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Shell

A.) The Link: The affirmative’s focus on improving the transportation infrastructure is grounded in a logic that naturalizes mobility with freedom and efficiency- this viewpoint is the outgrowth of the masculine subject at the center of modern thought that desires to conquer and control space 

Bauhardt, 04

(Christine, Technical University of Berlin Institute of Urban and Regional Planning, Urban Development and Transportation Infrastructures: Insights from the Ruhr Region, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CFkQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ifz.tugraz.at%2FMedia%2FDateien%2FDownloads-IFZ%2FSummer-Academy%2FProceedings-2004%2FUrban-Development-and-Transportation-Infrastructures-Insights-from-the-Ruhr-Region&ei=1bjxT4TdK4is8QS1u4X3DA&usg=AFQjCNETXWV2Zg7c7C1sVijFo3CcG7tCkA [7/2/12])
My first thesis is that the acceleration of these tendencies and their equation with economic progress, technological modernization and spatial autonomy are deeply related to the construction of the male Enlightenment subject. This masculine subject is constructed through the dissociation of the intellect from nature and the body, as well as through the idea of its dominance over nature and through the valuing of individual autonomy over social bonds. Both natural processes and social ties are anchored in concrete, particular spaces. Overcoming social, natural and spatial bonds by forward motion is understood to guarantee autonomy and freedom. My second thesis posits that this imagined link between acceleration and technological and economic progress influences actions not only in the area of transportation policy; it has been internalized as a social metaphor in the minds of people and thus influences their transportation behaviour. The promise of freedom through accelerated transportation is, however, an illusion given that this desire for freedom has contributed to the creation of and reinforcement of power relations that no longer allow for freedom of movement: If increasing speed is adopted as a principle in city and transportation planning, then mobility becomes a necessity. Compulsory mobility has high economic and social costs, making it all the more important to seek alternatives in transportation planning that guarantee equality in transportation conditions and thereby also guarantee the free movement of all urban inhabitants.
B.) The Impact: Social policies, like the 1ac, are essential to maintaining androcentric relations in American society which provide the ideological basis for a series of violent and exploitive actions that culminate in extinction

Nhanenge 2K7 

(Jytte Masters @ U South Africa, paper submitted in part fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of master of arts in the subject Development Studies, “ECOFEMINSM: TOWARDS INTEGRATING THE CONCERNS OF WOMEN, POOR PEOPLE AND NATURE INTO DEVELOPMENT, http://uir.unisa.ac.za/bitstream/handle/10500/570/dissertation.pdf;jsessionid=D3061E0F47F534573266E459F6B6BB0C?sequence=1)
The androcentric premises also have political consequences. They protect the ideological basis of exploitative relationships. Militarism, colonialism, racism, sexism, capitalism and other pathological 'isms' of modernity get legitimacy from the assumption that power relations and hierarchy are inevitably a part of human society, due to man's inherent nature. Because when mankind by nature is autonomous, competitive and violent (i.e. masculine) then coercion and hierarchical structures are necessary to manage conflicts and maintain social order. In this way. the cooperative relationships such as those found among some women and tribal cultures, are by a dualised definition unrealistic and Utopian. (Birkeland 1995: 59). This means that power relations are generated by universal scientific truths about human nature, rather than by political and social debate. The consequence is that people cannot challenge the basis of the power structure because they believe it is the scientific truth, so it cannot be otherwise. In this way, militarism is justified as being unavoidable, regardless of its patent irrationality. Likewise, if the scientific "truth" were that humans would always compete for a greater share of resources, then the rational response to the environmental crisis would seem to be "dog-eat-dog" survivalism. This creates a self-fulfilling prophecy in which nature and community simply cannot survive. (Birkeland 1995: 59). This type of social and political power structure is kept in place by social policies. It is based on the assumption that if the scientific method is applied to public policy then social planning can be done free from normative values. However, according to Habermas (Reitzes 1993:40) the scientific method only conceal pre-existing, unreflected social interests and pre-scientific decisions. Consequently, also social scientists apply the scientific characteristics of objectivity, value-freedoni. rationality and quantifiability to social life, hi this way, they assume they can unveil universal laws about social relations, which will lead to true knowledge. Based on this, correct social policies can be formulated. Thus, social processes are excluded, while scientific objective facts are included. Society is assumed a static entity, where no changes are possible. By promoting a permanent character, social science legitimizes the existing social order, while obscuring the relations of domination and subordination, which is keeping the existing power relations inaccessible to analysis. The frozen order also makes it impossible to develop alternative explanations about social reality. It prevents a historical and political understanding of reality and denies the possibility for social transformation by human agency. The prevailing condition is seen as an unavoidable fact. This implies that human beings are passive and that domination is a natural force, for which no one is responsible. This permits the state freely to implement laws and policies, which are controlling and coercive. These are seen as being correct, because they are based on scientific facts made by scientific experts. One result is that the state, without consulting the public, engages in a pathological pursuit of economic growth. Governments support the capitalist ideology, which benefits the elite only, while it is destroying nature and increasing poverty for women and lower classes. The priority on capitalism also determines other social policies. There are consequently no considerations for a possible conflict between the amis of the government for social control and economic efficiency and the welfare needs of various social groups. Without having an alternative to the existing order, people become dis-empowered. Ultimately, the reaction is public apathy, which legitimates authorative governments. Thus, social science is an ideology, which is affirming the prevailing social, political and economic order. (Reitzes 1993: 36-39,41-42).
C.) The Alternative: Reject the affirmative in order to problematize the androcentric nature of the Political.  Only replacement of existing structures of transportation planning can reverse gender based oppression and allow for non-masculine perspectives to guide future transportation infrastructure projects

Riveria, 07

(Roselle Leah K. Assistant Professor Dept of Women and Development Studies, Unviersity of the Philippines, Culture, Gender, Transport: Contentious Planning Issues, Transport and Communications Bulletin for Asia and the Pacific, http://www.unescap.org/ttdw/Publications/TPTS_pubs/bulletin76/bulletin76_fulltext.pdf [7/4/12])

The preceding discussion shows in many ways that there needs to be a rethinking of the outdated notions of work, the economy and development. The economy is not solely the productive or commercially oriented economy (formal and informal) that is measured solely in quantitative terms. A purely technology or infrastructure orientation continues to dominate the transport sector; therefore, there must be pressure to push for the social and cultural aspects of transport to be clearly articulated in the policy planning process. Integrating gender into transport policies must take the centre stage in this rethinking process. The work of women, excluded in policy and planning because it is not traditionally produced for exchange in the market, must be made visible and be given value. Excluding the economy of social reproduction from the transport sector framework translates into ignoring equity the aspect in the design and delivery of transport sector activities. The crucial task of re-examining conventional notions means treating the transport sector as a gendered structure, recognizing the implications of transport policies for men and women and the implications of gender relations for sector level analysis and policy options. This way, the crucial element of equity, or fairness, could be tackled head on. This approach is not meant to complement existing approaches, but to replace outdated approaches. The present approach calls for efficiency, even at the expense of equity, but the proposed approach calls for equity as the primary objective, with efficiency socially accorded and guaranteed. Research on women and transport in the developing world, specifically in Asia and the Pacific, is in its infancy. Researchers working in the developing world must take the lead in discovering women, gender and transport with serious intention and attention. The call is now for serious researchers enlightened by progressive perspectives to guide policy and search for new ways to reconsider thinking about transport in women’s lives.

Links

Links: Transportation Topic
Link: Transportation construction project

The aff leads to the creation of construction projects that deny equal opportunities for women
Masika and Baden 97

[Rachel and Sally, (Professors of Math, Technology, and Science at The Open University), “Infrastructure and Poverty: A Gender Analysis”, Bridge Development, June 1997, http://www.bridge.ids.ac.uk/reports/re51.pdf (7/3/12)] JB2

Explanations for gender biases in construction range from patriarchal culture/attitudes, exclusion

from training 8, the nature of construction work, the work environment etc. (Shah 1993;Menendez 1991).  The development of formal construction trade training, initially through apprenticeship and later through modern vocational training programmes has usually reinforced the exclusion of women from the direct income benefits that construction work generates (UNCHS 1990). Women’s involvement in the construction industry is further constrained by sexual segmentation in the labour force.  Wells (1990) points out  that women are more likely to be employed in clerical categories, occupying low positions, while men are concentrated in production-related tasks, and in technical and managerial positions.

Link: Transportation Jobs

Women are excluded from transportation jobs

Clarke, 10

[Mari, (Consultant to The World Bank), “Making Transport Work For Women and Men Tools For Task Teams”, The World Bank, December 2010, http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EXTSOCIALDEVELOPMENT/Resources/244362-1265299949041/6766328-1270752196897/Making_Transport_Work_for_Women_and_Men.pdf]

Globally, transport and transport-related workers are predominantly male – in road construction and maintenance, transport services, and transport agencies. Like other infrastructure sectors, most transport planning agencies, boards, and advisory committees at all levels are mostly managed by males. This is also true for other infrastructure sectors.

Link: Public Transportation

Public transportation usage is not universal but differs based on gender- failure to examine this questions leads to marginalization of women
Hamilton 01, (Kerry Hamilton, Professor of Transport Studies @ University of East London, “Gender and Transport in Developed Countries,”January 10, 2012. Date Accessed: July 2, 2012, http://www.cityshelter.org/13_mobil/03tend.htm, LG)
We do not believe or assume that all women are the same, or that they feel the same about public transport.  This is manifestly not so.  However, there are sufficiently significant differences between women's transport demands and experiences, as opposed to those of men-differences in access to private transport, in patterns of commuting and employment, in child-care and elder-care responsibilities, in basic attitudes to private and public transport-to justify treating women separately.  Within that group 'women' there are highly important distinctions which depend-for example-upon income, age, household, elder- and child-care responsibilities, ethnicity, employment status, degree of disability, location, class and education The particular balance among these will vary from country to country and area to area, and it is therefore essential for policy makers and transport operators to gather information locally in line with best gender balancing practice in order to understand the characteristics of women. This paper draws on data from Sweden, UK and the USA to demonstrate the widespread nature of inequality of access for women in the developed world and highlight the importance of the role played by transport in women's lives and its potential for ameliorating or exacerbating some of the structural disadvantages associated with women's roles. Demographic profile The world's fifth richest economy, the UK, has a population of 29.9 million women compared with 28.8 million men.  Women make up 51% of the population.  However, men outnumber women until they reach their mid-forties, when the numbers become more or less equal.  For those aged 85 and over, there are 3 women to every man.  56% of women in Britain are married; 5% are cohabiting; 18% are single; 14% are widowed; 6% are divorced and 2% are separated.  Over two fifths (43%) of women of working age in the UK have dependent children.  One in five (21%) of these women is a lone parent.1

In Sweden, 46% of a total population of over 8 million are women.  Figures for 1994, show that 28% of the population were living in single adult households and the majority of the population, some 72%, were cohabiting.  Within this group, 39% of the population lived in cohabiting households with children and 33% lived in cohabiting households without children.  Of single person households, 6% had children and the majority of these were headed by women. In the US the fastest growing households is amongst single parent families.  Between 1974-94 the total number of US families increased over 17% and the number of families headed by a cohabiting married couple fell by more than 10%. Families headed by a lone female parent now account for almost a quarter of all American families. Over the three decades since 1960 the percentage of children living with just one parent tripled. In 1990 around 22% of all children lived in single women households.

