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The Aff’s use of traditional security discourse creates gendered representatios of situations within international relations. These representations of masculine realist state actors inevitably result in violence and war due to their inherent gendered nature and opposition to non-western values. The alternative is to problematize the affs gendered discourse of security. Only by destroying the neutrality of their discourse can true change be enacted.
Harrison 2003 (Deborah, Adjunct Professor of Sociology at the University of New Brunswick, Military Masculinities Identity and the State, edited by Paul Higate, pgs. 73-82, HC)

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

***Links***

Link- IR

The construction of an ever present threat, through State and Realist discourses within International Relations are shaped through Hegemonic masculinities. 

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

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

Link- Techno Strategic Discourse

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

Cohn 1987 (Carol, Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights, “Sex and Death in the Rational World of Defense Intellectuals,” Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society, vol. 12, no. 4) BN.

Sexual imagery has, of course, been a part of the world of warfare since long before nuclear weapons were even a gleam in a physicist's eye. The history of the atomic bomb project itself is rife with overt images of competitive male sexuality, as is the discourse of the early nuclear physi​cists, strategists, and SAC commanders.15 Both the military itself and the arms manufacturers are constantly exploiting the phallic imagery and promise of sexual domination that their weapons so conveniently suggest. A quick glance at the publications that constitute some of the research sources for defense intellectuals makes the depth and pervasiveness of the imagery evident.Air Force Magazine's advertisements for new weapons, for example, rival Playboy as a catalog of men's sexual anxieties and fantasies. Consider the following, from the June 1985 issue: emblazoned in bold letters across the top of a two-page advertisement for the AV-8B Harrier II—"Speak Softly and Carry a Big Stick." The copy below boasts "an exceptional thrust to weight ratio" and "vectored thrust capability that makes the . . . unique rapid response possible." Then, just in case we've failed to get the mes​sage, the last line reminds us, "Just the sort of'Big Stick' Teddy Roosevelt had in mind way back in 1901."ISAn ad for the BKEP (BLU-1067B) reads:The Only Way to Solve Some Problems is to Dig Deep.  THE BOMB, KINETIC ENEBGYPENETRATOR"Will provide the tactical air commander with efficient power to deny or significantly delay enemy airfield operations." "Designed to maximize runway cratering by optimizing penetration dynamics and utilizing the most efficient warhead yet designed.""(In case the symbolism of "cratering" seems far-fetched, I must point out that I am not the first to see it. The French use the Mururoa Atoll in the South Pacific for their nuclear tests and assign a woman's name to each of the craters they gouge out of the earth.)Another, truly extraordinary, source of phallic imagery is to be found in descriptions of nuclear blasts themselves. Here, for example, is one by journalist William Laurence, who was brought to Nagasaki by the Air Force to witness the bombing. "Then, just when it appeared as though the thing had settled down in to a state of permanence, there came shooting out of the top a giant mushroom that increased the size of the pillar to a total of 45,000 feet. The mushroom top was even more alive than the pillar, seething and boiling in a white fury of creamy foam, sizzling upward and then descending earthward, a thousand geysers rolled into one. It kept struggling in an elemental fury, like a creature in the act of breaking the bonds that held it down."18Given the degree to which it suffuses their world, that defense intellec​tuals themselves use a lot of sexual imagery does not seem especially surprising. Nor does it, by itself, constitute grounds for imputing motiva​tion. For me, the interesting issue is not so much the imagery's psychody-namic origins, as how it functions. How does it serve to make it possible for strategic planners and other defense intellectuals to do their macabre work? How does it function in their construction of a work world that feels tenable? Several stories illustrate the complexity.During the summer program, a group of us visited the New London Navy base where nuclear submarines are homeported and the General Dynamics Electric Boat boatyards where a new Trident submarine was being constructed. At one point during the trip we took a tour of a nuclear powered submarine. When we reached the part of the sub where the missiles are housed, the officer accompanying us turned with a grin and asked if we wanted to stick our hands through a hole to "pat the missile." Pat the missile?The image reappeared the next week, when a lecturer scornfully declared that the only real reason for deploying cruise and Pershing II missiles in Western Europe was "so that our allies can pat them." Some months later, another group of us went to be briefed at NORAD (the North American Aerospace Defense Command). On the way back, our plane went to refuel at Offut Air Force Base, the Strategic Air Command head​quarters near Omaha, Nebraska. When word leaked out that our landing would be delayed because the new B-l bomber was in the area, the plane became charged with a tangible excitement that built as we flew in our holding pattern, people craning their necks to try to catch a glimpse of the B-l in the skies, and climaxed as we touched down on the runway and hurtled past it. Later, when I returned to the Center I encountered a man who, unable to go on the trip, said to me enviously, "I hear you got to pat a B-l."What is all this "patting"? What are men doing when they "pat" these high-tech phalluses? Patting is an assertion of intimacy, sexual possession, affectionate domination. The thrill and pleasure of "patting the missile" is the proximity of all that phallic power, the possibility of vicariously appro​priating it as one's own.But if the predilection for patting phallic objects indicates something of the homoerotic excitement suggested by the language, it also has another side. For patting is not only an act of sexual intimacy. It is also what one does to babies, small children, the pet dog. One pats that which is small, cute, and harmless—not terrifyingly destructive. Pat it, and its lethality disappears.Much of the sexual imagery I heard  was rife with the sort of ambiguity suggested by "patting the missiles." The imagery can be construed as a deadly serious display of the connections between masculine sexuality and the arms race. At the same time, it can also be heard as a way of minimizing the seriousness of militarist endeavors, of denying their deadly conse​quences. A former Pentagon target analyst, in telling me why he thought plans for "limited nuclear war" were ridiculous, said, "Look, you gotta understand that it's a pissing contest—you gotta expect them to use every​thing they've got." What does this image say? Most obviously, that this is all about competition for manhood, and thus there is tremendous danger. But at the same time, the image diminishes the contest and its outcomes, by representing it as an act of boyish mischief.

Link – Rationality (1)

Instrumental rationality is created through the competitive order of Western men.

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

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

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

Tickner 2005 (J. Ann, professor at the School of International Relations, University of Southern California, “What Is Your Research Program? Some Feminist Answers to International Relations Methodological Questions” International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 49, No. 1, pp. 1-21) BN.

These two cases, as with most feminist IR research, have avoided quantitative methods. In fact, many feminist researchers across the disciplines have manifested an open hostility to statistics and quantitative methods deeming them part of patriarchal culture’s monolithic of “hard facts” (Reinharz, 1992:87). It is certainly true that, as my case studies have demonstrated, fitting women and other marginalized people into methodologically conventional quantitative frameworks has been problematic. Many of the experiences of women’s lives have not yet been documented or analyzed either within social science disciplines or by states. The choices that states make about which data to collect is a political act. Traditional ways in which data are collected and analyzed do not lend themselves to answering many of the questions that feminists raise. The data that are available to scholars and, more importantly the data that are not, determine which research questions get asked and how they are answered. Marilyn Waring describes how national accounting systems have been shaped and reshaped to help states frame their national security policies – specifically to understand how to pay for wars.32 In national accounting systems no value is attached to the environment, to unpaid work, to the reproduction of human life, or to its maintenance or care, tasks generally undertaken by women (Waring, 1988:3-4). Political decisions are made on the basis of data that policy elites choose to collect (Waring, 1988:302). Waring goes on to assert that, under the guise of value- free science, the economics of accounting has constructed a reality which believes that “value” results only when (predominantly) men interact with the marketplace (Waring, 1988:17-18).Maria Mies also argues that quantitative research methods are instruments for structuring reality in certain ways; she claims that she is not against every form of statistics but rather its claim to have a monopoly on accurately describing the world. Statistical procedures serve to legitimize and universalize certain power relations because they give a “stamp of truth” to the definitions upon which they are based (Mies, 1991:67). For example, the term “male head of household” came out of a definition of a traditional western middle-class patriarchal family but does not correspond with present reality given that a majority of women either work in the waged sector to supplement family income or are themselves heads of households. However, it is a term that has been used, either explicitly or implicitly, in national accounting procedures and by international aid agencies and thus has had significant consequences for women’s classification as workers, receivers of social benefits, and refugees. Women’s work, often unpaid, as farmers, workers in family bus inesses, and caregivers is frequently overlooked in the compilation of labor statistics. Crime statistics underreport women’s victimization in the private sphere, where most violent crimes go unreported. Feminist rejection of statistical analysis results both from a realization that the questions they ask can rarely be answered by using standard classifications of available data and from an understanding that such data may actually conceal the relationships they deem important.33 These concerns, along with the methodological predispositions that I discussed in the first part of this paper, raise important issues concerning statistical measures of gender (in)equality, measures that are important for the research question asked by Keohane as to whether states with highly unequal gendered hierarchies would behave differently internationally from those with less unequal domestic social structures. Since Keohane raised this question in 1998 there have been attempts to answer it using quantitative methods. For example, Mary Caprioli and Mark Boyer have used quantitative social science data and statistical methods – the International Crises Behavior data set and multinomial logistic regression – to attempt to answer the question as to whether there is a relationship between domestic gender equality and states’ use of violence internationally. Gender equality is measured in terms of percentage of women in parliament and number of years that women had the right to vote at the time of the beginning of the conflict. While they admit that there have not been enough female leaders to establish any correlation between women’s leadership roles and states’ lessened use of violence, their results do show that, according to their measures of gender equality, the severity of violence used by states in international crises decreases as domestic gender equality increases. 
Link – Rationality (2)

Claims of rationality are inherently masculine

Nagl-Docekal 1999 (Herta, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Vienna, “The Feminist Critique of Reason Revisited”, Hypatia, Volume 14, Issue 1, Project Muse, HC)

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

Policymaking Ignores Feminine Perspectives

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

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

Link – Security (1)

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

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

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

Continued below..

Link – Security (2)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Link: Proliferation

Proliferation is based within Western discourses of nuclear power while provoking dichotomies of normalization

Gusterson, associate professor of Anthropology, 99 (Hugh Gusterson, Associate Professor of Anthropology, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Nuclear Weapons and the Other in Western Imagination, CULTURAL ANTHROPOLOGY, February 1999, JSTOR)

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

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

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

“Proliferation, ” as used in Western political discourse, does not simply refer to the “multiplication” of weapons of mass destruction on the planet. Rather, it constructs some WMD as a problem, and others as unproblematic. It does so by assuming pre-existing, legitimate possessors of the weapons, implicitly not only entitled to those weapons, but to “modernize” and develop new “generations” of them as well. The “problematic” WMD are only those that “spread” into the arsenals of other, formerly non-possessor states. This is presumably the basis for the “licit/illicit” distinction in the question; it does not refer to the nature of the weapons themselves, nor even to the purposes for which they are intended – only, in the case of nuclear weapons, to who the possessor is, where “licitness” is based on the treaty-enshrined “we got there first.” Thus, use of the term “proliferation” tends to locate the person who uses it within a possessor state, and aligns him or her with the political stance favoring the hierarchy of state power enshrined in the current distribution of WMD. The framing of Question Four. “... is it proper to deny [WMD] possession to others for the same purposes?”, seems similarly based in a possessor state perspective, as it is presumably the possessor states who must decide whether it is proper to deny possession to others.  

Link- State 

Feminism has shifted away from womyn’s exclusions and transformed into the understanding of multifaceted systems of power concerning gender. The state not only constructs gender but gender helps constitute the state and is thus fundamental to the construction of the state. 

