has been secured.... His lust for power would be satisfied only if the last became an object of his domination, there being nobody above or beside him, that is, if he became like God."27 So encompassing is this desire for power that the tendency to dominate "is an element of all human associations, from the family through fraternal and professional associations and local political organizations, to the state."28 Two types of behavior are the proximate causes of the realist argument: ego- ism and domination.29 Egoism will cause an individual to place his interests before those of others, the interests of himself and his family before those of more distant relatives, and the interests of relatives before those of his community, state, and so on.30 The desire to dominate, realists believe, is inherent and often leads to physical aggression against those who oppose  n of the primitive cell into ever larger components, organs, and so on to create what Dawkins calls "survival machines." He explains one's objectives. State leaders are expected to mirror this ordering by putting the interests of their state before those of others or of the world community, and by striving to dominate other states. Realists argue that only by possessing power can individuals attack and conquer others as well as deter and defend themselves from attack. The principal result of this process is that balances of power will form and reform cyclically, producing both periods of stability and intense security competition in international politics.
Aff Answers: Essentialism

The negs equating of peace with womyn is essentialist—reproduces gender hierarchies
Tickner 1 [Ann, Professor @ the School of International Relations USC, B.A. in History, U London, M.A. in IR, Yale, PhD in pol science, “Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era”, http://www.ciaonet.org/book/tia01/index.html]

 
While these maternal images have often been quite successful in motivating women’s peace movements, they have made many feminists uncomfortable. Lynne Segal—while seeing women’s peace movements as among the strongest progressive forces of the 1980s—is troubled by the notion of an inherent pacifism in women and also by the tendency of women’s peace politics to reduce analyses of militarism to a matter of individual psychology. An ideology of women’s essential difference, typical of radical feminism, may encourage men to fight for fear of appearing unmanly; moreover, biological reductionism does not allow for change.78 In a context of a male-dominated society, the association of men with war and women with peace also reinforces gender hierarchies and false dichotomies that contribute to the devaluation of both women and peace. The association of women and peace with idealism in IR, which I have argued is a deeply gendered concept, has rendered it less legitimate in the discourse of international relations. Although peace movements that have relied on maternal images may have had some success, they do nothing to change existing gender relations; this allows men to remain in control and continue to dominate the agenda of world politics, and it continues to render women’s voices as inauthentic inmatters of foreign policymaking. An example of the negative consequences of associating women with peace is Francis Fukuyama’s discussion of the biological roots of human aggression and its association with war. Fukuyama claims that women are more peaceful than men—a fact that, he believes, for the most part is biologically determined. Therefore, a world run by women would be a more peaceful world. However, Fukuyama claims that only in the West is the realization of what he calls a “feminized” world likely; since areas outside the West will continue to be run by younger aggressive men, Western men, who can stand up to threats posed by dangers from outside, must remain in charge, particularly in the area of international politics.79 Besides its implications for reinforcing a disturbing North/South split, this argument is deeply conservative; given the dangers of an aggressive world, women must be kept in their place and out of international politics.80 The leap from aggressive men to aggressive states is also problematic. There is little evidence to suggest that men are “naturally” aggressive and women are “naturally” peaceful; as bell hooks reminds us, black women are very likely to feel strongly that whitewomen have been quite violent and militaristic in their support of racism.81 Traditional concepts of masculinity and femininity that sustain war require an exercise of power: they are not inevitable. 82 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 diplomacyand compromise. The authors therefore saw a connection between feminism and positive attitudes about the resolution of international conflict.
Aff Answers: Alt Can’t Solve Warming

The alternative can’t solve warming—it only reproduces gendered hierarchies by pushing womyn to the frontline of the climate agenda
Kirkwood 9 [Elizabeth, Writer for The Guardian, November 11, “Climate Change is not a feminist issue”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cif-green/2009/nov/11/population-feminism-climate-change]

It's tempting to suggest that climate change, and in particular the question of population control, is a feminist issue. For starters it allows us to put a clear culprit in the dock: find the right stats and hey presto: "Men are all bastards and their irresponsible actions are destroying the planet."  Mary Fitzgerald recently argued that population control is at heart a feminist issue because, if women across the globe (and particularly those in "developing" nations) are given the right to control their bodies via universal birth control, this will halt the potentially disastrous upward curve of the birth rate. Alex Renton has also urged that "population reduction is best achieved by ensuring women's equality and improving their education, while providing cheap and effective birth control."  All this talk of "female education" in the name of feminism pinging round the blogosphere in the run-up to Copenhagen is making me twitchy. I've no qualm with the two threads of Renton's argument when contended independently, but there is an intrinsic risk in compounding them under an "eco-feminist umbrella". Why, when it comes to birth control, is the onus still exclusively placed on female education, and not male education?  One obvious danger lies in making the burden of tackling population control – and by implication climate change – the accepted and sole responsibility of the world's female population. Have all these "uneducated" women been single-handedly overpopulating the world via a process of amoeba-like fission of which I am unaware?  There is a self-defeating logic in simultaneously pointing the finger at men and yet trying to exclude them from further discussion about women's rights and birth control. Writing on the Reality Check website, Edwin Okongo rightly criticised the gender bias in aid given to "developing" nations in the name of feminism: "We can spend 10 times the billions of dollars proposed to empower all the women of the world, but those efforts will be in vain if we don't empower men."  Okongo's reasoning highlights why branding climate change an issue of feminism is at best inadequate, and at worst divisive, by pre-emptively splitting men's interests from those of women's. Furthermore, it provides male "deniers" a cushy little get-out clause to smugly wheel out at parties: "Ain't my problem anyway – it's down to you gals now." Let us not pour more fuel on that crazy fire. When it comes to climate change, men have equal responsibility – whether they live in sub-Saharan African or SW1.  Equally, to suggest, as Jess McCabe has, that women are more "likely to bear the brunt of climate change as 70% of the world's poor are women", thereby placing women "on the frontline of climate change," is slack thinking, and says as much about the skewed state of feminism in western society today as it does about the limited choices of women in non-western ones. Even if 70% of the world's poor are women, this doesn't make the threat of climate change a feminist issue - it makes it a humanitarian one. Interestingly, the Women's Manifesto on Climate Change, which supplies this stat, justifies its posture by declaring that "women are far more concerned about environmental issues than men." Little wonder, if you box it up as a women's group interest only.  And let us not forget, offering birth control doesn't automatically mean that women are treated as equal to men. The notion of "reproductive justice" is more complex, if not elusive. Women in western societies are still held primarily responsible for the provision of birth control, but was this really the zenith of feminist ideals? It may have allowed women to sleep with who they want, but it hardly encourages, how shall I say, "sustainable activity" on the part of men. Instead, it arguably perpetuates the still acceptable myth that men can sow their seed where they like and "liberated" women can pick up the pieces.  When it comes to gender equality and climate change, we are all on the "frontline", regardless of gender or geography. We don't need well-wrung stats to accuse one gender over another – hop down to Oxford Street, if you dare, and you'll encounter just as many women as men buying into mass consumerism, which contributes to environmental destruction.  Eco-feminism tends to divide rather than unite, and risks packaging environmental responsibility as "emasculating", reinforcing rigid notions of masculinity – a hazard which similarly applies to recycling, taking your own shopping bag, and not eating meat. We need to stop thinking about the environment as "mother nature" being abused by men, which in turn will be saved by women exclusively. 