Link: Transportation- Urban areas
Transportation infrastructure is biased against women

Mari Clarke, December 2010

[Mari, (Consultant to The World Bank), “Making Transport Work For Women and Men Tools For Task Teams”, The World Bank, December 2010, http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EXTSOCIALDEVELOPMENT/Resources/244362-1265299949041/6766328-1270752196897/Making_Transport_Work_for_Women_and_Men.pdf] 

Many urban transport systems in developing countries have not been designed to meet the Needs of the poor and different groups (e.g. people with disabilities). The most common intervention is road and highway construction that mostly serves private car and truck owners. Lack of transport options hampers access to employment and limits social networks, particularly for women who generally have fewer resources than men. Goods and services are sometimes more expensive in low-income communities due to poor infrastructure and services. Urban transport service schedules are often based on peak hour travel to work, generally with radial routing to the city center. Off-peak travel to multiple destinations -- combining several tasks (trip chaining) that characterize the travel of many women is often poorly served. Most transport pricing makes this type of multiple travel more expensive than travel directly to work in the city center. Such pricing and scheduling constrains women’s access to employment, markets and social services. Transport fares are often beyond the means of the poor, particularly women. Women are more vulnerable to gender-based violence and crime in dimly lit city streets and access points for public transport. Platform and bus/train design rarely takes into account the safety needs of women carrying children and shopping bags or the elderly and disabled. Poor air quality from increasing carbon dioxide emissions from vehicles also has greater impacts on pedestrians and non-motorized transport users, many of whom are women.

Link: Transportation- Urban areas
The aff’s transportation project fails to restructure cities which perpetuates the marginalization of women form daily transportation patterns

International Transport Forum 11 ( Chantal Duchene, Director General of GART, french association of Public Transport Local Authorities, Economist and lawyer, “Gender and Transport,” May 3, 2011. Date Accessed: July 3, 2012, http://www.internationaltransportforum.org/jtrc/DiscussionPapers/DP201111.pdf, LG)
11.1 Transport infrastructure 

In both developed and developing countries, women walk more than men. The existence of paths alongside roads and sidewalks in cities, as well as safe pedestrian crossings, is therefore very important for both safety and comfort. Crossings over waterways for pedestrians also allow trips on foot to be shortened. Moreover, the routes of paths and crossings must be thought out from the standpoint of those travelling on foot to ensure that they are as short as possible.  Bus stops and the paths leading to bus stops must also take account of women’s needs and in particular their safety, the issue of lighting being especially important in this respect. The question of safety also arises with regard to the design of car parks in areas where women have access to a private car. 11.2 Transport facilities-  11.2.1 Public transport-  The design of transport facilities is very important. Women often have children with them, either in a pushchair or on their back. They are also often loaded down with packets. Access to buses and underground trains must be facilitated, by providing sufficiently wide doors and by avoiding steps; stairs and turnstiles are often difficult to negotiate for somebody accompanied by children and carrying packages.  The issue of women’s safety must also be taken into account by providing for a high level of visibility throughout all underground and train carriages and by ensuring that, wherever possible and particularly in developing countries, men and women can travel separately. In developed countries, failure to take account of women’s safety sometimes prompts the latter to prefer private car use to public transport. 11.2.2 Individual transport-  In developing countries, intermediate modes such as bicycles, mopeds, rickshaws, etc., must also take account of the specific constraints on women. 11.3 Transport services-  Whereas public transport services (public or private public transport, as well as taxis, etc.) are in most cases designed to travel towards the city centre during rush hours, women also need transport services in their local neighbourhood outside rush hours which will allow them to make short, but linked trips. The decentralised organisation of transport, to move services closer to where they are needed, can often help to improve services and thereby improve women’s access to markets, public facilities (schools, health centres, etc.) and jobs.  Fares must be set at a level that allows women to access public transport at an affordable price, notably by taking account of the fact that they make series of trips which in most cases call for the use of several tickets. Furthermore, season tickets are usually designed to meet the needs of full-time workers whereas many women work part-time.  To take account of safety problems, women should be allowed greater scope to alight closer to their final destination, outside the normal bus stops, in the evening and at night. Awareness campaigns aimed at both bus drivers and passengers should also be promoted to improve women’s safety.

Link: Transportation

Transportation is not neutral but reflects the gender hierarchies of American society- the aff’s fail to interrogate this prior question leads to exacerbation of gender exclusion
Hamilton 01, (Kerry Hamilton, Professor of Transport Studies @ University of East London, “Gender and Transport in Developed Countries,”January 10, 2012. Date Accessed: July 2, 2012, http://www.cityshelter.org/13_mobil/03tend.htm, LG)
There are many examples of the role that transport plays in women's efforts to manage the multiple roles they play. Juggling paid and unpaid work as well as the demands of child care, and perhaps also care of adults, places particular time-constraints on women. This can cause great difficulties where public transport services are infrequent and/or unreliable. Getting to appointments and to work on time can be especially difficult. Transport plays a significant role in either exacerbating or ameliorating the relative disadvantage of women. Transport poverty is very evident in many parts of the developed world and this compounds the many other difficulties associated with living on a low income. Poor transport options limit access to employment and social support networks, and to health, recreational and sports facilities, restricting both quality of life and 'life chances'. Transport or the lack of it can impact directly on women's physical and emotional well-being. There are obvious health risks associated with waiting for long periods in inclement weather, particularly for older women, and respiratory problems triggered by traffic pollution and poor air quality. Some of the problems of travelling by public transport affect women's wellbeing by producing strong, negative emotions. Long waits after a tiring day produce frustration and anger. Overcrowding on public transport involves invasion of personal space which many find distressing, and which renders women vulnerable to sexual abuse. Fear of harassment and attack produces high levels of anxiety. All of these, particularly the last, can act as a strong deterrent to women travelling at all. Thanks to recent advances in, for example, psycho-neuroimmunology, it is now widely recognised that emotions can impact on physical as well as mental health. The stresses of travelling can be considerable and serious consideration needs to be given to ways of minimising these. Conversely, when women are dissuaded from travelling by factors such as these and by poor transport availability, there can also be consequences for health and well-being. The ability to 'get out and about' is important for the maintenance of a positive outlook on life. Social relationships are kept healthy through regular social contact. They are a crucial factor for both the mental health of the individual and the 'social capital' of the community. Choice and options In practice women have few travel options or choices open to them. As a general rule, if car transport is available this will be used, whether as a driver or a passenger, in preference to using public transport. There are very few examples in the available literature of genuine choice over mode of personal travel, and even fewer examples where public transport is used in preference to the car because it is cheaper, quicker or more pleasant. As part of a recent UK study, women were questioned about their attitudes and experience of transport, in particular about what stopped them from using public transport. Their responses revealed that their predominantly negative experiences of public transport do not appear in most cases to prevent them from using it. There does however appear to be a significant reduction in actual as opposed to desired journeys for social and recreational purposes, particularly in the evening and more so among women with caring responsibilities and those in older age groups. Examples of what may be termed 'imperatives to car use', were evident and these were of two kinds: first, strong concerns about personal security, for example; and second, the need to ensure safe travel to school for one's children.28 Costs and inconvenience associated with children's journeys to school were also major concerns, but safety was paramount: Although car ownership and use are on the increase among women, there is still an important market for public transport among women. There are many pressures to get and use a car, but research among women indicates that cars are also perceived to have a range of disadvantages and limitations that other competing modes have either low availability, high costs or low attractiveness for women, and that for the great majority cycling and motorbike cycle use are hardly seen as options at all. For many women, walking is still probably the most viable option for shorter journeys. However, rising rates of crimes against the person does nothing to allay women's concerns about personal security. Additionally, often hazardous pedestrian environments and the encumbered nature of many of women's journeys lessen the attractiveness of walking. There remains a strong need for some form of motorised non-private transport in keeping with transport and sustainability criteria to meet women's travel needs.29. In conclusion, the failure to produce transport policies and provision that meet women's needs has exacerbated social exclusion and environmental pollution. Much more research needs to be undertaken to provide a clearer picture of women's lives, their domestic and family responsibilities and their preferred work and leisure patterns, particularly at the local level. This data could then be employed to promote greater awareness among those responsible for transport provision of the extent of gender inequality and more importantly as material to construct a tool to audit 30 all transport plans. A better transport future for women could then be attained if all policy and plans were audited for gender sensitivity.

Link: Transportation

Transportation policies like the aff ignore gender differences by failing to focus on the complexity of women’s transportation needs

Duchène 2011

(Chantal Duchène; Director ChD Mobilité Transport, France Gender and Transport; International Transport Forum; March 2011; http://www.internationaltransportforum.org/jtrc/DiscussionPapers/DP201111.pdf)
In developed countries, comparative travel studies of men and women tend to show converging patterns of behaviour, notably with regard to possession of a driver’s licence. However, differences still remain due to the fact that women have far more complex programmes of activity. In both North America and Europe, for example, women make more trips, and in chains that are more complex, than those made by men, notably due to the fact that they undertake more non work-related trips. At the same time, their journey-to-work trips are shorter as their area of access to jobs is often smaller due to time constraints and their lesser degree of access to a private car. Because of the complexity of their travel chains and the fact that they have more trips to make, they are more dependent on the car. However, when they have the time, they make greater use of public transport and walking than men for equivalent trips. There are also significant differences between men and women with regard to the means of transport that they use. In all European countries, fewer women than men own or use a car. In Sweden, 70% of cars on the road are owned by men. In France, 60% of men living outside the Paris region only travel by car. With traditionally men working in transport sector, it is therefore not surprising that transport policies have generally favoured car use over public transport, cycling and walking. Decisions regarding transport policy are generally taken by “mature” men, precisely the age group that mainly travels by car. In Europe, women are more dependent than men on public transport networks, of which they make greater use. In France, for example, men only use public transport for 10% of their trips, and two thirds of passengers on public transport networks are women. 

Link: Transportation

Aff transportation project fails to account for gender making their form of conveyance exclusionary
Peters 2K

[Deike, (the Director of the Environmental Programme at the Institute for Transportation and Development Policy), “Breadwinners, Homemakers, and Beasts of Burden: A Gender Perspective on Transport and Mobility”, Institute for City and Regional Planning, 2000, https://www.geschundkunstgesch.tu-berlin.de/fileadmin/fg95/Hauptordner_Megaprojekte/Peters1998-2001ArticleBreadwinnersHomemakersSDI4-7.pdf (7/3/12)] JB2

Major differences in the basic mobility needs of women and men are grounded in the gender-based division of labour within the family and community. Men’s stereotypical role in almost all societies is one of the income-earning breadwinner, who leaves the house for work in the morning and comes back in the evening. Women, however, usually perform triple roles as income earners, home makers and community-managers. As a rule, women take shorter, more frequent and more dispersed trips during the day. Women also frequently carry bulky loads from shopping and are accompanied by children or elderly relatives. Of course, women usually do not get paid for these reproductive and community-related trips.  Existing transport systems are not adequately geared towards the needs of women. Rather, most systems are biased towards the travel needs of male breadwinners. In order to alleviate women’s disproportionate transport burden in society, a variety of factors need to be addressed. Among the most important are access to modes of transport, the siting and routing of facilities and infrastructure and the timing/frequency of services 
Link: Transportation  Planning and Implementation
Women are excluded from every facet of the transportation infrastructure planning and implementation process resulting in projects that marginalize the feminine and entrench traditional power interests

Riveria, 07

(Roselle Leah K. Assistant Professor Dept of Women and Development Studies, Unviersity of the Philippines, Culture, Gender, Transport: Contentious Planning Issues, Transport and Communications Bulletin for Asia and the Pacific, http://www.unescap.org/ttdw/Publications/TPTS_pubs/bulletin76/bulletin76_fulltext.pdf [7/4/12])