Kantola in 2k7

ohanna Kantola. The British Journal of Politics and International Relations, Volume 9, Issue 2, Page 270-283, May 2007, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-856X.2007.00283.x

Most feminist IR scholars write about gender as opposed to women (see Zalewski 1998). The gender and the state literature moves from analysing sexist states to patriarchal and later to gendered states. Gender is not a variable in such analyses but rather an analytical category that conceives of gender as a social construct. The focus shifts from women's exclusion from state institutions to understanding the gendered structures of these institutions and to transforming them. Definitions of power are not unidirectional but multifaceted. The notion of gendered states points to the subtle reproduction of a certain gender system and gender power orders (Peterson 1992; Pettman 1996b; True 2001). Not only do states construct gender, but gender constitutes the state. The state is a process rather than an easily defined set of institutions as above. This calls for a focus on the complex relations between gender and the state and on the processes that continue to reproduce gender hierarchies in states. Marianne Marchand and Ann Sisson Runyan give an example of the neo-liberal discourse on globalisation, in which the state is typically ‘feminised’ in relation to the more robust market by being represented as a drag on the global economy that must be subordinated and minimised (Marchand and Runyan 2000, 14). However, the state also paradoxically takes on a new role by becoming more akin to the private sector and is thus remasculinised as it is internationalised to assist global capital and as its coercive and surveillance capacities are being enhanced (Marchand and Runyan 2000, 14). Gender is thus fundamental to the construction of the state.

The aff portrays the state as a person who can deploy actions. this gives the state human characteristic which reresent rationality, indentity and beliefs. Those characteristics create the state as a masculine actor who controls, manipulates and feminizes other states, espesically in the Middle East. 

Kantola in 2k7

ohanna Kantola. The British Journal of Politics and International Relations, Volume 9, Issue 2, Page 270-283, May 2007, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-856X.2007.00283.x

In addition to sovereignty and the distinction between domestic and international politics, feminists have questioned the fiction of the ‘state as person’, which has the most important identity in international relations (Pettman 1996b, 4). When states are discussed as actors or persons, they are often given human characteristics: rationality, identity, interests and beliefs. Alexander Wendt (2004, 291) argues that ‘states as persons’ are real because they are intentional purposeful actors. In IR, states are indeed more than their territories and institutions. The state has an identity, the defence of which is in the national interest.Feminists argue that the state as person is a masculine actor. The masculine identity of states is built upon the values of rationality and aggressiveness (Steans 1998, 48). The values attached to masculinity and femininity can be seen in the words used to describe states: ‘rogue states’ are uncontrollable masculine problem cases, ‘nightwatchman states’ are minimalist masculine states. Feminine epithets are used to delegitimise states: ‘nanny states’ are feminine welfare states that result in problematic dependency relations and inhibit competition and market values (Sawer 1996, 124). For example, the fighting, active and hyper-masculine identity of the state of Israel is argued to be constructed on the distinction from the passive feminised Jewish diaspora (Lentin 2000, 94).

Link- Weapons Reduction

War is unbounded. The weapons of violence are interlocked with institutions of violence. The aff’s belief that it can challenge 1 part of the system effectively IS part of the institutionalization of war.

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

It is not that we fail to distinguish between war and peace, or make distinctions between kinds of violence; but in our vision, and in contrast to much just war theory, it is crucial to not separate war from either the preparations made for it (preparations taken in the widest possible, including the social costs of maintaining large standing armies and the machinery of deterrence), or from its long term physical, psychological, socio-economic, environmental, and gendered effects. This conception of war is sometimes explicit in feminist writings, typically implied by the rhetoric and symbols of feminist movements, and fundamental to our response to conference questions.14 Women’s war and post-war stories underline the unboundedness of war in at least two different dimensions: cultural and practical. Culturally, war is understood as a creation and creator of the culture in which it thrives. War’s violence is not understood as separate and apart from other social practices. There is a continuum of violence running from bedroom, to boardroom, factory, stadium, classroom and battlefield, “traversing our bodies and our sense of self.”15 Weapons of violence, and representations of those weapons, travel through interlocking institutions – economic, political, familial, technological and ideological. These institutions prepare some people but not others to believe in the effectiveness of violence, to imagine and acquire weapons, to use and justify using force to work their will. They prepare some but not others to renounce, denounce or passively submit to force, to resist or accept the war plans put before them.

Link- Deterrence

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

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

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

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

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

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

Link- National Identity/ Hegemony (1)

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

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

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

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

Link-National identity

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

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

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

Link- Military Action

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

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

In discussing masculine identity formation and transformation in military cultures, we are concerned with the role of meaningful ideas and practices in a distinctive area of social life. Depending on the social context within which we find a man, he may be a serviceman or he may be a father, a sportsman, a husband, and so on. The identity of a man is contingent on the social situation and the particular type of social discourse that assigns meaning of "being" to him at that particular moment in time. Put plainly, compatible ideas, values, and ideologies may be articulated into various discursive frameworks or "interpretative repertoires" that help inform identities in different ways, at different times, and in different contexts. Howarth (1995) refers to discourses as "systems of meaning" that" shape the way people understand their roles in society and influence their activities ... the concept of discourse involves all types of social and political practice, as well as institutions and organisations within its frame of reference.?" People's attitudes and behaviors in different situations are directed by knowledge and practices derived from particular institutionalized discourses, that is, systems of meaning or frames of reference. Many career situations provide this wider frame of reference, constructing identities and appropriate attitudes and behaviors around the work role. Janowitz (1960) remarks that a form of" doctrination" to military organizational discourses occurs in the military, effected through the" daily routine of military existence" and resulting in the formation and maintenance of military identities." The military has its own institutions for training and continuous socialization, in which the person's work is felt to be his or her whole life, 8 and where the "presenting self" of new recruits is effectively destroyed as they are immersed in the naval routine and separated from the outside world. Many servicemen come to value this separation and develop a sense of pride and self esteem in their new and different role. Indeed, it is this separation and symbolic differentiation that helps to maintain naval identities both in work and out. This argument is adopted by Morgan in his exposition of hegemonic military masculinity; where he suggests that "the informal cultures that elaborate in the course of military training and beyond ... are linked to strong and hegemonic definitions of masculinity." Here, certain notions of masculinity are dominant in military culture, excluding, for example, the interests and acceptability of women and homosexuals. Morgan proposes that hegemonic masculinity is strengthened by two key factors: boundedness (from wider civilian society) and the pervasiveness of military values (into civilian society). In relation to the former, he refers to the boundedness of the military in terms of Goffman's "total institutions. '" Indeed, the British armed services may appear to share some common features with total institutions whereby institutional members are isolated from the wider society, although this definition refers mainly to army communities. Certainly, all military institution are bounded to varying degrees by their very nature: The need for an element of secrecy and, often, safety to members of the public mean military facilities and civilian society are kept at arm's length both socially and geographically. However, to say with confidence that the various military represent total institutions as Goffman defines them is problematic. Recent developments in relation to the civilianization of some traditionally military tasks, and the introduction of civilian personnel to military organizations, has had some impact on the boundedness of the military, as has the trend toward household owner-occupation in civilian areas.'! Access to the outside civilian world, though sometimes difficult, is hardly restricted in a total sense, although the exception is perhaps the time spent on ships at sea in the Royal Navy. Nevertheless, the high degree of isolation of service personnel is important in terms of socialization and the internalization of service culture, and, as such, boundedness does have some resonance here. The issue of pervasiveness relative to Britain's armed forces is perhaps less straightforward. In militaristic societies, military cultures will be visible to all and relevant to military personnel and civilians alike. However, in British society, pervasiveness is less extensive. Despite recent media coverage and fly-onthe-wall documentaries of military life, military institutions remain something of an unknown quantity to many in civilian life, even in towns with a strong military presence. Nevertheless, pervasiveness does appear to be highly relevant in terms of the extension of military discourses to the private sphere of families and kinship-friendship networks. The British military forces are organized around predetermined schedules, codes, and disciplines that inevitably extend into the private worlds of their members to the extent where the boundaries between work and home are often indistinguishable. The military career, along with its associated discourses, is extended into many different aspects of servicemen and women's lives, often at the cost of their personal privacy and  freedom. It is therefore pertinent to consider that discourses represent controlling aspects of military culture and organization. Foucauldian critical discourse analysis is concerned precisely with the ways in which discursive formations refer to systematic bodies of ideas that claim to produce valid knowledge about the world." In so doing, discourses present a particular reality that serves the interests of those who formulate or direct them (in this case, promoting the hegemony of the military institution over its members). This is a persuasive argument when the demanding nature of the military organization is taken into account, even more so when its members may be required to put their lives on the line for it. It also holds support for Morgan's notion of hegemonic masculinity, where distinctive notions of masculinity are used to inform and direct particular attitudes and behaviors at the expense of other, less appropriate ones. The relevance of hegemonic masculinity cannot be overstated here. The very notion of the warrior in classical militarism provides us with a key symbol of masculinity, one that endures despite social, political, and technological developments in modern warfare and peacekeeping. 
Link-Military (1)

The Military is a product of society using gender dichotomies to reinforce masculine traits

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

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

Continued below..

Link-Military (2)

represented a new instrument of coercion, directed not merely at the enemies of a ruling elite but at its very own subjects. Wittfogel describes a similar dynamic for what he terms "hydraulic society"; its objective of harnessing water required the harnessing of the will of populations. He identifies the same shift to authoritarianism in the army, noting that soldiers in the hydraulic state lacked the protection of II democratic check or feudal contracts ... they came when they were summoned; they marched where they were told; they fought as long as the ruler wanted them to fight." 44 Feudal armies, by contrast, were notorious for their lack of discipline, with officers as likely to disobey as were the rank and file to be careless and reckless. In sum, this review of the army's ancient origins highlights the internal repression unique to this form of social organization. It is the archaic army's form of authoritarian social organization that has come down to us through the millennia. Whereas warriors in pre-state societies must be induced, persuaded, or humiliated into fighting in the absence of overarching coercive structures, in state societies armies are coercive structures, and control the principal agents and executors of state violence against their own members. WHY MILITARY MASCULINITY? To recapitulate, the above anthropological and historical narratives on war and gender prompt us to question the masculine social organization of warfare in the form of the military and to investigate the military's organizational means for extracting obedience from its members: its authoritarianism. More-over, these comparative perspectives are mutually informing: examining the military's authoritarianism furthers our understanding of the means by which this organization commits its soldiers to its high-risk, potentially lethal practices, and of how these are gendered. Whereas the problem of getting soldiers to place themselves at risk was difficult under ancient authoritarian rule, motivation for hierarchically controlled lethal violence on the part of those who are structurally excluded from the decision-making processes and benefits of war is far more challenging in democracies, which guarantee the franchise and prom-ise individual rights and freedoms, and where most social practices are ostensibly based on consent. As an anomalous holdover from a distant and largely forgotten past, the military has in many ways remained true to the despotic social conditions in which it originated. Even as Western societies have inched their way toward expanded legal and political rights, the military's segregation from the larger civilian society has allowed it to retain many of the social and legal parameters of its historic roots." In democracies there is a particular tension between the larger society's political and legal institutions and the military's coercive mandate and conditions of service. This tension exacerbates the military's existing preoccupation with the internal coercion of its members, with maintaining discipline, ensuring obedience, and mitigating resistance to the performance of this hazardous work. Tasks such as peacekeeping or peace enforcement aside, militaries are instruments of lethal force with mandates to deliver collective lethal violence. Managers of violence are carefully distinguished from those responsible for engendering and sustaining the violence of still others who are charged with its execution. Rank marks the internal differentiation, or conflicts of interest, between more and less powerful men. But rather than being transparent, these differences must be camouflaged in order to construct the military's unity of purpose-which is its operational effectiveness. This is the benchmark against which all else is evaluated. How are these differences in interests contained? The most obvious method is through the construction of the ranking system as inviolable, sacrosanct. Challenging rank is in the order of heresy, since it would mean exposing the oppositions of interest inherent in the ranking system's dispersal of power, thereby disrupting the disciplinary system that enforces obedience. The second method of containment consists in the construction of gender along a male-female axis of opposition, evident above in the elaborate discourses of male-female differences in physiological and social characteristics that render women less able to serve. It is this emphasis on male-female difference that serves to deflect attention from the fault lines along which military masculinity fractures internally. Further, it allows for the perpetuation of the military's attachment to a uniform masculinity (uniformity, strength, ete.) and an opposition to femininity (diversity, weakness, etc.) which, as in some pre-state societies, is used to de-flect, mask, and contain these tensions between multiple and unequal military masculinities. Masculine unity, an ally of masculine military uniformity, is a third method of containing, as well as actually masking, differences in military masculinities, and it forms the basis for constructing and fostering troop solidarity in order to achieve the military's unity of purpose, which, again, is its operational effectiveness. CONCLUSION The objective of this chapter has been to set out some of the parameters for understanding why the military constructs itself as uniformly masculine and why it is disrupted by the entry of women. Comparative cross-cultural and historical perspectives of the gendered social organization of war demonstrate that military masculinity is neither universal nor inevitable. Instead, a uniform military masculinity is carefully constructed through deliberate social practice as a means of operationalizing a unique mandate-waging war-through an authoritarian organization that is preoccupied with ensuring the obedience of potentially resistant practitioners. The military is an organization that values, promotes, and engages in practices that are the inverse of those valued, promoted, and practiced in the civilian sphere. Militaries are mandated to perfect the techniques of lethal violence, of killing; to fulfill this mandate they must construct different kinds of lives and deaths, and they must assign them meaning. Military masculinity has less to do with men's essential characteristics than it does with the characteristics and assigned meanings of the different world-the military world-that soldiers inhabit. It is in describing something of the nature and requisites of this world, and in shifting our sights from the male-female axis of opposition to the oppositions between military men and to the fractures within military masculinity, that we have been able to delineate some of what masculinity and femininity-embodied in real men and women- represent. It remains to be seen what long-term effects the increasing presence of women will have on the military as a gendered organization and on its mandate, values, and practices. 
Link-Military (3)