Last but not least is the issue of women themselves charting the course for changes in their lives, or what is well known in studies on the subject as a sense of “agency”. To address transport needs or to acquire and use transport technologies and services, men and women in poor communities usually have to negotiate with powerful stakeholders, such as policymakers, politicians, local officials, transport providers, local government officials or even financial institutions. Women are not recognized by policymakers as transport stakeholders. In assessing the level of transport demands and resources, women’s and community needs are nonexistent. As was given weight in the preceding sections, the harsh reality is that data on the travel and transport burden are highly generalized and aggregated in many developing countries (Peters, 2001). Looking through available policy documents, it is safe to conclude that women’s transport needs for both productive and reproductive purposes are generally ignored in transport policies in both developing and developed countries (Cervero and Jonathan, 1998). In recent years, there have been few initiatives to reduce discrimination and to ensure a greater voice for women’s needs and priorities in transport and more generally in places where women live and work. Much attention can be seen in the area of income generation for women. It is now common to find discussions on women’s livelihood and transport needs together (Brown and Lloyd-Jones, in Rakodi, 2002). Women need to be more involved in the planning and implementation of transport interventions so that their perspective and needs are more central to the interventions. Political representation by transport users, specifically women, is important. However, ordinary men and women in communities, without the confidence to register their travel needs, are relegated to the lower rung of captive transport users, who are burdened with barriers to representation. The first reality is their lack of representation in most upper bureaucracies and technocracies, because, more often than not, they are unorganized, making their demands invisible. The second reality is that transport is only one of the overwhelming concerns faced by poor communities. The planning process is political in that interest groups negotiate solutions in a conflicting arena. Among the major forces in the arena of transport are the historically entrenched traditional politicians, the construction sector, the real estate sector, automobile users and the public transport industries. Case studies provide instances of women leaders in communities raising their concerns to authorities to improve infrastructure or services, with no result. Unlike in some developed countries, transport stakeholders in developing countries, such as those in Asia and the Pacific, especially the poor and the marginalized, are not as influential as bureaucrats and private operators. The needed changes being pushed for in the transport agenda, however, still do not specifically reflect the practical transport concerns of marginalized groups such as women. There is no evidence in studies on the subject of how local communities could put the interests of ordinary commuter citizens on the agenda. In addition, how organizations can strongly influence the agenda of politicians and public servants with a perspective of public interest is not on researchers’ agenda. Also not mapped in any research is the need to express and register the transport needs of marginalized, vulnerable groups, such as women, their young children, the disabled and the elderly. Still, a few initiatives in transport activism are evident. Pressure to transform the transportation system affecting the larger public is a rather recent phenomenon in the developing world. Transport activism is said to be categorized under specific sector struggles, such as the worker’s movement (transport workers, public utility vehicle drivers), one corner of the consumer movement (as very few leaders have emerged to represent the large mass of unorganized public commuters) or the broad environmental movement, in which there has been much discussion and action on strategic issues (for example, global warming, clean energy). However, pushing for the changes needed is still not tactically linked to the practical transport concerns of such marginalized groups as women. A promising start is that the global women’s movement is now visible in the transport arena, raising public safety issues and violence against women in public transportation. Such thinking across the labour, environmental, consumer and women’s sectors can bring to life the development of gender, women and transport research.

Link: Transportation Planning- Large Scale Projects
The aff is indicative of a form of transportation planning whose masculine roots drive a hegemonic vision of space and time.  Only the alternative injects a gender analysis into the transportation infrastructure process which can reverse marginalized forms of conveyance while challenging patriarchy

Bauhardt, 04

(Christine, Technical University of Berlin Institute of Urban and Regional Planning, Urban Development and Transportation Infrastructures: Insights from the Ruhr Region, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CFkQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ifz.tugraz.at%2FMedia%2FDateien%2FDownloads-IFZ%2FSummer-Academy%2FProceedings-2004%2FUrban-Development-and-Transportation-Infrastructures-Insights-from-the-Ruhr-Region&ei=1bjxT4TdK4is8QS1u4X3DA&usg=AFQjCNETXWV2Zg7c7C1sVijFo3CcG7tCkA [7/2/12])
Instead of addressing small-scale traffic problems, transportation planners offer complicated yet elegant technological solutions. The construction of highways and rapid transit trains, which takes priority over the infrastructures of slow-moving traffic, does not correspond with the mobility needs of the majority of the population, but is instead a field for technicians and engineers to earn their reputations. As I studied the publications that praised the construction of the transportation infrastructure in the Ruhr region, I was truly surprised by the enthusiasm with which these “daring” and “clever” men – technicians, engineers, and construction workers – were described (see Bauhardt 1995, p. 120 ff.). Technology, in particular complicated but elegant technological solutions, contributes to the reproduction of masculine stereotypes. Yet, what transportation planning really needs in the place of complicated and extremely expensive engineering is intelligent organization. To achieve this, one first needs to understand the gendered organization of time and space in the urban setting. The most important traffic problems emerge in the organization of everyday life. Intelligent solutions are therefore more often found through organizational rather than technological means. A strictly technical understanding tends to accelerate time and overcome space. Time and space are perceived as economic resources: acceleration aims to save time and overcome space, so that mobility becomes “as fast as possible and as far as possible.” The historical development of transportation infrastructure in the Ruhr region clearly demonstrates this. Overcoming long distances with the fastest possible means of transportation has long been and still is understood as an efficient way to organize transportation and as an appropriate means of measuring a population’s mobility. Increasing the distances travelled was an explicit goal of the regional planning: “The future image of transportation in the Ruhr region will be very different from that of today. The new possibilities for transportation, in conjunction with the realization of regional planning goals, will lead to greater mobility for people, greater commuting distances, and ultimately to a new distribution among means of transportation” (SVR 1970, p.55). The new distribution of transportation means brought about an increased use of private passenger cars, while environmentally friendly forms of mobility, in particular the number of pedestrian paths, were reduced. Starting from the premise that mobility is a result of the relationship between distance and acceleration, the political concept of decentralized concentration (Siedlungsschwerpunktekonzept) comes to the following conclusion: “As a result of the considerably increased speed of transportation, the distances that will be travelled in the future will be on average much greater than they are today” (SVR 1970, p.56). In the daily organization of their lives, women combine through time and space the productive and reproductive spheres of life. Their model of mobility can be described as a combination of usually shorter trips or travel sequences. Such an integration of activities in time and space is the basis for a qualitative understanding of mobility, which examines the reasons for the need to be mobile as opposed to the quantitative concept of mobility, which merely calculates the amount of human tonnage that can be moved how far in how much time. A feminist perspective in transportation research and planning perceives time and space less as economic resources than as social categories. This approach raises the issue of re-appropriating time and space as prerequisites for communication and an improvement in the quality of life in the city. In my opinion, these are absolutely essential conditions for a sustainable planning of urban development and transportation systems.

Link: Transportation Planning
The affirmative is imbued with the masculine centered norms of transportation planning- only the alternative can disrupt this normalization of gender hierarchies and restore balance to our social life

Bauhardt, 04

(Christine, Technical University of Berlin Institute of Urban and Regional Planning, Urban Development and Transportation Infrastructures: Insights from the Ruhr Region, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CFkQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ifz.tugraz.at%2FMedia%2FDateien%2FDownloads-IFZ%2FSummer-Academy%2FProceedings-2004%2FUrban-Development-and-Transportation-Infrastructures-Insights-from-the-Ruhr-Region&ei=1bjxT4TdK4is8QS1u4X3DA&usg=AFQjCNETXWV2Zg7c7C1sVijFo3CcG7tCkA [7/2/12])
Transportation policy is a policy for society as a whole. In spatial planning, many “entangled” political, economic, social, symbolic and ethical dimensions are tied up in an almost inextricable knot: Politically, transportation policy as a policy of modernization is equated with technological and social modernization. The model used for modernization is the autonomously mobile individual who is freed from spatial reference points and ties to particular places. This individual corresponds to the masculine subject of the Enlightenment. Economically, transportation policy is the prerequisite for economic activity. Infrastructure policy ensures advances for the production of goods and for the mobility of employees. The commonly used model of employees is that of the “normal worker,” who is free of family responsibilities. Correspondingly, the male commuter is the model used for the concept of mobility as defined by the market. In social terms, transportation policy creates and reinforces social inequality. Existing inequalities between those who are “slow” and those who are “fast” are increased by uneven investment in the different transportation infrastructures, and new inequalities are produced. The symbolic dimension takes precedence over rational patterns of usage: Speed is considered a status symbol or a “prosthesis of power.” For men, the equation of speed with power often plays a more important role than practicality, while for most women the symbolic meaning of the means of transportation is less important than practical aspects. In terms of ethics, conflicts arise between individual freedom and mobility and responsibility toward the natural and social environment. If transportation policy is to be centred around social and economical reasoning, it must reverse previous objectives and centre instead on spatial ties as well as social and ecological responsibility and thereby depart from a model of exclusively male-oriented rationality.

Link: Transportation Planning
The affirmative is endemic of the androcentric nature of transportation planning that emphasizes the maximization of speed and the economization of life as the foundation for structuring American life
Bauhardt, 04

(Christine, Technical University of Berlin Institute of Urban and Regional Planning, Urban Development and Transportation Infrastructures: Insights from the Ruhr Region, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CFkQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ifz.tugraz.at%2FMedia%2FDateien%2FDownloads-IFZ%2FSummer-Academy%2FProceedings-2004%2FUrban-Development-and-Transportation-Infrastructures-Insights-from-the-Ruhr-Region&ei=1bjxT4TdK4is8QS1u4X3DA&usg=AFQjCNETXWV2Zg7c7C1sVijFo3CcG7tCkA [7/2/12])
The androcentric concept of urban planning leads directly to an androcentric orientation in transportation planning, in which the most critical problem appears to be how people commute to their place of work. The male commuter travelling between his home and his workplace becomes the central focus of this dominant model of mobility. However, people do much more in their daily lives; they shop, they participate in cultural and social life, they accompany small children or elderly adults to various places. A model of mobility based on these patterns usually practiced by women is a more complex and realistic one than that of the male commuter because it represents the entire spectrum of needs and everyday reasons to be mobile. Therefore, the type of mobility practiced primarily by women can serve as a guide to sustainable transportation planning. The analysis of the planning and construction of transportation infrastructures in the Ruhr region after the Second World War shows that the male model of mobility was the only one used in planning. This was true for road planning and public transit systems alike; both systems were conceived as means of transportation between the home and the workplace. For urban and regional planning in the Ruhr region at the end of the 1960s, the following transportation planning objective can be found: “The concentration of a network of highway-like streets and in particular the development of the expressway in the Ruhr region allow for more distance to be covered in the same amount of time” (SVR 1970, p. 21). Here it becomes apparent how the equation “fast+far=mobile” was realized in transportation planning: Travelling greater distances by means of faster transportation is understood as mobility. These findings coincide with those of Gerda Wekerle and Brent Rutherford for Canadian cities. Transit systems are conceived for men employed fulltime and offer means of transportation chiefly to the workplace. Transportation is available to places of consumption and leisure as well, but not at all to the same degree (Wekerle, Rutherford 1989). The past thirty years of transportation policy in the Ruhr region were characterized by immense investments in public transit systems. These investments, however, have not improved the mobility conditions in the area. To the contrary, they have made way for a significant increase in individual transportation, which has drastically encroached upon non-motorized means of transit through increased emissions, noise, and the taking up of space. In addition, infrastructure for highways and rapid transportation systems has destroyed the structures of local public and individual transit. Faraway destinations can be reached more easily and faster than local destinations. With the investments used for high-speed transportation infrastructure, many comfortable, wide pedestrian and bicycle paths could have been constructed in the cities and networks of streetcars could have been developed that meet everyday local mobility needs.

Link: Transportation Planning
The affirmative’s focus on improving the transportation infrastructure is grounded in a logic that naturalizes mobility with freedom and efficiency- this viewpoint is the outgrowth of the masculine subject at the center of modern thought that desires to conquer and control space 

Bauhardt, 04

(Christine, Technical University of Berlin Institute of Urban and Regional Planning, Urban Development and Transportation Infrastructures: Insights from the Ruhr Region, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CFkQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ifz.tugraz.at%2FMedia%2FDateien%2FDownloads-IFZ%2FSummer-Academy%2FProceedings-2004%2FUrban-Development-and-Transportation-Infrastructures-Insights-from-the-Ruhr-Region&ei=1bjxT4TdK4is8QS1u4X3DA&usg=AFQjCNETXWV2Zg7c7C1sVijFo3CcG7tCkA [7/2/12])
My first thesis is that the acceleration of these tendencies and their equation with economic progress, technological modernization and spatial autonomy are deeply related to the construction of the male Enlightenment subject. This masculine subject is constructed through the dissociation of the intellect from nature and the body, as well as through the idea of its dominance over nature and through the valuing of individual autonomy over social bonds. Both natural processes and social ties are anchored in concrete, particular spaces. Overcoming social, natural and spatial bonds by forward motion is understood to guarantee autonomy and freedom. My second thesis posits that this imagined link between acceleration and technological and economic progress influences actions not only in the area of transportation policy; it has been internalized as a social metaphor in the minds of people and thus influences their transportation behaviour. The promise of freedom through accelerated transportation is, however, an illusion given that this desire for freedom has contributed to the creation of and reinforcement of power relations that no longer allow for freedom of movement: If increasing speed is adopted as a principle in city and transportation planning, then mobility becomes a necessity. Compulsory mobility has high economic and social costs, making it all the more important to seek alternatives in transportation planning that guarantee equality in transportation conditions and thereby also guarantee the free movement of all urban inhabitants.

Link: Transportation Planning
The aff’s focus on transportation fails to focus on gender disparity in urban life that constructs mobility around masculine norms in order to economize every aspect of life

Bauhardt, 04

(Christine, Technical University of Berlin Institute of Urban and Regional Planning, Urban Development and Transportation Infrastructures: Insights from the Ruhr Region, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CFkQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ifz.tugraz.at%2FMedia%2FDateien%2FDownloads-IFZ%2FSummer-Academy%2FProceedings-2004%2FUrban-Development-and-Transportation-Infrastructures-Insights-from-the-Ruhr-Region&ei=1bjxT4TdK4is8QS1u4X3DA&usg=AFQjCNETXWV2Zg7c7C1sVijFo3CcG7tCkA [7/2/12])
Historically, the city had once been equated with liberation from the social rankings of the feudal order – “City air makes you free.” At the same time, urban society was liberating itself from the dependence on uncultivated nature: food for cities was provided independently of the natural conditions, people didn’t have to build their own houses any more, they didn’t have to travel by foot, even child care and care for the elderly and the sick were taken over by designated institutions. Ultimately, the city was supposed to be a machine to rationalize everyday life. But is this image of the city as a place of autonomy and emancipation accurate? Feminist analyses have pointed to the fact that in cities food could readily be purchased, but it still had to be prepared and cooked. Houses no longer needed to be built by families, but they still required housekeeping. Caring for dependants or those who need help has not been solely or even primarily taken over by state institutions, but is still done in private households and among families. And urban mobility cannot be reduced to the forward motion of accelerated transportation; many routes in the city have always been and remain short walks. Many of these invisible activities based on social ties and personal responsibility are the work of women in our society. They are delegated to women or are taken on by women. There are differing opinions as to whether this is due to the influence of social norms or to individual acceptance of responsibility in order to create meaning in people’s lives. For many women, both aspects certainly play an important role. Men are not affected by these phenomena to the same degree, as many studies on time budgeting in industrial countries have shown time and again. Despite the rhetoric of emancipation, patterns of the division of labour and the use of time still run along gender lines. It is not gender relations that have been shaken during the last three decades, but merely their legitimation. What do these considerations mean for urban development? Instead of viewing the city as a rationalizing machine that frees people from various dependencies via technology and rationalization, the city should be understood as a place where different individuals, often previously unknown to each other, come into contact and build up ties with one another. The distinguishing feature of urban life is not so much its anonymity and foreignness, but rather the interplay of strong identifications in social contexts on the one hand and on the other the freedom to choose social relationships without being subject to social control. Many studies have shown the importance of specific spaces in this mutual relationship between social ties and social freedoms. But the market requires a freedom from social ties, the market subject is an individual without ties whose freedom consists in being available everywhere and at all times. The market economy thus negates the mutual relationship between autonomy and social ties that is characteristic of urban life. Independent of empirical sex, the market-defined subject – autonomous and with no social ties – is a masculine subject who delegates to women social bonds with and the care of other people. This masculine subject, drifting without social bonds or a spatial and social position, is the primary metaphor for urban development. 
Link: Gender Blindness

The affirmative displays a form of gender blindness by failing to account for the gender based differences in the users of their transportation project

Riveria, 07

(Roselle Leah K. Assistant Professor Dept of Women and Development Studies, Unviersity of the Philippines, Culture, Gender, Transport: Contentious Planning Issues, Transport and Communications Bulletin for Asia and the Pacific, http://www.unescap.org/ttdw/Publications/TPTS_pubs/bulletin76/bulletin76_fulltext.pdf [7/4/12])

In the parlance of feminists and development professionals involved in gender work, the use of terminologies in one’s work reveals one’s assumptions. Most important, these assumptions reveal the strand of development approach one embraces. Feminists of various shades in the political spectrum insist on demystifying jargon to uncover the hidden oppressive assumptions of perspectives. In the first major exploration of the topic women and transport, which was published in 1989, Hamilton and Jenkins pointed out the ways transport policy had been gender-blind and had failed to integrate the issues affecting women in particular. Gender blindness means neither recognizing nor responding to the needs or priorities of women. The question whether women’s potentials are restricted by the state of transport cannot be answered by what little information is available as most planning and development decisions are undertaken by men with little or no regard for women’s needs (Turner and Fouracre, 1995). Gender blindness in discussions on transport implies that there is no consideration of the fact that women also have to perform reproductive tasks. There is implicit ignorance about the fact that women are involved in multiple tasks beyond income earning. Women are also doing valuable work caring for members of the family and managing the household and community tasks. Research on transport from the 1950s until the early 1980s was outright gender-blind. Such gender blindness was attributed in large part to researchers on transport coming from the predominantly male-dominated technical disciplines of transport planning and engineering and transport geography. However, the gender blindness manifested in the literature on transport conditions in the developing world did not pass unnoticed for long. More attentive interest in the gender aspects of transportation slowly emerged in the mid-1980s. Research proceeded to address structural constraints on women’s daily mobility (Law, 1999), such as that done by Pickup (1984), who utilized the concept of gender to explain transport patterns. This research cited gender roles as the primary reason for the low level of mobility of women. Gender roles had three components: family roles, gender-related tasks and the conditions under which women travel. Although Pickup focused attention on unequal access to household resources (such as a vehicle), the use of the concept of gender role becomes not only problematic but also static in the mould of the often cited “women in development” approach in gender analysis literature. Fulfilling gender roles implied equivalence, consensus and choice, which were the crux of criticism by feminists. Nowhere in this study were the concepts of power or coercion. It was during the 1990s that theoretical concerns, such as the construction of gender identities, began to overshadow the beginning of interest in structural constraints on women’s travel situation. According to Law (1999), with the increasing prominence of post-structuralist perspectives in the last decade of the twentieth century, the attention of research on gender and transport was redirected from structural constraints to discursive constraints. After all is said and done, it is evident that research on transport has begun to put a spotlight on gender. In general, most approaches include a discussion on gender-differentiated roles, which is a descriptive account of what men and women do. Even if gender analysis in current research on women and transport is fundamentally a matter of the analysis of disaggregated data, this step is a positive starting point. The less prominent focus on the relations of subordination and domination that underpin gender as a power relationship is, of course, waiting for thorough follow through.1 As gender hierarchies are reproduced through the workings of other institutions, such as markets, firms and State institutions, it is imperative that gender analysis in research on transport extend beyond the confines of the household.
Links: General
Link: Global Leadership
Leadership is a patriarchal attempt to force chauvinistic nationalism and hierarchy at the expense of dialogue- this will ultimately end in extinction
Clark 04

(Mary E. Clark, Drucie French Cumbie Professor of Conflict Resolution at George Mason University, Women and Language 27 no2 21-8 Fall)
    We live in a world of hierarchic nation states, where cross-nation communication is conducted between "leaders," dominant power-elites whose positions at home are too often tenuous. This insecurity (inherent within all hierarchies, where internal competition for social control exists) severely constrains "leaders" options for action. This, in turn, is reflected onto the international stage, creating a climate of constant competition for status and power among the global hyperhierarchy of nation states. Under these conditions, the dialogue possible between nations in serious conflict is virtually condemned to failure. Interlocutors are speaking as much to their own countrymen and women as to their enemies on the opposite side of the negotiating table. This communications enigma is all too familiar to international mediators, who recognize it as a major barrier to resolving disputes. It results in what Anna Höglund calls the language of "hegemonic masculinity." She points to US President George W. Bush's constant use of phrases reflecting "man the warrior."(FN9) The public language of leaders and diplomats speaking on unresolved international issues tends to be confrontational and uncompromising. Listeners to their comments, broadcast just before or just after private negotiating sessions, can often readily detect this hegemonic masculinity: "saving face," "not giving in," "standing strong"--all are critical for "leaders" of hierarchies. The more intense a confrontation becomes abroad, the more extreme is the rhetoric at home, and the less diverse is the public dialogue. When "patriotism" slips into a self-righteous nationalism that claims moral superiority, it narrows the focus and limits the quality of public discourse to increasingly simple ideas, expressed in emotionally-charged language. Journalist Jonathan Rowe argues that the success of George W. Bush as a "leader" rests on his ability to appeal to the emotions of his listeners, and his use of the simplest language--"like they use."(FN10) Linguist George Lakoff notes that Bush embraces those American values characteristic of a "strong-father family": authority, discipline, individual enterprise, and personal responsibility.(FN11) It is a tactic that fits smoothly into the image of a hierarchical, competitive, yet nonetheless virtuous society. American democracy, it is implied, has succeeded in overcoming the dark side of a highly competitive, dog-eat-dog existence--although "non-democratic" societies definitely have not. At home, Bush thus takes on the image of the protective father, not just defending America but vigorously exporting her best virtues to all peoples he identifies as "oppressed," whether by force of arms or imposed religious beliefs. This simplified, almost sound-bite rhetorical approach is accompanied by a narrowing of the world view available to the American electorate. Mass culture, purveyed by television in the form of fast-moving, intellectually undemanding, popular entertainment--including so-called "news"--closets the watcher's mind into an escape world of virtual reality that lacks connectedness with real peoples and events in the "non-TV" world. The "enemy people" never have the opportunity to communicate with ordinary Americans about their daily lives, their perspectives, their beliefs and goals and values. For most Americans, they remain faceless, distant, and unimportant--to the point of not even existing in any consciously perceived way. This state of affairs, I believe, is the result of a world now connected by trade (mostly cheap imports from poor countries to rich countries) and by media (mostly exports from rich countries to poor countries), without any significant people-to-people contact. Instead, both trade and media exchanges occur via impersonal, hierarchical institutions, the giant corporations that, in fact, construct most of "reality" today for the average American. Our problem is that power--military, political, economic, and informational--is located at the top of institutionalized hierarchies scattered around the planet. The "logic" of this hierarchical order has created a cul-de-sac for humankind. The purpose of hierarchical structuring of ever-larger societies is to increase power vis-à-vis a competing other--which means there is constant threat and insecurity and potential for violent struggle. The meaning of life for an individual human being, as an accepted member of a community of others, disintegrates under this enormous burden. Human nature is not being well-served in today's "masculine hegemonic" world. To put it bluntly, patriarchy does not favor species survival, because it blocks the one thing that is necessary for human beings to overcome their differences and live peaceably together--namely, open, dialogic communications.

Link: Crisis Politics
The aff’s crisis politics is driven by the gendered nature of the Political which necessitate portraying vulnerability to danger as a feminine form of weakness requiring patriarchal management of life.  