The aff’s taming of the military is an illusion. The US militaries saving civilization fantasy require placing the Other into an association of femininity with subordination, weakness, passivity, and inferiority

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

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

Link-Military/War planning

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

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

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

Link-US Fopo

US foreign policy is militarized and masculine

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

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

Link- the Navy

Specifically Discourse relating to the Navy reinforces discrimination

De Bere 2003 (Samantha Regan, lecturer at Peninsula College of Medicine and Dentistry, Military Masculinities Identity and the State, pgs.. 95-98)

MILITARY MEN ANDTHEIR RELATIONSHIP WITH NAVAL DISCOURSE Various symbolic characteristics have been assigned to the military, including isolationism, conservatism, collectivism, loyalty, discipline, hierarchy, and traditionalism. Articulation of these elements unifies a series of ideological, political, economic, and social elements, each having no essential meaning to military life on its own, into a military discourse. Therefore, through years of practice by Royal Navy service members, a particularly naval discourse may become normalized, providing a naval discursive framework to which personnel and their families are able to refer in the course of their everyday lives. In terms of my own research findings, it is possible to identify a naval discourse that informed identities and gave men a sense of who they were, who others were, and how they should interact with others. Respondents referred to the processes of initiation and training that had helped them to develop their naval identities, and most had clearly gained some sense of pride in belonging to a particularly naval group, identifying themselves through their difference from civilian others. There appeared to be a particularly naval way of approaching life, with specific emphasis on military masculinity and personal pride. Respondents described what they held to be typical naval ideas and approaches to life, and several themes recurred throughout the research: loyalty and camaraderie, status and hierarchy." rules and regulations, order and effectiveness, male-centered social lives, demonstrations of machismo, traditionalism, and an "us and them" perspective toward civilian men. Underlying all these themes were constant references to masculinity and male identity. We can view such ideas as representing elements of a particularly naval discourse through which naval life can be understood and conducted in the" appropriate" manner. For example, men explained how male-centered tribalism and loyalty were important in maintaining the collectivism or camaraderie imperative to their organization. Isolationism, or the "us and them" perspective, valued by many members, helped sustain collectivism and attitudes toward appropriate maledentities, and "male bonding sessions"28 enhanced this. Moreover, patriarchy, essential in maintaining the centrality of the service career to men's families as well as the extension of hierarchy into the family sphere, was bolstered by the machismo and male-centered social elements of naval discourse. Conservatism and traditionalism made it possible for men to close off from alternative discourses, protecting masculine discourse from radical change despite change in circumstance. For example, where men considered the more recent changes in the global political climate and no longer viewed themselves as protectors or warriors, many derived their pride from the fact that they were now useful in their capacity as peacekeepers, still providing what they viewed as a masculine role within society. Masculinity in naval discourse, then, includes peacekeeper/warrior or "socially useful" identities, physical fitness and stamina, breadwinner status in hierarchical, patriarchal family formations, and macho social lives based on all-male company, pseudo-aggression toward other ranks and civilians, sexually laden banter and frequent alcohol binges. All this, within the overall context of a hegemonic masculinity that prompts negative attitudes toward civilianization and female integration. Day-to-day training resulted in a "layering on" of masculine ideas and meanings, this process being reinforced through both naval organizational protocol and symbolic social etiquette. Put more crudely, masculine principles of naval discourse were exposed, internalized, and eventually viewed as natural reactions to service life. The concept of the masculine naval man was therefore naturalized over time, and interview data show how, for many respondents, this resulted in the internalization of certain attitudes and behaviors that became routinized in everyday life. Indeed, many respondents were unable to remember the origins of certain attitudes and behaviors until prompted by their wives or partners. This analysis does not, therefore, lend itself to the argument that service personnel draw consciously on naval discourses. Although it does appear that distinctly naval discourses are made available, their deployment is not necessarily deliberate. It might be suggested that personnel more accepting of naval discourses had practiced some form of cognitive dissonance, whereby inconsistencies between previous attitudes and the realities of service life were reconciled by switching to alternative "naval" attitudes. That is, it could be argued that men and families used discourses as a way of rationalizing their dependence on the navy and that therefore such discourses were less attractive to them personally, yet they provided a useful way of explaining their own (controlled) behavior once in service. Of course, the naval contract does force adherence to naval discourse to some extent. However, its influence was enhanced where men personally found discourse relevant to their own lives. Indeed, variability occurred throughout the interview accounts, and levels of dependence on naval discourses varied among different groups of individuals within my sample. So, although socializing practices may have been played out on servicemen and their families, not all were successfully or completely institutionalized. Consistency and inconsistency were evident in all people's lives, but what is of relevance here are the ways in which they were used as argumentative or rhetorical strategies through reference to various discourses. It was clear that almost all the respondents had drawn on masculine naval discourse as a frame of reference through which to conduct their work, but some embraced it more enthusiastically than did others. Some individuals  drew heavily on masculine discourse, whereas others drew more extensively on alternative gender discourses. For these men, reference to masculine discourse had led to the development of strong male naval identities.' "It's all very male ... very macho ... it's the perfect environment for it." I guess I felt a bit of a hero ... serving Queen and country ... thought it made me a man, would get me the girls!" "It draws you in and makes you someone ... gives you a sense of pride." Where key elements of such discourses had been internalized, men employed them in order to understand their lives, inform decision making, and justify action. Those drawing most heavily on naval discourse were able to adapt most comfortably to service life. These were commonly men whose lives were conducted around the central naval breadwinner role, and whose involvement with the navy, both inside and outside working hours, was high. Many of these men had very little contact with civilian life in any sense. Most of the single men surveyed were located in this group. Others were married to women who felt personally involved in the navy and who, in some cases, had developed their own female service identities as service wives. Therefore, both men and women in these more involved groups embraced naval family and gender discourses with a certain enthusiasm and expressed more satisfaction with service life in general. It was these individuals who often felt the naval career offered everything they required in life. Yet, there were men who drew less on masculine discourse, developing strategies for drawing on different discourses in their day-to-day lives. These individuals were typically more exposed to civilian life than those in the involved groups. They were more likely to have a mixture of service and civilian friends, as well as more gender-balanced social lives, and to reside in mainly civilian localities and not in naval quarters. Further exposure to contemporary gender attitudes resulted from wives' participation in civilian labor markets. "It's not really nice for wives to put up with ... especially if they've got their own jobs to think about." "I think younger wives are demanding better treatment these days." Since this less-involved group conducted part of their lives, at least in a social sense, with civilian contemporaries, they had become familiar with contemporary gender discourses and had drawn on them to make sense of certain features of their lives. However, incompatibility between masculine discourse and more civilianized lives within the less-involved group soon became clear. In particular, the problems posed by naval discourse in directing life in the private sphere of the family had resonance for the experience of service life as a whole.

Link- war discourse

Seeing war an event obfuscates the continued legacy of state-sponsored violence going on everyday.  This ethic prevents mobilization against structural forms of violence that make the outbreak of war inevitable. 

Cuomo 96 (Christine, Associate Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence”, Hypatia, Vol. 11, Iss. 4, Fall, Proquest)

Theory that does not investigate or even notice the omnipresence of militarism cannot represent or address the depth and specificity of the everyday effects of militarism on women, on people living in occupied territories, on members of military institutions, and on the environment. These effects are relevant to feminists in a number of ways because military practices and institutions help construct gendered and national identity, and because they justify the destruction of natural nonhuman entities and communities during peacetime. Lack of attention to these aspects of the business of making or preventing military violence in an extremely technologized world results in theory that cannot accommodate the connections among the constant presence of militarism, declared wars, and other closely related social phenomena, such as nationalistic glorifications of motherhood, media violence, and current ideological gravitations to military solutions for social problems. Ethical approaches that do not attend to the ways in which warfare and military practices are woven into the very fabric of life in twenty-first century technological states lead to crisis-based politics and analyses. For any feminism that aims to resist oppression and create alternative social and political options, crisis-based ethics and politics are problematic because they distract attention from the need for sustained resistance to the enmeshed, omnipresent systems of domination and oppression that so often function as givens in most people's lives. Neglecting the omnipresence of militarism allows the false belief that the absence of declared armed conflicts is peace, the polar opposite of war. It is particularly easy for those whose lives are shaped by the safety of privilege, and who do not regularly encounter the realities of militarism, to maintain this false belief. The belief that militarism is an ethical, political concern only regarding armed conflict, creates forms of resistance to militarism that are merely exercises in crisis control. Antiwar resistance is then mobilized when the "real" violence finally occurs, or when the stability of privilege is directly threatened, and at that point it is difficult not to respond in ways that make resisters drop all other political priorities. Crisis-driven attention to declarations of war might actually keep resisters complacent about and complicitous in the general presence of global militarism. Seeing war as necessarily embedded in constant military presence draws attention to the fact that horrific, state-sponsored violence is happening nearly all over, all of the time, and that it is perpetrated by military institutions and other militaristic agents of the state. Moving away from crisis-driven politics and ontologies concerning war and military violence also enables consideration of relationships among seemingly disparate phenomena, and therefore can shape more nuanced theoretical and practical forms of resistance. For example, investigating the ways in which war is part of a presence allows consideration of the relationships among the events of war and the following: how militarism is a foundational trope in the social and political imagination; how the pervasive presence and symbolism of soldiers/warriors/patriots shape meanings of gender; the ways in which threats of state-sponsored violence are a sometimes invisible/sometimes bold agent of racism, nationalism, and corporate interests; the fact that vast numbers of communities, cities, and nations are currently in the midst of excruciatingly violent circumstances. It also provides a lens for considering the relationships among the various kinds of violence that get labeled "war." Given current American obsessions with nationalism, guns, and militias, and growing hunger for the death penalty, prisons, and a more powerful police state, one cannot underestimate the need for philosophical and political attention to connections among phenomena like the "war on drugs," the "war on crime," and other state-funded militaristic campaigns.