Drew, 2K4

(Julie associate professor of English at Akron University “Identity Crisis: Gender, Public Discourse and 9/11” Women and Language 10-01-2004 Vol.27 # 2)

The construction of identity and meaning is an ongoing, discursive project among contesting social and political groups, and on September 11th, prevailing narratives of who and what we are, as Americans, took a hit. Following the attacks, the U.S. immediately began the rhetorical work of (re)constructing itself through public discourse which sought (and continues to seek) to name the crisis, define its meaning, and shape the future in deliberate ways. Analyses of such public discourse reveal less-than-subtle movement toward a gendered national identity-an identity significantly polarized along gender lines, highlighting physical strength and violently punitive responses to conflict as both desirable and necessary, as well as paternalistic attitudes toward injury and trauma, both of which are assumed to be predicated on weakness, and which are read as feminine. What is particularly interesting about post-9/11 public discourse is not that it argues that the U.S. is masculine, but that the U.S. is far too feminine, and thus must work to become more masculine in order to be safer. This essay examines the New York Times' (NYT) news stories, editorials, letters to the editor, and White House transcripts from September 12, 2001, primarily, through October 12, 2002, in order to identify ways in which the intersection of various forms of public discourse, including presidential crisis rhetoric , immediately following the attacks acknowledge and argue for a deliberate and public reconstruction of our national identity as aggressive, stoically masculine, and paternalistic-the project of patriarchy. Careful analyses of public discourse immediately following 9/11 makes this project more visible. You Run Like a Girl: Feminizing Fear The September 12th edition of the NYT devoted itself almost exclusively to the stunning and tragic events of the day before, a story that was still unfolding as the paper went to press. An integral part of that story, as told by reporters observing the collapse of the World Trade Center towers and portions of the Pentagon, as well as the mayhem that followed, was the fear and anger and grief of Americans, and the attempts by political and military leaders to restore order and confidence to a wounded nation. The paper was filled with descriptions of the sites of the attacks, quotes from elected officials, eye-witness accounts from the walking wounded, and information and speculation about the attacks, the perpetrators, and the number of dead. Within those news stories and editorials is also the marked, discursive gendering of ordinary citizens, and those who sought to put the world to rights again.2 Average citizens, government workers, and mid-level politicians are decidedly feminized in these accounts, both by their own self-characterizations, and by reporters seeking to portray two traumatized cities. For example, a financial planner working near the WTC says that she felt "violated," and adds, "We're not safe anywhere" (Dwyer and Sachs). The use of this customary euphemism for rape (being "violated") is telling: such language effortlessly evokes the cultural figure of woman-as-victim, dominated through sexual assault by a male perpetrator who is physically stronger and violently aggressive. Feminized victim status, however, is equally available to men and women in this discursive construction: the figure of man-as-victim of rape is no less a culturally feminized subject, and carries with it, perhaps even more explicitly in a widely heteronormative and homophobic society, rape's intended effect of humiliation and submission through physical violence and phallic sexual force. In Washington D.C., the same issue reports that a Pentagon worker said "she would never forget the sight of fearful Americans on the run[...]. Bureaucrats[...]womcn[...]and kitchen workers spilled out from the White House" (Clines). The term "bureaucrat" is typically used as a pejorative, signifying a mid-level worker within a large institutional structure-often the government-whose work is singularly unimportant, and whose frustrations over his own professional impotence in the hierarchy of wealth and power are often assuaged by his attempts at authoritarianism within his own small fiefdom.3 In this news story, bureaucrats are lumped together with women and domestic workers (who are more often than not women) as fearful, vulnerable, and in need of protection-an unremarkable grouping, perhaps, considering the relatively low status each of these "types" enjoys within the larger culture compared to economically advantaged, heterosexual white men. It is worth noting, however, that a likely consequence of publicly linking multiple, seemingly diverse subgroups together in a way which feminizes them all is that the general population's sense of their vulnerability as a nation is heightened, as is their suspicion that the only recourse is strong, decisive, and punitive action to counterbalance that feminine vulnerability. American myths are rife with narratives of masculine heroism. Historical moments of crisis we have rendered culturally significant rarely conclude with the lengthy, democratic, rule-of-law processes that include public debate, diplomacy, negotiation, and compromise. It is simply not as entertaining-neither is it consistent with Texas Ranger notions of individuality and masculine potency (they only sent one Ranger because there was only one riot). The discursive construction of the polis as far more pervasively feminine than was previously understood-a polis thus vulnerable to terror and other forms of victimization-creates a fertile ground in the cultural imaginary to see an aggressive form of masculine power as America's last, best hope to end the terror and deliver swift and terrible justice.


Link: Security Discourse

The aff’s discourse imbues international politics with masculine norms- the focus on strategies for ensuring security deny the potential to challenge the patriarchal norms of the Political

Blanchard, 2k3

(Eric M., School of IR @ USC, Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory, 28.4 summer)

National security discourses are typically part of the elite world of the masculine high politics. Statesmen, diplomats, and the military conduct the business of states, and too often war, imbuing the relations and processes of the society of nation-states with an atmosphere seemingly devoid of women and an interest in issues of concern to women. The academic discipline charged with theorizing this world, international re​lations (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 schol​ars have launched an important critique of the core issues of the discipline: war, peace, and the quest to secure the boundaries of the nation-state. In a rapidly changing, post-9/11 world, feminist voices must be heard if the international system is to achieve a more comprehensive security in the face of terror networks, technowar, and mounting civilian casualties. The term security itself has been wrought with ambiguity and has re​cently taken on the status of an essentially contested concept in the dis​cipline. Within international relations, discussions of international security traditionally revolve around issues of war and peace in an international system of sovereign and self-interested nation-states, with a particular fo​cus on issues of military strategy. In this view, the provision of security is entrusted to the state, with the assumption that states protect and secure the members of the political community from threats emanating from the dangerous, foreign realm outside state boundaries. However, feminists and other critical scholars have started to inquire into the meaning of this concept by asking just who is being secured by security policies? Against the illusion of total security, feminists contest the possibility of a perfectly controlled, coherent security policy that could handle every international contingency. Security for women struggling with everyday patriarchy, as Christine Sylvester observes, "is always partial . . . elusive and mundane" (1994, 183).

Link: Security Discourse

The aff’s discourse imbues international politics with masculine norms- the focus on strategies for ensuring security deny the potential to challenge the patriarchal norms of the Political

Blanchard, 2k3

(Eric M., School of IR @ USC, Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security Theory, 28.4 summer)

National security discourses are typically part of the elite world of the masculine high politics. Statesmen, diplomats, and the military conduct the business of states, and too often war, imbuing the relations and processes of the society of nation-states with an atmosphere seemingly devoid of women and an interest in issues of concern to women. The academic discipline charged with theorizing this world, international re​lations (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 schol​ars have launched an important critique of the core issues of the discipline: war, peace, and the quest to secure the boundaries of the nation-state. In a rapidly changing, post-9/11 world, feminist voices must be heard if the international system is to achieve a more comprehensive security in the face of terror networks, technowar, and mounting civilian casualties. The term security itself has been wrought with ambiguity and has re​cently taken on the status of an essentially contested concept in the dis​cipline. Within international relations, discussions of international security traditionally revolve around issues of war and peace in an international system of sovereign and self-interested nation-states, with a particular fo​cus on issues of military strategy. In this view, the provision of security is entrusted to the state, with the assumption that states protect and secure the members of the political community from threats emanating from the dangerous, foreign realm outside state boundaries. However, feminists and other critical scholars have started to inquire into the meaning of this concept by asking just who is being secured by security policies? Against the illusion of total security, feminists contest the possibility of a perfectly controlled, coherent security policy that could handle every international contingency. Security for women struggling with everyday patriarchy, as Christine Sylvester observes, "is always partial . . . elusive and mundane" (1994, 183).

Link: Realism

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

Tickner 92 (J. Ann, Professor of International Relations and Director of the Center for International Studies at the University of Southern California, 1992. Gender in International Relations, p. 41-44)

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

The realism inherent in IR excludes women’s voices and femininity – this prevents women from gaining influence in security policies

Blanchard 3 (Eric, Signs 28(4), Summer 2003, p.1292)
Feminist incursions into the field  of IR security can be usefully situated on the widening side of the "wid-  ening" versus "narrowing"  debate: the former argues that the scope of the  neorealist concept of security needs to be expanded to address a range of  threats, utilize a broader spectrum of methodologies, and address  mounting  ethical concerns (Kolodziej 1992); the latter argues that a move beyond  the study of military  force would deal a serious blow to the field's intellectual  coherence while distracting from serious threats (Walt 1991). Critical se-  curity discourse has generally invoked, but not engaged, feminist scholar-  ship, and even approaches  that imagined societal sectors of security (Buzan,  Waver, and de Wilde 1998) have yet to take gender seriously (Hansen  2000).3  Feminists in IR argue that realism, dominated by elite, white, male  practitioners, is a patriarchal  discourse that renders women invisible from  the high politics of IR even as it depends on women's subjugation as a  "'domesticated' figure whose 'feminine' sensibilities are both at odds with  and inconsequential to the harsh 'realities' of the public world of men  and states" (Runyan and Peterson 1991, 68-69). Feminists in IR explain  the exclusion of women from foreign policy decision making by pointing  to the "extent to which international politics is such a thoroughly mas-  culinized sphere of activity that women's voices are considered inauth-  entic" (Tickner 1992, 4). Women's traditional exclusion from the military  and continuing lack of access to political power at times presents women  with a "catch-22" situation. For example, the importance of a candidate's  military service as a qualification for government office in U.S. political  campaigns puts women, who cannot appeal to this experience, at a dis-  advantage in obtaining the elite status of national office and thus the  ability to affect defense and security policies (Tobias 1990; cf. Elshtain  2000, 445).  

Realism ignores human agency and identity and brutally excludes all that is feminine

Blanchard 3 (Eric, Signs 28(4), Summer 2003, p.1312)
An important  component of the study of IRis a self-positioning in the tradition of Western  political theory-tracing an intellectual lineage to Machiavelli and  Hobbes-particularly as it concerns the state. Feminist analysis  of this ped-  igree shows that the feminine has long served as a symbolic threat to mil-  itarized  Western  conceptualizations  of political community, from the ancient  Greeks to the twentieth century; Aeschylus's Furies and Machiavelli's  For-  tuna are but two examples (Harstock 1983). Rebecca Grant (1991) argues  that a gender bias in IR, transmitted unproblematically  from Western po-  litical thought to the study of IR, results in the question of  gender being  taken as irrelevant. For Grant, IR's interpretation of Hobbes allows "no  room for the question of how gender relations affect the transition out of  the brutish state of nature and into society," while  Jean-Jacques  Rousseau's  famous stag hunt, often invoked as a parable of the  problems of security,  ignores the familial relations that control the hunter's defection from the  hunting circle (10-15). Taking men as the sole political actors and citizens,  the political theory borrowed by IR  postulates a domestic/international  divide premised on the private/public distinction that  relegates women to  a space outside politics (9).  Jean Bethke Elshtain's rich blend of political theory, personal narrative,  and history, Women  and War ([1987] 1995), serves as a  rejoinder to the  discipline's philosophical conceit and issues a key challenge to the do-  mestic/international divide that Grant identifies. In a sweeping survey of  the discourse of war from the Greeks  onward, Elshtain details women's  complex relationships to the body politic, and thus to war, as they emerge  from the narratives (war  stories) that are constitutive of war. Elshtain  focuses on the ways in which war's  "productive  destructiveness" inscribes  and reinscribes men's and women's identities and thus the boundaries of  community: "War  creates the people. War produces  power, individual and  collective" (166-67). Reacting to what she sees as the onset of scientism  and hyperrationality in academic  IR, Elshtain critiques the retreat into  abstraction that the quest for scientific  certainty produced in "profes-  sionalized" war discourse and  attempts to revive the bond between politics  and morality broken by Machiavelli.  By reifying state behavior, Elshtain  argues, the realist narrative  ignores human agency and identity: "No chil-  dren are ever born, and  nobody ever dies, in this constructed world. There  are states, and  they are what is" (91).4