Link-Dichotomies

Dichotomies promote thinking that is static, reductionist, and stunted and are gendered to privilege masculinity over femininity. 

Peterson, 2000 (V. Spikem Professor Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona, Tuscan. “Rereading Public and Private: The Dichotomy that is Not One1” SAIS Review, Volume 20, Number 2, pp. 11-29) 

My second starting point is that foundational dichotomies are both conceptually and politically problematic. Conceptually, the structure of dichotomies (posing mutually exclusive, opposing, and polarized terms) promotes thinking that is static (unable to acknowledge or address change), reductionist (unable to accommodate the complexities of social reality), and stunted (unable to envision more than two opposing alternatives).4 Because social life is dynamic, complex, and multi-faceted, thinking that relies on reductionist dichotomies encourages inadequate analyses. Politically, foundational dichotomies privilege the first term at the expense of the second, and their deployment implicitly or explicitly valorizes the attributes of the first term. Because foundational dichotomies— culture-nature, reason-emotion, subject-object, mind-body, publicprivate— are gendered, action that relies on dichotomies privileges that which is associated with masculinity over that which is associated with femininity.5

Link-Public/Private dichotomy

The gendered public and private dichotomy shapes our discourse and privileges the public sphere. 

Peterson, 2000 (V. Spikem Professor Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona, Tuscan. “Rereading Public and Private: The Dichotomy that is Not One1” SAIS Review, Volume 20, Number 2, pp. 11-29)

Given the assumption (since Aristotle) that public and private are internal to states, and the assumption that IR is about relations among, not within, states, what relevance does the dichotomy have to IR? On the one hand, as a foundational dichotomy in Western thought, public and private shape our discourse generally, and IR is no exception. And insofar as states are central to the discourse of IR, reference to them incorporates, implicitly and explicitly, constructions of public and private. On the other hand, I make two related points regarding the dichotomy as ideological. First, one powerful effect of foundational dichotomies is that they are typically deployed as abstractions (disembedded from context) even as they carry ideological force by valorizing one term at the expense of the other. Second, feminists argue that the dichotomy of public and private is historically and conceptually gendered; it “privileges” the public sphere as masculine. Abstract references to public and private then serve to privilege and legitimize that which is associated with the masculine over that which is associated with the feminine, and this has material effects. With these brief points in mind, I offer a reading of two variants of public and private in relation to conventional IR discourse. 

***Impacts***

Impact/root cause- war

This construction of the nation state is the root cause of war

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

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

Impact- Violence (1)

Masculinity Causes hegemonic aggression that is directly linked to war- This aggression is carried out during wartime and displaced on civilians through translated militaristic violence. 

Morgan 94 (David, David taught in the Sociology department at the University of Manchester for almost 35 years. Since retiring he holds an Emeritus Professorship at Manchester together with visiting Professorships at Keele University and NTNU, Trondheim),Theorizing masculinities pp 167-168

One way of understanding military life and its relationships with gender is in terms of the constructions of the masculine body. Training involves the disciplining, controlling, and occasional mortification of the body. The individual body and the self that is identified  with that body are shaped into the collective body of men. Drill instructors during my period of basic training in the late 1950s often claimed that they would “make you or break you,” an unambiguously physical description of a social process. The shaping may often be almost literal In the sculpting of close haircut and the enclosure into uniforms. At times of combat, The body is placed at risk, Threatened with danger or damage, and subjected to unmediated physicality in confined quarters, deprivation of food or sleep, and exposure to fire or the elements. Physicality may become finality in the remains enclosed in a body bag. The informal cultures that elaborate in the course of military training and beyond similarly evolve, to a very large extent, around socially constructed bodily needs and functions that are linked to strong and hegemonic definitions of masculinity. Chiefly, of course, these revolve around the construction of heterosexuality. The ubiquitous pin-ups es establish direct links between the bodies of women and the bodily needs of men. British National Servicemen were quickly introduced to the rumor that “they” put bromide into the tea in order to reduce sexual desires and learned that heir beds were known as “wanking chariots”. Conversely, this heterosexist culture also, at least at the more overt level, generated homophobia with references to queers and “arse bandits” and warnings about not bending over in the presence of those whose heterosexual masculinity might be in question. Such emphases on aggressive heterosexism and homophobia seem to lend support to the argument that masculine group solidarities organized around violence (legitimized or otherwise) serve as defense against homosexuality. It cannot be denied that this is part of the story, Especially where young men are coming to terms with or to an understanding of their own sexuality away from home and in the company of other men, sometimes under conditions of extreme discomfort. Much of the debate about The legalization and recognition of homosexual relations within the armed services bears witness to these fears and uncertainties. But it is not the whole story. The less official accounts of military life suggest the operation of a double standard, the tolerations of homosexual relationships so long as they did not threaten the wider paterns of good order and discipline( see, for example, Royle, 1986, pp 120-121). If in the armed services one finds an ideological emphasis on homosociability and heterosexuality, It is so often the case in a complex society, a complex ideological unity compounded of several, sometimes contradictory, strands It could be argued that war and the military represent one of the major sites where direct links between hegemonic masculinities and men’s bodies are forged. Indeed, it is the disciplining and control of the body and exposure to risk and sheer physicality that distinguishes many features of military life from everyday civilian life. Insofar as masculinity continues to be identified with physicality, then there are strong reason for continuing to view military life as an important site in the shaping and making of masculinities. However, This should not be overstated. For one thing, there are several other areas of life where the links between physicality and masculinity may b stressed: Other occupations, such as the police, deep-sea fishing, or mining – may come to replace the military as a major site linking emodiment with masculinities. Further, there are factors serving to weaken the links between military life, emodiment, and masculinities 

Impact- Violence (2)

Masculinity in International Relations fundamentally shapes human political behavior. The drive for territoriallity, rationality and competition come from a staticized view of gender relations which create essentialist politics. 

Caprioli 2004 (Mary, PhD Assistant Professor, University of Minnesota, Duluth. “Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis,” International Studies Review, Vol. 6, No. 2, pp. 253-269) BN.  

Feminists have challenged the gendered assumption typified by Lasswell's theory of politics by highlighting how our current conceptions regarding politics and human behavior are patterned on male behavior. Human political behavior is not universal but rather context-specific based on variables such as race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, culture, and gender (see Skjelsbaek and Smith 2001). Put simply, the study of politics and our understanding thereof is based on a masculine stereotype with masculine characteristics valued over feminine. Masculine characteristics are associated with competition, violence, intransigence, and territoriality, all of which are assumed to be personified by men, whereas feminine characteristics are associated with interdependence and egalitarianism, which are assumed to be personified by women (Miller 1988; White 1988; Welch and Hibbing 1992; Gidengil 1995). Feminists argue that the political world need not and, indeed, should not be constructed based on stereotypical masculine characteristics and certainly cannot be completely understood using a male-centered analysis (see Tickner 1992, 2001). This assumption of universality based on male experience and characteristics is further perpetuated in IR theories intended to explain how world politics works (see Tickner 1992, 2001). International relations scholarship focuses on war, and on conflict more generally, in order to predict, explain, and hopefully reduce the number of conflicts and the severity of violence. Unfortunately, the genesis of traditional IR theory can be traced to the Hobbesian description of the state of nature wherein distrust and fear are presumed to be the dominant emotions and forces for political action. International relations feminists reject this state of nature myth because of its masculine assumptions as outlined above. Feminist IR theorists have proclaimed the emperor naked, as in the Hans Christian Anderson fairy tale, by explaining that if prediction and explanation are predicated on erroneous assumptions about the universality of human experience based on a masculine stereotype, IR scholars may just be building a proverbial house of cards. 

Norms and gender identities lead to cultural violence. 

Hudson 08 (Hudson, Valerie M., Mary Caprioli, Bonnie Ballif-Spanvill, Rose McDermott, and Chad F. Emmett.: “The Heart of the Matter: The Security of Women and the Security of States”, Quarterly Journal: International Security, Vol 33, Issue 3, 7-45 6/21/10) SK

The concordance between this list and the means by which gender inequality is typically maintained in human societies is clear. Gender roles lead to highly differential possibilities for personal security, development, and prosperity, even in today’s world. An example of this kind of exploitation occurs when women “naturally” receive less pay than men for equal work, or when domestic violence is considered “normal.” The second component, manipulation of consciousness to ensure acquiescence, is maintained through socialization, gender stereotyping, and a constant threat of domestic violence—all of which insidiously identify women as inferior. The perpetrators of female infanticide, for example, are virtually all female. The third component, fragmentation, is easily effected from women’s circumstances of patrilocality and greater family responsibilities (and in some cases, the practice of physical purdah), thus minimizing social access that could otherwise be used to build networks with other women. And ªnally, marginalization serves to clearly distinguish men and women, with no doubt as to the relative status of each sex. Galtung posits that structural violence arises from cultural violence, that is, the day-to-day use of overt or implicit force to obtain one’s ends in social relations. Thus, while structural violence may obviate the need for open violenc in the public sphere, it is based on open or implicit violence in the private sphere of the home. Norms of cultural violence diffuse within religion, ideology, language, and art, among other aspects of culture. “Cultural violence makes direct and structural violence look, even feel, right—or at least not wrong,” writes Galtung.44 Violent patriarchy is the primary basis of cultural violence in human collectives: although women have become active agents with notable success in the struggle for equality in many states, violence remains an enduring component of relations between men and women in the private sphere the world over, providing a natural wellspring for social diffusion.45

Impact- Otherization

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

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

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

Impact- Security => Inevitable Violence

This militarism paints human existence as nothing more than war and individuals are essentially agents of violence

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

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

Impact- Security Turns Case

The attempt to make peace through security results in more nuclear insecurities –Turning Case

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

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

***Alternatives***

Alternative- Epistemology

We must reject the masculine epistemology of the 1AC that is currently in educational schooling around the world to reinforce the education of feminist ideals. By Formulating a new metaphysical thought in the realm of international relations we can reject the scientific dichotomy that manipulates international relations. A rejection is the best way to continue tension which is key to solving the dichotomy that count female voices as nothing. 