Realism is profoundly gendered and excludes the feminine

Duncanson and Eschle 8 (Claire and Catherine, U of Edinburgh and U of Strathclyde, New Political Science 30(4), p. 553)
This is the third strand of the feminist critique of the way in which states  talk about nuclear technology. Cohn’s assertion gains strong support from other  feminist work, particularly that in the discipline of International Relations (IR),  which has developed an extensive critique of the gendered underpinnings of  dominant conceptions of both the state and security. Such work focuses its critique  particularly on Realism, a school of thought that sees the world as an anarchic  system of self-interested states struggling to defend themselves through military  power. Since World War Two, Realism has been the dominant approach in IR as well  as amongst statesmen, policy-makers and defence intellectuals, and the UK is no  exception. As we will show below, the Realist world view is a masculinised one, in  which “manly” states strive for self-reliance and security. Feminists in IR problematize the Realist approach to security on several grounds.  Most obviously, they question why military threats from other states (or, more  recently, from terrorist groups) are considered more important and immediate  than the threat(s) to human life posed by poverty, HIV/AIDS, environmental  destruction or domestic abuse, all of which are claimed to disproportionately  affect women. As a corollary, they challenge the Realist reliance on destructive  military technology, insisting that welfare budgets do more to provide genuine  security for women than increased defence spending.46 Feminists also seek to undermine the view that security is something which can be possessed or  guaranteed by the state. Instead, they have urged us to understand security as a  process, immanent in our relationships with others, and always partial, elusive,  and contested. Conceived in this way, it must involve subjects—including  women—in the provision of their own security.47  Two gendered aspects of Realist conceptions of security are particularly  important for our purposes. First, Realists correlate security with invulnerability,  invincibility and impregnability. As Susannah Radst one has argued, however, invulnerability is an unachievable fantasy with obviously gendered connotations. It is the female  body that is penetrated and impregnated while the male body remains, or ought  to remain, intact and impermeable Second, and perhaps more important, Realist views of security cast the state  and its military wing as “protector” and civilians within the state as “protected,” a  dichotomy which is profoundly gendered. Judith Hicks Stiehm, for instance,  highlights the historical association of the protector role with men and the  protected role with women; further, she claims that the protector role gains  meaning and status precisely through its privileging over those who are feminised  as vulnerable.
Link: Economy
The defense of the international economic system is a defense of the global patriarchal order that drives structural violence, warfare and the over-consumption of the earth’s resources beyond sustainable limits

Pietila, 93

(Hikka, IPRA Women and Peace Study Group, Patriarchy as a state of war, http://hilkkapietila.net/articles/en/peace_culture/PATRIARCHY_revised.doc [1/21/12])

An Ugandan-American professor Ali Mazrui wrote in late 1980s: "On the whole, capitalism has become more masculine as it became more internationalized; it also became more masculine as it became more mechanized." (l988). This is a statement of obvious fact, but one which has not been articulated before. From women's point of view this fact is very important. The analysis of the historical process of the techno-industrial revolution has shown clearly that within this process the status and strength of women in many societies has relatively declined. In the early agrarian societies the extended family units were fairly sovereign and self-reliant entities as the basic units of economy. Life was hard and often poor, but it was so for both men and women. The distribution of labor between men and women was strict, which implied also a division of skills to separate male/female tasks. It was not possible to substitute the contributions of women as well as of men with industrial products from the market. Since women's contribution for survival thus was irreplaceable, it gave women status and leverage of power even within the patriarchal structures of that society. Nobody is irreplaceable in the post-industrial society from the production point of view. The traditional power of women to exert influence through their skills and work no longer exists in the same way. The power structures built within the process of industrialization outside the family - political, economic, bureaucratic - are hierarchical and men are at the top of them. The so called public family, society at large, was built outside the private family by men. (Olin, l976) It is a homosocial construction based on male ideals and priorities, and ruled by men. The public family is perhaps more patriarchal, more masculine, than the private family ever was! In this way men made not only industrial and social revolution, but also a real revolution in human society, i.e. they took the power of dominance and pushed or left women aside into a subordinate position. How is it then possible that the other sex dominates fairly sovereignly in democratic societies? In a democracy everybody is supposed to have equal access to power. Originally, however, democracy implied equal participation of men only. In ancient Greece only men participated in politics and in most of the democracies later in history, political rights were at first given only to male members of society. Women have had to fight for these rights as well as for any other formal rights -those legally granted by the state. But de jure rights don't necessary mean de facto rights; juridical equality doesn't guarantee equality in practice. I wonder whether democracy has ever worked in other than small local units? In the peace movement we have often discussed, why the people's desire for peace hardly ever becomes a reality. Neither has war ever been declared by referendum! In the beginning of the 1980's we discussed the role of the military-industrial-academic-bureaucratic complex as the power structure that prevents the people's will from becoming governmental policy and leading to disarmament or at least to an end to the arms race. (e.g. Barnaby, 1981) At that time the emphasis was very much on the military component of this complex, which had taken the full dominance in the philosophy and vocabulary of security thinking. Security was defined totally in military-political terms. The security of people, women and children was of no interest to anybody but those concerned! Now the emphasis is on industry, economy and companies, which have grown rapidly in size and strength in the 1980's. Now it is no more an issue of military-industrial companies only but the major companies in general. They have taken power in industrialized market economy countries and established their international power system, which goes far beyond governments. This power structure is totally in the hands of a very small elitist minority of men. But within their strong hierarchical structures they employ millions of men and women, who have no other choice than to serve humbly and obediently the dominators and interests of the companies, as if "for such they were born and by such they will continue to be identified and find meaning". Patriarchy has taken the lead directly instead of through the military system! The institutions of democratic power can hardly hide any more that real power has slipped away from their hands. Patriarchy wages the war directly also. The battle over the markets, the sources of raw materials and energy, the hegemony over technology, patents and property rights, over the creative intellectuals is the third world war fought everywhere. The images and ideals have changed correspondingly. The new name for patriotism is international competitiveness. The heroes are those who sacrifice all their time, strength, intelligence, families, often their health and even their life for the success of the company,i.e. for the growing output and profit year by year. And the victims are the people, men, women, children as usual in the war, and also culture, beauty and estethics of the cities, countryside villages, historical places, the whole material and spiritual cultural heritage of humanity, which is not productive and profitable. But now the victim is also the Mother Earth, which is raped, humiliated and exploited beyond the limits of recovery and sustainability. One of the lessons of the Gulf war was that there is no demarcation line between economic and military warfare, that the military means are just other means of pursuing economic war - as it was by definition the case in the Persian Gulf. Neither is economic warfare - so called interdependence and economic competition - a peaceful alternative for direct violence between the states. 

Impacts

Impact: Patriarchy = extinction
Patriarchy makes the impacts of the 1ac inevitable- only the alternative’s divestment from masculine political thought can avert extinction of the human race

della-Madre 11

(Leslene, has a degree of phycology form the University of California, The Role Patriarchy Plays in Our Contemporary World Situation, No Date, (Date Accessed: July, 3, 2012), http://www.midwifingdeath.com/musings/patriarchy_in_our_world.html, LSV)

For the last 5000 years the global rule of men, or patriarchy, has wreaked havoc and destructive chaos on earth and all her children. This grievous fact is hardly noticed by anyone in our species other than those who are victimized by it-women and children. And even then, those who suffer at the hands of male rule are often blamed for that which is inflicted upon them. We very often hear about injustices of racism, oppression, and classism. While these are certainly cultural and social priority issues, we almost never hear of the injustices of sexism, from which all other "isms" spring, and the misogynist foundations of patriarchal structure and hierarchy that create the unspeakably abusive state of dominance, or power-over. The paradigm of power-over affects every aspect of our being-spiritual, mental, emotional, psychic, biological, psychological, environmental and cultural. This topic is immense, and it is beyond the scope of this article to explore all the effects of patriarchy on our contemporary world situation. I will therefore touch on a few salient points to hopefully inspire further inquiry. From this writer's point of view, patriarchy is the root of the world's problems-i.e., war, colonization, rape, sexism, racism, destruction of the environment, so-called "domestic" violence, terrorism, pornography, sexual slavery, kids killing kids, fascism, religious fanaticism, and homophobia, to name a few. I am not afraid to say that while it may sound simplistic that I state patriarchy as the problem, it is simply the problem. According to pioneer authors in feminist spirituality and women's culture, Monica Sjoo and Barbara Mor, patriarchy is disconnection from cosmic oneness. Male rule without the values of female wisdom is completely and unequivocally insane. It can't get much more simple than that. Because women birth all life, it only follows that maternal values would maintain and nurture the community, which they did in matrifocaled cultures around the world for millennia, and still do in some existing matriarchates, as in the cultures of the Mosuo in China, the Minangkabau in Sumatra and the Berber in Tunisia. Without this very basic structure for life to thrive, destructive chaos and an ever-growing narcissism reign, which is what we experience in patriarchy in many forms. I have named the cold, isolated and desperate mind-set that has emerged from this condition, the patriarchal mind-set, or "pms." Citing the amazing Devi-Mahatmya, the epic myth depicting awesome female power from 400 CE India, author Ajrit Mookerjee writes, " It is said that Kali sprang forth from the brow of the Great Goddess Durga to annihilate demonic male power." It is indeed time now for demonic male power to be subdued once again. In the myth, the gods alone could not tame the out-of-control asuras or demons, the embodiment of control and domination. The gods had to summon the Goddess, the Great Mother Herself, in the form of Durga, whose name means "Beyond Reach." The asuras were "man-beasts", mighty in their force, multiplying at an electrifying rate, quite like what we see happening in the world today. Our own current government grows more fascist everyday. Author and activist Arundhati Roy speaks of the Nazi-based fascist philosophy sweeping India. Our environment is under constant assault; the connection between the war against women and the war against the environment goes virtually unnoticed by those too entitled to pay attention. Any war currently being waged on the planet is a war against women. The women of Afghanistan, Iraq, Palestine and Israel I have spent time with agree. These out-of-control demonic forces are first engendered in a white male elite whose hunger knows no bounds, giving permission for all men to follow. Pms has colonized wherever and whatever, including women's bodies (ever wonder how women got stuck with the label "pms"?), resulting in what I refer to in shamanic terms as the collective soul loss of the sacred female. This myth is medicine for our times. It is clear the Goddess was summoned because she alone had the power to subdue the demons. Mookerjit states, "We have suffered the consequences of unbalanced power for long enough. Our world cannot any longer tolerate the disruption and destruction brought about by demonic force. In the present Kali Age, Kali is the answer, and she will have to annihilate again in order to reveal the truth of things, which is her mission, and to restore to our natures the divine feminine spirituality which we have lost." In shamanic terms I call this restoration "soul retrieval" of the sacred feminine. (Refer to my presentation "Soul Loss of the Sacred Feminine," available on tape from the Institute of Transpersonal Psychology, under the name Leslene McIntyre). I feel this very book is a collective effort in summoning the Goddess, for if we do not, there is little hope for the survival of our species. 

Impact: Extinction

Social policies, like the 1ac, are essential to maintaining androcentric relations in American society which provide the ideological basis for a series of violent and exploitive relationships that culminate in extinction

Nhanenge 2K7 

(Jytte Masters @ U South Africa, paper submitted in part fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of master of arts in the subject Development Studies, “ECOFEMINSM: TOWARDS INTEGRATING THE CONCERNS OF WOMEN, POOR PEOPLE AND NATURE INTO DEVELOPMENT, http://uir.unisa.ac.za/bitstream/handle/10500/570/dissertation.pdf;jsessionid=D3061E0F47F534573266E459F6B6BB0C?sequence=1)
The androcentric premises also have political consequences. They protect the ideological basis of exploitative relationships. Militarism, colonialism, racism, sexism, capitalism and other pathological 'isms' of modernity get legitimacy from the assumption that power relations and hierarchy are inevitably a part of human society, due to man's inherent nature. Because when mankind by nature is autonomous, competitive and violent (i.e. masculine) then coercion and hierarchical structures are necessary to manage conflicts and maintain social order. In this way. the cooperative relationships such as those found among some women and tribal cultures, are by a dualised definition unrealistic and Utopian. (Birkeland 1995: 59). This means that power relations are generated by universal scientific truths about human nature, rather than by political and social debate. The consequence is that people cannot challenge the basis of the power structure because they believe it is the scientific truth, so it cannot be otherwise. In this way, militarism is justified as being unavoidable, regardless of its patent irrationality. Likewise, if the scientific "truth" were that humans would always compete for a greater share of resources, then the rational response to the environmental crisis would seem to be "dog-eat-dog" survivalism. This creates a self-fulfilling prophecy in which nature and community simply cannot survive. (Birkeland 1995: 59). This type of social and political power structure is kept in place by social policies. It is based on the assumption that if the scientific method is applied to public policy then social planning can be done free from normative values. However, according to Habermas (Reitzes 1993:40) the scientific method only conceal pre-existing, unreflected social interests and pre-scientific decisions. Consequently, also social scientists apply the scientific characteristics of objectivity, value-freedoni. rationality and quantifiability to social life, hi this way, they assume they can unveil universal laws about social relations, which will lead to true knowledge. Based on this, correct social policies can be formulated. Thus, social processes are excluded, while scientific objective facts are included. Society is assumed a static entity, where no changes are possible. By promoting a permanent character, social science legitimizes the existing social order, while obscuring the relations of domination and subordination, which is keeping the existing power relations inaccessible to analysis. The frozen order also makes it impossible to develop alternative explanations about social reality. It prevents a historical and political understanding of reality and denies the possibility for social transformation by human agency. The prevailing condition is seen as an unavoidable fact. This implies that human beings are passive and that domination is a natural force, for which no one is responsible. This permits the state freely to implement laws and policies, which are controlling and coercive. These are seen as being correct, because they are based on scientific facts made by scientific experts. One result is that the state, without consulting the public, engages in a pathological pursuit of economic growth. Governments support the capitalist ideology, which benefits the elite only, while it is destroying nature and increasing poverty for women and lower classes. The priority on capitalism also determines other social policies. There are consequently no considerations for a possible conflict between the amis of the government for social control and economic efficiency and the welfare needs of various social groups. Without having an alternative to the existing order, people become dis-empowered. Ultimately, the reaction is public apathy, which legitimates authorative governments. Thus, social science is an ideology, which is affirming the prevailing social, political and economic order. (Reitzes 1993: 36-39,41-42).
Impact: Resource conflicts and war

Patriarchy is the root cause of resource conflicts and war- cultural forms of discrimination against women are part and parcel of the same system that justifies physical violence by nation-states
Hudson et al 8 (Valerie M. Hudson, Professor of Political Science @ Brigham Young University, Mary Caprioli, Professor of Political Science @ the University of Minnesota–Duluth, Bonnie Ballif-Spanvill, Professor of Psychology and Director of the Women’s Research Institute @ Brigham Young University, Rose McDermott, Professor of Political Science @ Brown University, Chad F. Emmett, Professor of Geography @ Brigham Young University, "The Heart of the Matter The Security of Women and the Security of States," http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v033/33.3.hudson.html//LL)
Human groups formed because of the increased protection they provided against predators. Although we imagine the first predators of concern were large carnivorous animals, the most important threat to males in terms of reproductive fitness were not only out-group males but also in-group males. Evolutionary theorists posit that male dominance hierarchies were naturally selected among humans to maximize protection against out-group males and minimize conflict between in-group males. Dominance hierarchies are a system wherein a subgroup of superordinate (or “alpha”) males dominates subordinate males, and alpha males generally control sexual access to females. In contemporary terms, male dominance hierarchies are the foundation of patriarchy. Wrangham and Peterson write, “Patriarchy is worldwide and history-wide, and its origins are detectable in the social lives of chimpanzees. It serves the reproductive purposes of the men who maintain the system. Patriarchy comes from biology in the sense that it emerges from men’s temperaments, out of their evolutionarily derived efforts to control women and at the same time have solidarity with fellow men in competition against outsiders. . . . Patriarchy has its ultimate origins in male violence.”19 In the first place, this violence is directed against women. Unfortunately, given sexual dimorphism in humans, coercion is an effective male mating strategy. Women accede to dominance hierarchies because of “the one terrible threat that never goes away”20—the need of females to have protection from [End Page 14] killer males, who will injure or kill not only females but also the children that females guard. The battering that women suffer from the males they live with is the price paid for such protection and occurs “in species where females have few allies, or where males have bonds with each other.”21 Indeed, among humans, sex differences trump the blood ties associated with natural selection for inclusive fitness. As anthropologist Barbara Miller notes, “Human gender hierarchies are one of the most persistent, pervasive, and pernicious forms of inequality in the world. Gender is used as the basis for systems of discrimination which can, even within the same household, provide that those designated ‘male’ receive more food and live longer, while those designated ‘female’ receive less food to the point that their survival is drastically impaired.”22 Those with physical power also dominate political power, so that when law developed in human societies, men created legal systems that, generally speaking, favored male reproductive success and interests—with adultery as a crime for women but not for men; with female infanticide, male-on-female domestic violence, and marital rape not recognized as crimes; with polygamy legal but polyandry proscribed; with divorce easy for men and almost impossible for women. The development of male dominance hierarchies may also alter female evolution, and females apparently began to make adaptive choices that serve to perpetuate this system. Primary among these female choices that entrench violent patriarchy are a general preference for the most dominant men (who are able to provide superior protection, though may also offer increased domestic violence and control), and female-female competition for these males, which reduces the opportunity to form countervailing female alliances to offset male violence against women. Male dominance hierarchies also appear to change women emotionally, and as a result, change them endocrinologically. The experience of chronic, intimate oppression, exploitation, and violence shapes women hormonally, molding them into creatures more easily persuaded by coercion to yield and submit—predispositions that Kemper asserts may be inherited by their daughters through placental transfer of specific ratios of hormones in utero.23 The entrenchment of patriarchy also leads to aggression against out-groups. Males in dominance hierarchies quickly discover that resources may be gained [End Page 15] with little cost and risk through coalitional violence; and these resources include women. The form of exogamy practiced among humans and chimpanzees (where daughters leave the group to mate) means that males of the group are kin. As a result, blood ties provide the necessary trust to engage in such violence as male-bonded gangs. Coercion of out-groups becomes relatively inexpensive in this context, with potentially great payoff. Dominant males in coalition with male kin are able to adopt a parasitical lifestyle based on physical force: with very little effort, but with a willingness to harm, kill, and enslave others, they can be provided with every resource that natural selection predisposes them to desire: food, women, territory, resources, status, political power, pride. As Kemper puts it, “The dominant are not dependent for their sense of well-being on the voluntary responses of others. The dominant simply take what they want.”24 Contemporary human societies do not inhabit the evolutionary landscape of hundreds of thousands of years ago. We would be remiss, however, if we did not note how primal male coalitionary violence and resulting patriarchy are, and what influence these forces still have today. Thayer notes that humans are only about 400 generations removed from that landscape, and only eight generations have passed since the industrial revolution:25 the past still bears heavily on our behavioral proclivities. The men among us have certain behavioral tendencies induced by the “strange path” our ancestors took: Wrangham and Peterson argue, “Men have a vastly long history of violence [which] implies that they have been temperamentally shaped to use violence effectively, and that they will therefore find it hard to stop. It is startling, perhaps, to recognize the absurdity of the system: one that works to benefit our genes rather than our conscious selves, and that inadvertently jeopardizes the fate of all our descendants.”26 In other words, the foreign policy of human groups, including modern states, is more dangerous because of the human male evolutionary legacy: “Unfortunately, there appears something special about foreign policy in the hands of males. Among humans and chimpanzees at least, male coalitionary groups often go beyond defense [typical of monkey matriarchies] to include unprovoked aggression, which suggests that our own intercommunity conflicts might be less terrible if they were conducted on behalf of women’s rather than men’s interests. Primate communities organized around male [End Page 16]interests naturally tend to follow male strategies and, thanks to sexual selection, tend to seek power with an almost unbounded enthusiasm.”27 Thayer concurs, noting that “war evolved in humans because it is an effective way to gain and defend resources.”28 Moreover, because the evolutionary environment produced egoism, domination, and the in-group/out-group distinction, “these specific traits are sufficient to explain why state leaders will maximize their power over others and their environment, even if they must hurt others or risk injury to themselves.”29 Indeed, the title of Thayer’s book speaks to the point: Darwin and International Relations. He finds ultimate cause for such observable modern state-level phenomena as offensive realism and ethnic conflict in natural selection.30
Impact: Structural violence and War

Patriarchy is the root cause of structural violence, nationalism and global war
Hudson et al 8 (Valerie M. Hudson, Professor of Political Science @ Brigham Young University, Mary Caprioli, Professor of Political Science @ the University of Minnesota–Duluth, Bonnie Ballif-Spanvill, Professor of Psychology and Director of the Women’s Research Institute @ Brigham Young University, Rose McDermott, Professor of Political Science @ Brown University, Chad F. Emmett, Professor of Geography @ Brigham Young University, "The Heart of the Matter The Security of Women and the Security of States," http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v033/33.3.hudson.html//LL)
Just as a proclivity toward international peace in democratic societies is based, in part, “on tolerance and a respect for the rights of opponents,”37 so scholars might also contemplate that norms of gender-based violence have an inflammatory impact on domestic and international behavior. For example, studies have shown that if domestic violence is normal in family conflict resolution in a society, then that society is more likely to rely on violent conflict resolution and to be involved in militarism and war than are societies with lower levels of family violence.38 A vicious circle may result, where such state violence may in turn lead to higher levels of gender violence.39Indeed, lower [End Page 19] levels of gender inequality hinder the ability of societies to mobilize for aggression through demoralizing women.40 Johan Galtung, a political scientist specializing in political sociology, offers two concepts that help explain how a generalized ideological justification for violence is formed and diffuses throughout society: structural violence and cultural violence.41 Galtung’s conceptualization of structural violence paints a picture of pervasive and systematic exploitation that makes open violence in the public sphere unnecessary—“The amateur who wants to dominate uses guns, the professional uses social structure.”42 According to Galtung, structural violence has at least four manifestations: exploitation based on a division of labor wherein benefits are asymmetrically distributed; control by the exploiters over the consciousness of the exploited, resulting in the acquiescence of the oppressed; fragmentation, meaning that the exploited are separated from each other; and marginalization, with the exploiters as a privileged class with their own rules and form of interaction.43 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 finally, 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, [End Page 20] 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 violence 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 Gendered hierarchies also help explain the violence associated with nationalism, for the hierarchized difference between men and women that is at the root of structural inequality and violence diffuses to become an integral aspect of nationalism. Evolutionary theory tells us that clan or national identity is almost exclusively male-defined, for in the evolutionary landscape, it was males who defined who was a member of the in-group, and who belonged to out-groups, based on male reproductive concerns. “Gender relations are a crucial, not peripheral, dimension of the dynamics of group identities and intergroup conflicts,” writes Spike Peterson,46 thus helping to explain the inherent nationalist antipathy toward feminist goals. Given this linkage between violent patriarchy and nationalism, any reforms of the cultural distribution of power between men and women will be viewed as a threat to nationalist efforts to protect or unify the community.47Legitimized by gendered structural and cultural violence, patriarchal nationalism provides justification for advancing state interests through the use of force. In that light, we would expect that neither [End Page 21] a meaningful decrease in societal violence nor a sustainable peace among nations is possible in human society without a decrease in gender inequality.48 But is that possible?