Wibben 2004 ( Annick T.R, Rockefeller Humanities Fellow Human Security NCRW and CUNY Graduate Center,”Feminist International Relations: Old Debates and New Directions”, Brown Journal of World Affairs 2004, VOLUME X, ISSUE 2, 6/23/10,HG)

Besides disciplinary practices (such as the insistence on testable hypotheses in IR) hin- dering feminists research, in most parts of the world access to knowledge-producing institutions continues to be limited to select parts of the (male) population, unlikely to foster a feminist awareness. Consequently, in addition to an examination of contents of knowledge, attention also needs to be paid to who gets access to knowledge, who disseminates it, and how these practices are a product of, and reinforce, larger patriarchal structures.Not with standing these obstacles, feminist IR scholars have adopted innovative methods to retrieve alternative knowledges, generate new knowledges, and spread their insights. Feminists inhabit a discipline, subverting it in the process. It has “never been a simple matter of application or addition when feminism has addressed a body of thought.”81 Doing feminist IR involves tailoring “methods and categories to the specific task at hand, using multiple categories when appropriate and foreswearing the metaphysical comfort of a single feminist method or epistemology.”Sylvester, concerned with “getting through and around intended and unintended repetitions of men’s place and knowledge,” offers empathetic cooperation as a feminist method for IR.83 It describes:This rather hermeneutic approach becomes a vehicle of disturbance by radically diverging from accepted approaches that never quite capture what is missing.85 Emphasizing listening, it goes to the heart of the matter by uncovering feminist knowledges where science denied their existence. Listening seriously is also what guides Elshtain’s Perlenfischerei (pearl fishing). Following Hannah Arendt, she insists the “important point is to remain open to one’s subject matter, to see where it is going and follow—not to impose a prefabricated formula over diverse and paradoxical material”86Another option feminists have used is to adapt tools from other disciplines. I have used literary theory, for example.87 An advantage of a narrative approach is that narratives can keep tension alive and convey information without necessarily imposing a linear structure. Further, narratives “are capable of holding multiple cultural identities even when these ‘logically’ contradict [because] multiplicity and contradictoriness are made coherent, compelling in their own way.”88 Cheryl Mattingly, Mary Lawlor, and Lanita Jacobs-Huey describe how, unlike abstract discussions and generalized state- ments, apparently contradictory narratives:Feminists can teach IR “to tolerate and interpret ambivalence, order and structure ambiguity and multiplicity as well as expose the roots of our need for imposing, no matter how arbitrary and oppressive these needs might be.”90 This is enhanced by feminists’ attention to contexts within which (or without which) they work that are able to constrain, but also inform their efforts. Inequality occurs in various forms throughout time and space and sometimes addressing one or another form of oppression might be imperative, especially when some seem more manageable than others. The fact that experiences of exclusion and injury, as well as possibilities to address them, are varied goes some way towards explaining why there are so many feminisms. This variance is important, for each feminism, depending on its location, has different insights to offer. Here, it is also important to acknowledge how some groups of people systematically and structurally have more power to do the constructing than do others. When articulating a wrong it is crucial to recognize and indicate its local, personal, or This creates a productive tension that propels the feminist political project. As a consequence of being articulated in particular locations, feminisms always entail a tension between what is (the challenges faced in everyday lives) and what ought to be (their long-term goals and aspirations). This duality is continually (re)negotiated and, even with all its paradoxical effects, it is extremely productive. Articulating their political projects in contexts that constrain them, without ever enjoying the luxury of secure resting points, feminists make strategic use of mobile subjectivities.91 Realizing that frontlines are always temporary and multiple, they tend to favor cooperative over violent encounters. Mobile subjectivities are politically advantageous in that they allow for developing alliances around issues rather than identities, where ‘we’ and ‘them’ shift and slide.

Alternative- Solves Politics (1)


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

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

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

Continued below

Alternative- Solves Politics (2)

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

Feminist in IR politics are key to understanding the globe. 

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

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

Alternative- debate key

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

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

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

Alternative- Every Rejection Key

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Alternative- General Solvency

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

Stern and Zalewski 09

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

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

***Framework***

Framework- Reps Key

Representations must be used in policy making. The 1AC's knowledge production are the basic building block of politics. Questioning the 1AC must be dealth with before blindly walking into policymaking. 

Bleiker 00 (Roland, Senior lecturer, peace and conflict studies, Contending images of World Politics, pg 228)

Various implications follow from an approach that acknowledges the metaphorical nature of our understanding of world politics. At the begin​ning is perhaps the simple recognition that representation is an essential aspect of the political process. Political reality, F. R. Ankersmit stresses, 'is not first given to us and subsequently represented; political reality only comes into being after and due to representation' (1996, p. 47). What this means for an analysis of world politics is that before being able to move to any other question, one has to deal with how the representation has struc​tured the object it seeks to represent. The concrete relevance of metaphor and representation for the study of world politics will be demonstrated through several examples, including the phenomenon of international terrorism. The essay shows not only that terrorism is a metaphor, but also, and more importantly, that the types of representations which are embedded in this metaphor are reflective of very particular perceptions of what terrorism is and how it ought to be dealt with. These perceptions have become objectified through existing linguistic practices even though they express very specific cultural, ideological and political values - values, one must add, that have come to circumvent the Range if options available to decision makers who deal with the phenomenon of terrorism.

Representations are not neutral—they convey their status as “threat” to security

Williams 3 (Michael, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales, “Words, Images, Enemies: Securitization and International Politics,” International Studies Quarterly, 47(4), p. 526-527, AD: 7-28-9) JT

First, as Ronald Deibert insightfully illustrated, to understand the importance of this shift in communicative action it is necessary to understand it as a shift of medium.40 Different mediums (speech, print, and electronic, or—as Deibert terms it—“hypermedia’’) are not neutral in their communicative impact. The conditions of the production and reception of communicative acts are influenced fundamentally by the medium through which they are transmitted. In the aftermath of the extraordinary images of September 11, this point is obvious to the point of banality, but it raises complex questions of explanation. How, for example, is it possible to assess the events following September 11 without an appraisal of the impact that the extraordinary (and repeated) images of that event had on reactions to it? Similarly, how has the role of images—particularly the desire to avoid images of mass destruction and civilian casualties, and the representation of the goals of the military campaign—been involved in structuring understandings of the ‘‘appropriate’’ response? Analogously, in an area of long-standing concern to the Copenhagen School, the rise of migration on the ‘‘security’’ agenda in Europe must be viewed in the context of how migration is ‘‘experienced’’ by relevant publics. This experience is inevitably constructed in part by the images (and discussions based around them) of televisual media: nightly images of shadowy figures attempting to jump on trains through the Channel Tunnel between France and the UK, for example, or of lines of ‘‘asylum seekers’’ waiting to be picked up for a day’s illicit labor (both common on UK television), have—whatever the voiceover—an impact that must be assessed in their own terms, constituting as they do a key element of the experience of many people on the issue of immigration and its status as a ‘‘threat.’’ Clearly, the issues involved here are beyond the scope of this treatment. But it seems clear that any theory that is premised on the social impact of communicative action must assess the impact that different mediums of communication have on the acts, their impacts, and their influence on the processes of securitization.

Framework-PATRIARCHY IS EVERYTHING

Patriarchy Affects All Interactions and Knowledge

Nagl-Docekal 1999 (Herta, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Vienna, “The Feminist Critique of Reason Revisited”, Hypatia, Volume 14, Issue 1, Project Muse, HC)

The point of departure for a feminist critique of reason is that the concept of reason, in its everyday sense, has connotations of masculinity. The traditional image of gender difference characteristic of Western culture ascribes reason to men and emotion to women. We see this expressed in the way abstract thought, objective judgment, and an orientation to general principles are seen as masculine character traits, while subjectivity, spontaneity, and an orientation to the concrete and particular are seen as typically feminine character traits. What this means for women, among other things, is that their faculty of reason is questioned—as witnessed by the familiar jokes about "women's logic." It also means that the cultivation of their rationality is considered "unfeminine"—a reproach expressed in pejorative terms such as "blue stocking." The masculinization of reason has already been diagnosed by Georg Simmel: "Artistic claims, . . . the soundness of practical judgment and the objectivity of theoretical knowledge . . . all these categories are, in fact, generally human, according both to their form and demands; but in their actual historical manifestation they are thoroughly masculine. Let us simply name such ideas which appear as absolutes 'the objective,' such that in the history of our kind, the following equation can be said to hold: objective=masculine" (Simmel 1985, 200). [End Page 49] Further, it is important to note that the "polarization of gender characters"(Hausen 1976, 363) 1 did not create a symmetrical, complementary type of order—as its defenders like to maintain—but one that is marked by a pattern of hierarchy. Insofar as the relationship between reason and emotion is represented as one of subordination, the traits of masculinity will be estimated superior to those of femininity. This means that the concept of reason, in its everyday sense, carries with it a claim of patriarchal power.
Framework-policy Framework bad

Their Framework plays into the hands of the State- the Other is made invisible, and rules are naturalized to prevent any productive form of politics. 

Peterson 1992 (V. Spike, Professor Department of Political Science, Arizona State University, Associate Fellow, Gender Institute, London School of Economics, Gendered States, pgs. 5-6)

In contrast, recent literature examines the states’ role in cultural and ideological productions that selectively shape our understanding of power and its effects. Crucial to the state’s ability to rule effectively is “a claim to legitimacy, a means by which political organized subjection is simultaneously accomplished and concealed.” These studies place in the foreground “normalizing practices,” surveillance, “information storage,” and routines and rituals of rules” that makes the state’s coercive power by effectuating rule indirectly and rendering social hierarchies “natural.” Of note here is the state’s role in (re)configuring individual and collective identities, “new” histories, and “imagined communities.” Studies of nationalism particularly reveal these converging practices. This literature examines not only what kinds of choices are made but how numerous options are rendered invisible and/or erased—how alternatives are “forgotten” and legitimations of rule “naturalized” and internalized. From this perspective, states matter “because their organizational configurations, along with their overall patterns of activity, affect political culture, encourage some kinds of group formation and collective political actions (but not others), and make possible the raising of certain political issues (but not other).” In sum, recent nonfeminist scholarship on the state, especially that of comparativists, is marked my commitments to historical, contextual, processual, interdisciplinary, and interpretative orientations. These commitments also surface repeatedly in feminist scholarship, and are visibly at work in this volume. More specifically, contributors elaborate and reframe themes and insights noted above by examining them through gender-sensitive lenses. By contrast, where neorealist accounts predominate in IR, the state continutes to be “taken for granted,” yielding less adequate theories of how the world we live in was made and how it is (“in reality”) reproduced.

Framework-Kritik good

In order for any productive debate to take place- we must develop alternative perspectives on international relations and how global outcomes are produced. Any discussion of power in IR must consider how some actors have “power over” others. Kritiks are critical in informing research, education, and politics.  

Duvall 03  (Michael, Raymond, Professor of political science University of Minnesota: “Power in International Politics” Cambridge Journals Vol. 5, No. 2 39-75) SK 

The failure to develop alternative conceptualizations of power limits the ability of international relations scholars to understand how global outcomes are produced and how actors are differentially enabled and constrained to determine their fates+ One certainly needs to know about the ability of actors to use resources to control the behavior of others+ The United States is able to use its military power to compel others to change their foreign policies, and in the contemporary period transnational activists have been able to shame multinational corporations and abusive governments to alter their economic and human rights policies, respectively Any discussion of power in international politics, then, must include a consideration of how, why, and when some actors have “power over” others+ Yet one also needs to consider the enduring structures and processes of global life that enable and constrain the ability of actors to shape their fates and their futures+ The extension of sovereignty from the West to the developing world gave decolonized states the authority to voice their interests and represent themselves, and the emergence of a human rights discourse helped to make possible the very category of human rights activists who give voice to human rights norms+ Analysis of power in international relations, then, must include a consideration of how social structures and processes generate differential social capacities for actors to define and pursue their interests and ideals+10

Framework-in round discourse key

Breaking Down Patriarchy Starts Through Discursive Criticism In A Policy Analayst Setting – Reject The View Point of a PolicyMAKER. The Master’s Tools Are Mousetraps That Leave Us Spinning Our Wheels

Bensimon and Marshall 2003 (Estela, professor at the University of Southern California, Catherine, professor at the University of North Carolina, “Like It Or Not Feminist Critical Policy Analysis Matters”, The Journal of Higher Education, Volume 74, Issue 3, Project Muse, HC)

Earlier we said that the master's preoccupation is how to absorb feminism into policy analysis. In contrast, the feminist preoccupation is the inverse, "How to make policy analysis accountable to critical feminism." 4 The difference between the feminist and the master is that they are motivated by different interests. The master's interest is to maintain [End Page 345] policies and practices intact. For example, Anderson applauds "the number of academic texts that claim feminism as a subject heading" (p. 5), but who is reading them? Is feminist critical policy analysis a topic in the policy analysis canon of public administration, higher education, and policy analysis and planning curricula? Do governments ask for studies, and do university presidents pay big bucks to bring in feminist critical policy consultants? Do even the readers of this higher education journal feel compelled to get "up to speed" on such tools and perspectives? When the answers are yeses, policy analysis can assist institutional change. Then, any well-trained and credible policy analyst will know to: Recognize that past policies constructed in arenas where the discourse was conducted without feminist critique are flawed and conduct policy archeology (Scheurich, 1994) to search how and by whom policies were framed as they were, thus facilitating re-framing; Re-construct policy arenas and discourses, knowing the need to engage and even champion the needs and voices of people heretofore excluded, or included in token ways; Include feminist questions as they scrutinize decision premises, language, and labels while constantly asking, "what do feminisms tell me to critique?" Employ alternative methodologies (e.g., narrative and oral history) to uncover the intricacies of meaning systems in individual and collective stories both to expose the emotional and personal results of exclusions but also to create alternative visions that transcend boundaries "to shape the formation of culturally appropriate social and educational policy" (Gonzalez, 1998, p. 99); Search for the historically created and embedded traditions, social regularities, and practices that inhibit women's access, comfort, and success; Take an advocacy stance, knowing that policy analysts are change agents, carriers of insurrectionist strategies and subjugated knowledges that will be subjected to discourses of derision by powerful forces benefiting from the status quo. Anderson worries that policy analysis is a tool of managers, planners, and leaders and is not always seen as an academic discipline. As a result, she believes policy analysts must serve those leaders, must take as given the questions as framed for them. But taking such a servant position is exactly why policy analysis gets no respect. And deeper feminist questions will never come up if we accept Anderson's recommendation that [End Page 346] we recommend step-by-step change. Quoting Anderson, who quotes Gill and Saunders, "Policy analysis in higher education requires an understanding of the higher education environment" (p. 16), we say "of course!" But instead of then concluding, as she does, that we must tread carefully in that environment, we assert that the policy questions must mount major challenges to that very environment! We are not seeking policy recommendations of the "add women and stir" ilk, nor are we seeking simplistic affirmative action. We want policy analyses that rearrange gendered power relations, not ones that simply create our inclusion in institutions that have not been rearranged. We advocate policy analysis that creates a new discourse about gender—one that can facilitate transformation of the academy and "envision what is not yet" (Wallace, 2002). In sum, in our chapter laying out the need for feminist critical policy analysis, we are, indeed, building upon academic traditions, traditions of critique and debate, and now we continue using these master's tools. However, we place our work in power and politics feminisms to show that playing only the master's tools games will leave us spinning our wheels, playing a game that was structured for white males and that has culturally embedded tools for keeping it, basically, that way. Until the questions are asked differently, until we construct policy analyses with overt  intentions to create gender consciousness, to expose the limits of gender-neutral practices, to expose the asymmetric gender power relations, certain women will not be welcome in academia. And, finally, no, Anderson and readers should not fear that we want to "invert the old logic of the academic hierarchy and exclude men" (p. 19). However, we are saying that until we use our feminist theory and language of critique as grounding to command forceful critique of continuing cultural exclusions, the only women who will be comfortable in academia are those who expend some of their workplace energies to be pleasing (as women) to men. Anderson wants us to "hold the attention of those [who] are already predisposed to turn the other way when the word feminism enters the conversation" (p. 24). Sure, that is called strategic feminism and recognizes that feminists are challengers from the fringes, trying to get the hegemonic center to listen.

Framework-discourse key

Deconstructing Gender Creates Change By Opening Up a Discursive Space Breaking Down Boundaries Between Male/Female and Government/Individual – Also, no link to essentialism 

Hyndman 2004 (Jennifer, Professor in the Departments of Social Science and Geography, and is Associate Director, Research in the Centre for Refugee Studies at York, “Mind the gap: bridging feminist and political geography through geopolitics”, Political Geography, Volume 23, Issue 3, Science Direct, HC)

Like advocates of critical geopolitics, scholars of transnational feminist theory and postcolonial feminism have long sought to take apart, rather than oppose or amend, dominant political frameworks (McEwan, 1998; Alarcon, Kaplan and Moallem, 1999 and Kaplan, Alarcon and Moallem, 1999). The deconstruction of dominant intellectual traditions and practices, particularly by feminists, has proven useful in exposing hegemonic spatial imaginations and in analyzing the construction of gendered regimes of power vis-à-vis cultural norms, the state, and colonial power relations. This heterogeneous literature is characterized by feminist poststructuralist and postcolonial approaches that seek to recover the agency of marginalized peoples, and illustrate the ways in which particular groups are constructed in subordination. As Mouffe (1992: p. 382) notes Feminism, for me, is the struggle for the equality of women. But this should not be understood as a struggle for realizing the equality of a definable empirical group with a common essence and identity, women, but rather as a struggle against the multiple forms in which the category “woman” is constructed in subordination. Feminist thought, however, does not limit itself to “woman” as the principal subject or axis of unequal power relations. Its greatest strength is that it analyzes the constitution and location of the subject as the basis of knowledge production. This positioning implies responsibility for practices of seeing and doing (Haraway, 1991): “there is no independent position from which one can freely and fully observe the world in all its complex particulars” ( Barnes & Gregory, 1997: p. 20). Epistemology is embodied. The use of a transnational approach in this literature, according to its proponents, unsettles binary conceptions of politics as either global or local, central or peripheral, focusing instead on the circulation of power, identity, and subjectivity across space vis-à-vis transnational populations (Grewal & Kaplan, 1994). Location includes, but is not limited to gender positionings and geographical place. It implies dimensions of power and identity that contribute to the very constitution of people and places as subjects. By deconstructing conventional political borders, Grewal and Kaplan (1994) advocate a discursive space more culturally attuned to poststructural analysis of disparities among transnational subjects heretofore largely ignored by geographers and political scientists. The title of their collection, Scattered Hegemonies, signals an interrogation of the state as but one conception and approach to understanding disparate power relations. Nationality, gender, religion, class, caste, age, nation, ability, and sexuality constitute disparate locations within a web of relationships that transcend political borders. Theirs is a world connected across borders, but characterized more by cultural difference and economic inequality than by political conflict or environmental destruction. Each of these discrete theoretical literatures—critical geopolitics, feminist IR, and transnational feminist studies—offers insights and analyses, which together provide a basis for a feminist geopolitical analytic. Critical geopolitics takes apart dominant discourses of geopolitics, exposing to us that they are created, not given. Feminist critiques in transnational/cultural studies and IR question the scale at which security is conceived. Building on this well-interrogated terrain, feminist geopolitics comprises an embodied view from which to analyze visceral conceptions of violence, security, and mobility. 

Framework- epistemology key

The framework of this debate must be defined in terms of the assumptions of accepted knowledge.  It is our right to question the underpinnings of knowledge upon which your assumptions are made.  Masculinity is what counts as legitimate knowledge in the public sphere. Voting for the K reverses that power dynamic valuing feminist knowledge.

Tickner, Professor of International Relations, ’01 (Ann, Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the Post-Cold War Era, pg 33, 

Like critical theory, postmodernism claims that knowledge is produced in certain people's interests. Postmodernism believes that the positivist separation between knowledge and values, knowledge and reality, and knowledge and power must be questioned. 98 In international relations, this requires an investigation of the way some issues are framed as “serious” or “real,” such as national security, while others are seen as unimportant or subjects for another discipline—an issue of great importance for IR feminists, as discussed above. Postmodernists, like critical theorists and feminists, aver that knowledge is shaped by and constructed in the service of existing power relations. Thus they are skeptical of positivist claims about the neutrality of facts and objectivity.Many feminists would agree. In her critique of the natural sciences, Evelyn Fox Keller asserts that modern Enlightenment science has incorporated a belief system that equates objectivity with masculinity and a set of cultural values that simultaneously elevates what is defined as scientific and what is defined as masculine. 99 Throughout most of the history of the modern West, men have been seen as the knowers; what has counted as legitimate knowledge, in both the natural and social sciences, has generally been knowledge based on the lives of men in the public sphere. The separation of the public and private spheres, reinforced by the scientific revolution of the seventeenth century, has resulted in the legitimization of what are perceived as the “rational” activities in the former, while devaluing the “natural” activities of the latter.

Framework- discourse

Hegemonic discourse determines the ethical frame for the citizens, creating systems of  exclusion for those who do not fit under their definition of morally right.  

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

Human Agency and Global Politics, Cambridge University Press, 2000. p. 175-176) 

A focus on the formation of hegemonies can facilitate understanding of the dynamics behind historical  discontinuities. Hegemony bears a number of similarities with what Foucault calls a system of exclusion, a subconsciously and discursively diffused set of fundamental assumptions which determines, at a particular time and place, what is right and wrong, moral and immoral, good and evil, true and untrue. 3 Indeed, Gramsci's focus on hegemony and social struggle can supplement Foucault's discursive understanding of power in a way that would provide evidence against a pessimistic reading of this approach. Power and discourse would not, as some fear, be everywhere and thus nowhere. 4 By theorising the formation of hegemonies and their conditioning of social struggle, a Gramscian addition to Foucault's unmasking of power can provide further hints about how relations of domination may be  uprooted. This entails, however, a shift of foci from domineering aspects of discursive practices to the  subaltern, from whose perspective the concept of hegemony facilitates understanding of the conditions  under which revolutionary societal segments can successfully promote social change.  While Gramsci permits a positive reading of Foucault, Foucault can add important dimensions to Gramsci's understanding of social dynamics, in particular to his attempt at embedding the concept of hegemony in the interaction between civil society and the state. The previous chapter has demonstrated how a rigid separation of private and public sphere may entrench a gendered division of labour. A Foucauldian emphasis on discursive practices does not separate the family from civil society, or the local  from the global, but, instead, stresses that power relations penetrate virtually all aspects of life. Such a  discursive approach recognises an important feminist concern, namely the need for analytical tools that  do not objectify the masculinist borders that have been drawn by existing political practices.  
Framework-discourse key

The traditional framework of policy debate assumes that discourse is a neutral medium through which thoughts are transmitted. This whitewashes the fact that discourses are produced such that they define what can and cannot be said through a violent process of control and exclusion

Roland Bleiker, “Forget IR Theory,” Alternatives; 1997
The doorkeepers of IR are those who, knowingly or unknowingly, make sure that the discipline’s discursive boundaries remain intact. Discourses, in a Foucaultian sense, are subtle mechanisms that frame our thinking process. They determine the limits of what can be thought, talked, and written of in a normal and rational way. In every society the production of discourses is controlled, selected, organized, and diffused by certain procedures. They create systems of exclusion that elevate one group of discourses to a hegemonic status while condemning others to exile. Although the boundaries of discourses change, at times gradually, at times abruptly, they maintain a certain unity across time, a unity that dominates and transgresses individual authors, texts, or social practices. They explain, to return to Nietzsche, why “all things that live long are gradually so saturated with reason that their origin in unreason thereby becomes improbable.”28 Academic disciplines are powerful mechanisms to direct and control the production and diffusion of discourses. They establish the rules of intellectual exchange and define the methods, techniques, and instruments that are considered proper for the pursuit of knowledge. Within these margins, each discipline recognizes true and false propositions based on the standards of evaluation it established to assess them.29 <63-64>

***A2 Arguments***

A2 Western Feminism (Block)

1. No Link- your evidence is about how western feminism talks about non-western women. The 1NC is about the gender dichotmy which exist in IR- not based within the biologics of sex. Your evidence assumes a specific example of feminism that isn't us.

2. No Alt- The affirmative cannot solve the impact. There is only a risk that the alternative would provide a framework through which we can discuss the westernization of feminism.

3.  Not all Western feminism makes a monolithic entity of “Third World Women”. Without a specific link, the counter-k applies more the aff than the neg.

Mohanty in 86

postcolonial and transnational feminist theorist, 1986 (Chandra Talpade, Under Western Eyes, http://blog.lib.umn.edu/raim0007/RaeSpot/under%20wstrn%20eyes.pdf) 

My concern about such writings derives from my own implication and investment in contemporary debates in feminist theory, and the urgent political necessity (especially in the age of Reagan) of forming strategic coalitions across class, race, and national boundaries. Clearly Western feminist discourse and political practice is neither singular nor homogeneous in its goals, interests or analyses. However, it is possible to trace a coherence of effects resulting from the implicit assumption of "the West" (in all its complexities and contradictions) as the primary referent in theory and praxis. My reference to "Western feminism" is by no means intended to imply that it is a monolith. Rather, I am attempting to draw attention to the similar effects of various textual strategies used by particular writers that codify Others as non-Western and hence themselves as (implicitly) Western. It is in this sense that I use the term "Western feminist." The analytic principles discussed below serve to distort Western feminist political practices, and limit the possibility of coalitions among (usually White) Western feminists and working class and feminists of color around the world. These limitations are evident in the construction of the (implicitly consensual) priority of issues around which apparently all women are expected to organize. The necessary and integral connection between feminist scholarship and feminist political practice and organizing determines the significance and status of Western feminist writings on women in the third world, for feminist scholarship, like most other kinds of scholarship, is not the mere production of knowledge about a certain subject. It is a directly political and discursive practice in that it is purposeful and ideological. It is best seen as a mode of intervention into particular hegemonic discourses (for example, traditional anthropology, sociology, literary criticism, etc.); it is a political praxis which counters and resists the totalizing imperative of age-old "legitimate" and "scientific" bodies of knowledge. Thus, feminist scholarly practices (whether reading, writing, critical or textual) are inscribed in relations of power—relations which they counter, resist, or even perhaps implicitly support. There can, of course, be no apolitical scholarship.

A2: Realism (Block) 1/2

1. New Link- the realist system is exactly what our 1NC kritiks. Realism is only based around the masculinized protection of land, government and security while feminizing those who it is fearful of and want to remove from power.

2. No impact- Realism exist now and we still have conflict and wars. More history is on our side that conflict escalation happened because one state attempted to control another. The impact is unquie to the status quo. 

3. Realism is based within gendered securitized rhetoric which makes all wars, violence and conflict inevitable. 

Shepherd 2k7

Laura J. Shepherd. The British Journal of Politics and International Relations, “Victims, Perpetrators and Actors’ Revisited:1 Exploring the Potential for a Feminist Reconceptualisation of (International) Security and (Gender) Violence” Volume 9, Issue 2, Page 239-256, May 2007, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-856X.2007.00281.x

Both internal and external sovereignty are central to the conception of the state that informs conventional IR security literature, and the logical corollary of this conception constructs the state system as anarchic. Realist IR theory ‘sees’ the state as its object of analysis and therefore ‘[s]tates are the principle referent objects of security because they are both the framework of order and the highest sources of governing authority’ (Buzan 1991, 22). Within both classical (or ‘political’) realism and neo-realism (or ‘structural realism’), the state is represented as a unitary actor.10 Both variants proceed according to the assumption that all human existence is bounded by states, according to the assertion that states are the primary object of analysis. If, as Kenneth Waltz claims, ‘[s]tatesmen and military leaders are responsible for the security of their states ... no one at all is responsible for humanity’ (Waltz 1959, 416), then states are further assumed to be the object to which security policy and practice refers and humans can only be secured to the extent that they are citizens of a given state. John Herz's conception of the ‘security dilemma’ is explicitly premised on assumptions regarding the potential of human nature, and therefore state behaviour, to provide circumstances of collaboration and co-operation. The ‘human nature’ under discussion is, on closer inspection, the nature of ‘man’ (see Morgenthau 1973, 15–16), and is thus problematic in its partiality as well as its pessimism. Insecurity, according to Herz, stems from a fundamental social constellation ... where groups live alongside each other without being organised into a higher unity ... Since none can ever feel entirely secure in such a world ... power competition ensues and the vicious circle of security and power accumulation is on (Herz 1950, 157). The ‘fundamental social constellation’ posited by classical realists is a population of rational, unitary, masculine entities that will never, and can never, be otherwise. The concept of security driving these prescriptions is premised on a particular vision of the social relations between states, and furthermore constructs a particular notion of what is considered to be a security threat within this conceptualisation, as eternal and external to the state. While ‘human nature’ drives state behaviours according to classical realists, neo-realist assumptions concerning the construction of security in an anarchic system appeal to a structural logic of uncertainty. ‘Uncertainty is a synonym for life, and nowhere is uncertainty greater than in international politics’ (Waltz 1993, 58). The necessity of security behaviours is thus derived from the anarchic system and ‘rests on the argument that the distribution and character of military power are the root causes of war and peace’ (Mearsheimer 1990, 6). Thus threats, reduced to external violences and ultimately war between states, are perpetual, a theoretical move that serves to perpetuate the understanding of security as reducible to military force. This functions to blind those working within a conceptualisation of ‘national security’ to the possibility that threats are variously constructed depending on context. Moreover, the structural context of anarchy that is taken to be a foundational reality within this conceptualisation prescribes and proscribes certain behaviours that are then never opened to critical scrutiny, a point to which I return in the conclusion of this article.

A2: Realism (block) 2/2

4. Realism's pessimistic view of international relations establishes only violent relationships. 

Farias 5  (Rogerio, Professor at the University of Brazil, “Review: What Moves Man,” Political Studies Review, 3(1), AD: 7-10-9) 

She argues that the motivational assumptions employed by realists are usually not made explicit and they are, in fact, biased in favor of the particular view of reality that corresponds to the ideological pref erences shared by realist theorists and policy makers. The consequence is that realism would not follow the logic of science as it lacks a refutability dimension that is deemed necessary in modern and respected academic communities. The motivational bias in human agency in realism thought could be derived from the three basic motives of fear, honor, and profit that underlie most of realism works. Her argument is that these constitute an incomplete representation of the basic elements of human motivation, carrying a bias in favor of a highly pessimistic view of human nature. She uses evidence from a political-psychological literature to support those ideas, concluding that for a better explanation and prediction of political behavior a broader range of motives must be included – like the desire of affiliation or community, as well as the operation of altruism. 

5. Realism reproduces cycles of social control through violence and domination, allowing it to be a major contributor to the very circumstances it wishes to overcome.  Only by erasing the ‘masculine’ understanding of nuclear war can true acknowledgement of nuclear damage be measured.

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

A so-called “realist” response to this judgement might well pay lip-service to the “moral niceties” it embodies, but then argue that deterrence is worth those costs. Or, perhaps to be more accurate, it might argue that the results of a nuclear attack would be so catastrophic that the rest of these considerations are really an irrelevant distraction; deterring a WMD attack on our homeland is the precondition on which political freedom and social life depend, and so it must be thought about in a class by itself. We make two rejoinders to this claim. First, we note that in the culture of nuclear defense intellectuals, even raising the issue of costs is delegitimized, in large part through its association with “the feminine.” It is the kind of thing that “hysterical housewives” do; something done by people not tough and hard enough to look harsh “reality” in the eye, unsentimentally; not strong enough to separate their feelings from theorizing mass death; people who don’t have “the stones for war.” Feminist analysis rejects the cultural division of meaning which devalues anything associated with women or femininity. It sees in that same cultural valuing of the so-called “masculine” over the so-called “feminine” an explanation of why it appears so self-evident to many that what is called “military necessity” should appropriately be prioritized over all other human necessities. And it questions the assumptions that bestow the mantle of “realism” on such a constrained focus on weapons and state power. Rather than simply being an “objective” reflection of political reality, we understand this thought system as 1) a partial and distorted picture of reality, and 2) a major contributor to creating the very circumstances it purports to describe and protect against. 

A2 Intersectionality (Block) 1/2

1. No Link- Your evidence talks about the material identities of women. The 1NC's argument is how the social influence of masculinity and femininity affect war and conflict resolution. Your evidence assumes we talk about biological sex.

2. No alternative- the 1AC would not solve the impact. There is only a risk that the alternative would provide the best methodologies to question the intersections of identity instead of the current IR framework.

Though intersectionallity is viable, we must first understand gender as a social construct before we can even begin to speak of it. 

Risman, 2004

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

In conclusion, I have made the argument that we need to conceptualize gender as a social structure, and by doing so, we can analyze the ways in which gender is embedded at the individual, interactional, and institutional dimensions of our society. This situates gender at the same level of significance as the economy and the polity. In addition, this framework helps us to disentangle the relative strength of a variety of causal mechanisms for explaining any given outcome without dismissing the possible relevance of other processes that are situated at different dimensions of analysis. Once we have a conceptual tool to organize the encyclopedic research on gender, we can systematically build on our knowledge and progress to understanding the strength and direction of causal processes within a complicated multidimensional recursive theory. I have also argued that our concern with intersectionality must continue to be paramount but that different structures of inequality have different infrastructure and perhaps different influential causal mechanisms at any given historical moment. Therefore, we need to follow a both/and strategy, to understand gender structure, race structure, and other structures of inequality as they currently operate, while also systematically paying attention to howthese axes of domination intersect. Finally, I have suggested that we pay more attention to doing research and writing theory with explicit attention to howourwork can come to be “fightingwords” (Collins 1998) to help transform as well as inform society. If we can identify the mechanisms that create gender, perhaps we can offer alternatives to them and so use our scholarly work to contribute to envisioning a feminist utopia.  

A2 Intersectionality (Block) 2/2 

In order to understand identities it is often necessary to look at them as separate constructs

Risman, 2004

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

Other examples also illustrate the analytic usefulness of paying attention to the distinct properties of different axes of oppression. Gendered images support racial domination, but racial domination can hardly be attributed to gender inequality. For example, Black men’s inferiority gets promoted through constructions of hypersexuality (Collins 2004), and Black women’s inferiority gets promoted through sexualized images such as Jezebel or welfare queen (Collins 2000). Similarly, Asian American men’s autonomy and even citizenship rights were abrogated by constructions of effeminacy (Espiritu 1997). Yet it is implausible to argue that racial domination is nothing but a product of gender oppression. While we must pay attention to how axes of oppression affect one another and how the experience of their oppressions are simultaneous, we must continue to study andwork to transform each one independently as well as in conjunction with one another. Each categorical inequality (Tilly 1999) that is deeply embedded in society can be conceptualized as a social structure. Bonilla-Silva (1997) has made this argument persuasively for conceptualizing race as a social structure. He argued that race is a social structure that influences identities and attitudes but is also incorporated into how opportunities and constraints work throughout every societal institution. According to Bonilla-Silva, to conceptualize race as a social structure forces us to move beyond seeing racial inequality as constructed simply by racist attitudes and to understand the ways in which our society embeds white privilege at every level of analysis. I hardly need to argue that class inequality should be conceptualized as a structure as the economic structure of society has long been a primary concern of social scientists. Similarly, political structures have long been studied both at the national and comparative level because here too, politics are routinely considered a basic component of human society. My argument is that race, gender, and sexuality are as equally fundamental to human societies as the economy and the polity. Those inequalities that are fundamentally embedded throughout social life, at the level of individual identities, cultural expectations embedded into interaction, and institutional opportunities and constraints are best conceptualized as structures: The gender structure, the race structure, the class structure, and the sexuality structure. This does not imply that the social forces that produced, nor the causal mechanisms at work in the daily reproduction of inequality within each structure, are of similar strength or type at any given historical moment. For example, gender and race structures extend considerably further into everyday life in the contemporary American context, at home and atwork, than does the political structure.3 I propose this structural language as a tool to help disentangle the means by which inequalities are constructed, recreated, and—it is hoped—transformed or deconstructed. The model for how gender structure works, with consequences for individuals, interactions/cultural expectations, and institutions, can be generalized to the study of other equally embedded inequalities such as race and sexuality. Each structure of inequality exists on its own yet coexists with every other structure of inequality. The subjective experience of actual human beings is always of intersecting inequalities, but the historical construction and contemporary reproduction of inequality on each axis may be distinct. Oppressions can be loosely or tightly coupled, can have both common and distinct generative mechanisms. 

A2 Link Turns

The piecemeal approach is entrenched in crisis-driven politics that obscures the systemic roots of violence

Cuomo 96 (Chris J., Associate Professor of Philosophy and Women's Studies at the University of Cincinnati. Hypatia, Vol. 11, No. 4, Women and Violence, “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence” Autumn 1996. JSTOR AD 7/9/09)

Ethical approaches that do not attend to the ways in which warfare and military practices are woven into the very fabric of life in twenty-first century technological states lead to crisis-based politics and analyses. For any feminism that aims to resist oppression and create alternative social and political options, crisis-based ethics and politics are problematic because they distract attention from the need for sustained resistance to the enmeshed, omnipresent systems of domination and oppression that so often function as givens in most people's lives. Neglecting the omnipresence of militarism allows the false belief that the absence of declared armed conflicts is peace, the polar opposite of war. It is particularly easy for those whose lives are shaped by the safety of privilege, and who do not regularly encounter the realities of militarism, to maintain this false belief. The belief that militarism is an ethical, political concern only regarding armed conflict, creates forms of resistance to militarism that are merely exercises in crisis control. Antiwar resistance is then mobilized when the "real" violence finally occurs, or when the stability of privilege is directly threatened, and at that point it is difficult not to respond in ways that make resisters drop all other political priorities. Crisis-driven attention to declarations of war might actually keep resisters complacent about and complicitous in the general presence of global militarism. Seeing war as necessarily embedded in constant military presence draws attention to the fact that horrific, state-sponsored violence is happening nearly all over, all of the time, and that it is perpetrated by military institutions and other militaristic agents of the state.

A2 Case Outweighs

Discussion of sexuality is not second to poverty, war, or epidemics, but magnified by these conditions requiring a serious investigation of internal politics, inequities and modes of oppression

Rubin, a cultural anthropologist best known as an activist and influential theorist of sex and gender politics, 1993 (Gayle S., , "Thinking Sex: Notes for a Radical Theory of the Politics of Sexuality," Social Perspective in Lesbian and Gay Studies, NY Routledge, , DES) 

The time has come to think about sex. To some, sexuality may seem to be an unimportant topic, a frivolous diversion from the more critical problems of poverty, war, disease, racism, famine, or nuclear annihilation. But it is precisely at times such as these, when we live with the possibility of unthinkable destruction, that people are likely to become dangerously crazy about sexuality. Contemporary conflicts over sexual values and erotic conduct have much in common with the religious disputes of earlier centuries. They acquire immense symbolic weight. Disputes over sexual behavior often become the vehicles for displacing social anxieties, and discharging their attendant emotional intensity. Consequently, sexuality should be treated with special respect in times of great social stress. The realm of sexuality also has its own internal politics, inequities, and modes of oppression. As with other aspects of human behavior, the concrete institutional forms of sexuality at any given time and place are products of human activity. They are imbued with conflicts of interest and political maneuvering, both deliberate and incidental. In that sense, sex is always political. But there are also historical periods in which sexuality is more sharply contested and more overtly politicized. In such periods, the domain of erotic life is, in effect, renegotiated.  

A2 Permutation- Do Both (Block)

1. Perm is in a Double-Bind

A. Perm cannot solve the residual links- No solvency how 1AC action can epistemologically question international relations. All of our overview analysis is reasons why the perm can't overcome the links. 

B. Severs reps from plan- If they get to win that the perm solves the residual links, it is because they severed representational portions of the 1AC. This severance perm means the neg cannot win debates because they loose critical link ground to question the 1AC. This is a voter for fairness because neg flex means we should be able to test the 1AC mulitiple ways. 

2. Alt Solves- If we win an epistemology claims then the perm doesn't matter because the alternative can solve all of case while avoiding the links. Risk of an impact outweighs the perm disads. Our  alternative evidence says without a prior question of epistemological questioning all future politics fail. 

3. The State will co-opt identity categories creating homogenise collectives

Kantola in 2k7

ohanna Kantola. The British Journal of Politics and International Relations, Volume 9, Issue 2, Page 270-283, May 2007, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-856X.2007.00283.x

Feminists have also emphasised the problems related to the tendency to see the state as the key identity category in international relations. This results in the exclusion of such identity categories as gender, race, ethnicity, class and sexuality and renders them invisible. States homogenise political identities in ways that disguise differences within the state—including gender differences—and create differences between states (Pettman 1996b, 4). An expectation that the state is the embodiment of a collective identity reduces all other dimensions impacting on identities, such as violence and conflicts, to relations between states. This is based on the idea that citizens identify first and foremost with the state and that the relations between citizens are defined through the state (Steans 1998, 62–63).

4.No risk of a Link Turn-Can use the Master's Tool to Break Down the Master's House

Morgan 1994 ( David, David taught in the Sociology department at the University of Manchester for almost 35 years. Since retiring he holds an Emeritus Professorship at Manchester together with visiting Professorships at Keele University and NTNU, Trondheim)Theorizing masculinities, Pp 166)

Traditionally, then, combat and military experience separate men from women while binding men to men. It is a separation that reaches deep into a man’s sense of identity and self, as the quotations of the beginning of this chapter illustrates. However, these dual processes of separation and unity have another face. If war and the military often highlight key and frequently sacred themes within society and appear effortlessly to weave these themes within society and appear effortlessly to weave these themes around constructions of masculinity and femininity it is also important to note the darker, less publicly celebrated associations of such institutions and events. As has often been noted, rape and war are almost inevitably linked(brownmiller, 1976) and sexual aggression is often integral part of the training and bonding of soldiers (Theweleit, 1987) Military authorities, with varying degrees of covertness, will seek to provide outlets for the sexual needs of their men, again highlighting other well-established gendered contrasts between active masculine animality and female passivity. 

A2 State Good

We must move beyond the state being the only actor to look at identities. a focus on other actors such as social movements and individuals help shift away from the conceptul boundaries of the state and nation. 

Kantola in 2k7

ohanna Kantola. The British Journal of Politics and International Relations, Volume 9, Issue 2, Page 270-283, May 2007, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-856X.2007.00283.x

The worry that a focus on states masks women's agency and concerns has also been articulated in feminist IR. It amounts to an understanding that scholars need to study, first, other actors than the state, such as social movements, individuals and corporations, and, second, other sites than the state, such as the household, economy, cities and civil society. In answering ‘where are the women?’, Cynthia Enloe (1989) famously looked to tourism, trade and processes of militarisation, each of which takes place across and beyond state boundaries. She looked at diplomatic wives and military base women, at women workers in factories, in direct contrast to IR's interest in states and structural processes rather than individuals (Enloe 2004). Finally, feminist IR scholars argue that there is a need to look at other identities than the state, which entails a move beyond the problematic idea that the state is the primary locus of identity. Jill Steans argues indeed for the need to ‘move beyond the territorial and conceptual boundaries of state and nation’ by focusing on ‘issues of gender and identity in global perspective’ (Steans 1998, 7).

A2 Violence/Threats Inevitable/Thayer

The belief that violence and aggression are inevitable creates a self-fulfilling prophecy that will lead us to extinction.  Humans aren’t violent by nature, we choose to be.

Kohn 88 (Alfie, writes and speaks widely on human behavior, education, and parenting, “Human Nature Isn’t Inherently Violent,” http://salsa.net/peace/conv/8weekconv1-4.html, AD: 7-11-09) 

It is true that the presence of some hormones or the stimulation of certain sections of the brain has been experimentally linked with aggression. But after describing these mechanisms in some detail, K.E. Moyer, a physiologist at Carnegie-Mellon University in Pittsburgh, emphasizes that "aggressive behavior is stimulus-bound. That is, even though the neural system specific to a particular kind of aggression is well activated, the behavior does not occur unless an appropriate target is available (and even then) it can be inhibited."Regardless of the evolutionary or neurological factors said to underlie aggression, "biological" simply does not mean "unavoidable." The fact that people voluntarily fast or remain celibate shows that even hunger and sex drives can be overridden.

All this concerns the matter of aggressiveness in general. The idea that war in particular is biologically determined is even more far-fetched.To begin with, we tend to make generalizations about the whole species on the basis of our own experience. "People in a highly warlike society are likely to overestimate the propensity toward war in human nature," says Donald Greenberg, a sociologist at the University of Missouri.The historical record, according to the Congressional Research Service, shows the United States is one of the most warlike societies on the planet, having intervened militarily around the world more than 150 times since 1850. Within such a society, not surprisingly, the intellectual traditions supporting the view that aggression is more a function of nature than nurture have found a ready audience. The mass media also play a significant role in perpetuating outdated views on violence, according to Jeffrey Goldstein, a psychologist at Temple University.Because it is relatively easy to describe and makes for a snappier news story, reporters seem to prefer explanations of aggression that invoke biological necessity, he says. An international conference of experts concluded in 1986 that war is not an inevitable part of human nature. When one member tried to convince reporters that this finding was newsworthy, few news organizations in the United States were interested. One reporter told him, "Call us back when you find a gene for war."Leonard Eron, a psychologist at the University of Illinois in Chicago, observes, "TV teaches people that aggressive behavior is normative, that the world around you is a jungle when it is actually not so." In fact, research at the University of Pennsylvania's Annenberg School of Communications has shown that the more television an individual watches, the more likely he or she is to believe that "most people would take advantage of you if they got the chance."

The belief that violence in unavoidable, while disturbing at first glance, actually holds a curious attraction for some people. It also allows individuals to excuse their own acts of aggression by suggesting that they have little choice.

"In order to justify, accept, and live with war, we have created a psychology that makes it inevitable," says Dr. Bernard Lown, co-chairman of International Physicians for th4e Prevention of Nuclear War, which received the Nobel peace Prize in 1985. "It is a rationalization for accepting war as a system of resolving human conflict." To understand these explanations for the war-is-inevitable belief is to realize its consequences. Treating any behavior as inevitable sets up a self-fulfilling prophecy: By assuming we are bound to be aggressive, we are more likely to act that way and provide evidence for the assumption. People who believe that humans are naturally aggressive may also be unlikely to oppose particular wars.

The evidence suggests, then, that humans do have a choice with respect to aggression and war. To an extent, such destructiveness is due to the mistaken assumption that we are helpless to control an essentially violent nature."We live in a time," says Lown, "when accepting this as inevitable is no longer possible without courting extinction."
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