Impact: Patriarchy = War

The root cause of warfare is masculinity- the same social forces that drive the exclusion of women are the foundation of the war machine

Workman 96 

(Thom, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of New Brunswick “Pandora’s Sons: The Nominal Paradox of Patriarchy and War” http://www.yorku.ca/yciss/publications/OP31-Workman.pdf {Andrew Giovanny Alvarado} 

The gender critique of war provides a generalized account of wars and the way they are fought. The gender critique tells us why we have wars at all. While it is suggestive with respect to the frequency, character, and scope of war, it does not try to account for the timing and location of specific wars. It tells us why war is viewed widely as an acceptable practice or way to resolve human differences (although this acceptance invariably is accompanied with obligatory protestations of reluctance). The gender critique of war, for example, cannot account for the timing and location of the 1991 Gulf War, although it can provide an explanation of the warring proclivities of modern Western states, especially the inconsistency between the peaceful rhetoric of the US and its incessant warring practices. It can account for the spectre of war in the aftermath of Vietnam, with the end of the in the Middle East in January of 1991. The opening intellectual orientation of the gender critique of war rests upon a constructivist view of human understanding and practice, that is, a view that anchors practices, including war, within humankind's self-made historico-cultural matrix. This view is contrasted starkly with those that ground human practices psychologically or biologically or genetically. War is not viewed as a natural practice as if delivered by the Gods; it arises out of human-created understandings and ways-of- living that have evolved over the millennia. More specifically, the assumption that men (the nearly exclusive makers and doers of war) are biologically hard-wired for aggression and violence is resisted, as is the related notion that women are naturally passive and non-violent. The explanation for war will not be found in testosterone levels. It is not the essential or bio-social male that makes war. War is the product of the gendered understandings of life—understandings of the celebrated masculine and the subordinated feminine—that have been fashioned over vast tracts of culturalWorkman, time. And since war arises from human-created understandings and practices it can be removed when these understandings change. War is not insuperable. Indeed, the rooting of war in human created phenomena is recognized as a response to the political incapacitation associated with biologically determinist arguments: "Attempts of genetic determinists to show a biological basis for individual aggression and to link this to social aggression, are not only unscientific, but they support the idea that wars of conquest between nations are inevitable." The rooting of war within patriarchal culture can be examined by focussing upon the relationship between the masculine and feminine ethos.9 The ways of thinking about and practicing war arise within a highly disciplining gendered discourse, a discourse marked with well elucidated boundaries of the masculine and the feminine. The sphere of appropriate concerns and alternatives is established by these boundaries. The thinking and practice of war is limited by the consonance with the masculine ethos and corresponding dissonance with the feminine ethos. The boundaries of gender must be respected, and transgressions will necessitate immediate correction and expiation, especially if a subject is to avoid ideational ostracization or to be taken seriously. Carol Cohn's recounting of the musings of a white male physicist is telling:

Impact: Patriarchy = Nuclear War

We control the internal link to the aff’s advantages- nuclear weapons are the end result of masculinity- nuclear war is inevitable without the alternative

ASFS ‘87 (Alliance To Stop First Strike, Anti-militarism and Anti-Patriarchy activist organization, Nonviolent Civil Disobedience Handbook, Activism: Peace: NVCD: Discrimination,  http://www.activism.net/peace/nvcdh/discrimination.shtml
In this action, our struggle is not only against missiles and bombs, but against the system of power they defend: a system based on domination, on the belief that some people have more value than others, and therefore have the right to control others, to exploit them so that they can lead better lives than those they oppress. We say that all people have value. No person, no group, has the right to wield power over the decisions and resources of others. The structure of our organizations and the processes we use among ourselves are our best attempt to live our belief in self-determination. Besides working against discrimination of all kinds among ourselves, we must try to understand how such discrimination supports the system which produces nuclear weapons. For some people who come to this action, the overriding issue is the struggle to prevent nuclear destruction. For others, that struggle is not separate from the struggles against racism, sexism, classism, and the oppression of groups of people because of their sexual orientation, religion, age, physical (dis)ability, appearance, or life history. Understood this way, it is clear that nuclear weapons are already killing people, forcing them to lead lives of difficulty and struggle. Nuclear war has already begun, and it claims its victims disproportionately from native peoples, the Third World, women, and those who are economically vulnerable because of the history of oppression. All oppressions are interlocking. We separate racism, classism, etc. in order to discuss them, not to imply that any form of oppression works in isolation. We know that to work against any one of these is not just to try to stop something negative, but to build a positive vision. Many in the movement call this larger goal feminism. Calling our process "feminist process" does not mean that women dominate or exclude men; on the contrary, it challenges all systems of domination. The term recognizes the historical importance of the feminist movement in insisting that nonviolence begins at home, in the ways we treat each other. Confronting the issues that divide us is often painful. People may feel guilty, or hurt, or react defensively when we begin to speak of these things, as if they were being personally accused. But working through this pain together, taking responsibility for our oppressive behavior, is part of our struggle to end the nuclear arms race. Asking members of oppressed groups to be the catalyst for this change is avoiding our own responsibility for discrimination. Most of us benefit from some form of privilege due to our sex, or class, or skin color, or sexual orientation, but that privilege is limited. None of us alone has the power to end institutions of discrimination. Only when we struggle together can we hope to do so -- and when pain and hurt arise in that struggle, we can see it as a measure of the depth to which discrimination hurts us all, keeping us separated and divided in our strength. Racism, Classism, Sexism, Heterosexism and Militarism.
Impact: Hegemonic Masculinity = war and environmental destruction

Hegemonic masculinity guarantees global warfare and resource overconsumption- only the alt can solve 

Clark 04

(Mary E. Clark, Drucie French Cumbie Professor of Conflict Resolution at George Mason University, Women and Language 27 no2 21-8 Fall)

Today's Western patriarchal world view now dominates globalwide dialogue among the "leaders" of Earth's nearly two hundred nation-states. Its Machiavellian/Realpolitik assumptions about the necessity of military power to preserve order within and between groups of humans trumps--and stifles--other potential viewpoints. Founded on the belief that "evil" is innate, it dictates that human conflict must be "controlled": global "law" backed by coercive force. This view, when cross-culturally imposed, becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy, thus "legitimating" an escalating use of force. Western leaders (male and female) use a rhetoric couched in a "hegemonic masculinity" to justify their ready use of military force to coerce "those who are against us " into compliance. This translates globally as "national leaders must never lose face!" Changing this dominant paradigm requires dismantling the hierarchic hegemony of masculine militarism and its related economic institutions, through global cross-cultural dialogues, thus replacing a hegemonic world view and institutions with new, more adaptive visions, woven out of the most useful remnants of multiple past cultural stories. The paper concludes with a few examples where people around the world are doing just this--using their own small voices to insert their local "sacred social story " into the global dialogue. This global process--free from a hegemonic militaristic rhetoric--has the potential to initiate a planetary dialogue where "boundaries " are no longer borders to be defended, but sites of social ferment and creative adaptation.  When the call came for papers on War, Language, and Gender, referring us to Carol Cohn's seminal paper "Sex and Death in the Rational World of Defense Intellectuals,"(FN1) I at first felt that little more could be added on the subject. But events in Washington in the ensuing weeks stimulated me to a broader "take" on this topic. Defense intellectuals, after all, are embedded in a whole culture, and the interaction is two-way. Not only does their strategic framework with its euphemistic language about war and killing have the outcome of forcing society to think in their terms; their framework and language developed in response to our deeply embedded, Western cultural image of a Machiavellian/neo-Darwinian universe.  In other words, militarism and the necessity for organized physical force(FN2) emerge out of culturewide assumptions about human nature. Throughout historical times these assumptions have repeatedly proved to be self-fulfilling prophecies. The pervasive perception of enemy-competitors has generated violent conflicts that flared up and died back, only to flare up again through our failure to achieve deep resolution and, especially, to alter our basic beliefs about human nature and our consequent social institutions.  Today our species, politically, comprises some 180-190 "nations" of varying cultural homogeneity and moral legitimacy, not to mention size and physical power. Regardless of their indigenous, internal cultural preferences, their cross-national interactions are institutionalized to fit a framework long established by former Western colonial powers among themselves. In other words, the global "reality" constructed by Western patriarchies--a Realpolitik, ultimately grounded in military power--has come to define day-to-day cross-national politics. During the era of the Cold War, this resulted in small, powerless nations seeking alliances with one or other superpower, which offered not only development aid but military protection, and, for locally unpopular, but "cooperating" leaders, small arms to maintain order at home. The "end" of the Cold War brought little change in this pervasive global militarism (though it did strengthen the role of economic hegemony by the remaining superpower(FN3)).  The enormous technological "improvements"--i.e. efficiency in killing power--in weaponry of all types over the past few decades has now resulted in a dangerously over-armed planet that simultaneously faces a desperate shortage of resources available for providing the world's people with water, energy, health care, education, and the infrastructure for distributing them. While our environmental and social overheads continue to mount, our species seems immobilized, trapped in an institutionalized militarism--an evolutionary cul-de-sac! We need new insights--as Cohn said, a new language, a new set of metaphors, a new mental framework--for thinking, dialoguing and visioning new patterns of intersocietal interaction.

Impact: Environmental destruction

Patriarchy destroys the environment 

Irene Hoetzer 2010
(Ecofeminism and Environmental Justice, PhD in environmental law at Macquarie University, page 4, http://www.inter-disciplinary.net/wp-content/uploads/2010/06/hoetzerpaper.pdf, [7/3/2012])

This anthropocentric view of the world, which distinguishes between instrumental and intrinsic values, fails to acknowledge the intrinsic value of anything that is not human. 16 Environmental ethicists challenge this view and claim that all of nature has its own, separate intrinsic value. Ecofeminists also hold this view but further argue that the culture over nature dichotomy that dominates Western thought is representative of the dominance/subordinance hierarchy that permeates the fabric of patriarchal capitalist society and results in women and nature sharing a common inferior position. For ecofeminists, therefore, the ecological crisis is more than a question of environmental destruction and human misery. By drawing attention to the interconnection of women and nature, ecofeminists argue that egalitarian, non-hierarchical structures must be created, in which the inherent value of nature is acknowledged and the relationships between humans, non-humans and the natural environment become just and sustainable. 17

Impact: Environmental destruction

Patriarchy is the root cause of environmental exploitation and destruction

Stoddart and Tindall 11

(Mark C. J. and & D. B Department of Sociology, Memorial University of Newfoundland, St. John's, Newfoundland and Labrador, Canada; Department of Sociology, University of British Columbia, Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, ECOFEMINISM,

HEGEMONIC MASCULINITY, AND ENVIRONMENTAL MOVEMENT PARTICIPATION IN BRITISH

COLUMBIA, CANADA, 1998–2007: “WOMEN ALWAYS CLEAN UP THE MESS”, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/02732173.2011.557065, I.P. [July 3, 2012])

Ecomaternalism draws on images of motherhood and women’s social roles as nurturers to connect women, nature and environmental politics. By contrast, the dual subjugation of women and nature focuses on the ways in which femininity has historically been defined as ‘‘closer’’ to nature, while masculinity has been identified with culture and society (Ortner 1972; Plumwood 1993). From this perspective, women and nature are similarly objectified and exploited by patriarchal, ecologically destructive political and economic systems. The dual subjugation framework, which relies on a binary understanding of ‘‘women’’ and ‘‘men’’ as social categories, is the most frequently invoked ecofeminist discourse in participants’ interview talk. In the following excerpt from 1998, Ted describes how similar cultural values have historically allowed men to see women as objects for their gratification and nature as an object for exploitation: If men are raised in a culture in which they can treat other people, i.e., women, as objects, then it’s quite natural that they would also think they can treat nature as an object. It’s there for the purpose of exploitation and gratification. And so there’s probably a spillover effect. (Ted, Sierra Club 1998) In 2007, the dual subjugation framework remains an important discourse for interpreting the connections between gender and environmentalism. Gene, who is a member of the Carmanah Forestry Society, sees a connection between gender inequality and environmental exploitation. He also ascribes this to similar processes of objectification: Men tend to get all tied up in their industrial successes and the stock market, they can’t see the forest for the trees. And women become almost part of that. I think men see women as an extension of nature, which is bizarre. So that they’re like flowers, trees, plants, in the views of many men. You know, that’s the way they’re regarded and treated. And just like women might go to a catalogue to look at the most beautiful variety of flower, guys very often tend to look at porn sites, and God knows what, and tend to objectify women in the same way. So, they’re seeing them as pretty objects. And that’s parallel to the way men treat nature. (Gene, Carmanah Forestry Society 2007) Gene focuses on how women are subsumed into a natural world that is exploited by capitalist and patriarchal social structures. From this perspective, there is a connection between the exploitation of forests and the exploitation of women within male-dominated societies.
Impact: Capitalism

Patriarchy is the root of capitalist exploitation 

della-Madre 11

(Leslene, has a degree of phycology form the University of California, The Role Patriarchy Plays in Our Contemporary World Situation, No Date, (Date Accessed: July, 3, 2012), http://www.midwifingdeath.com/musings/patriarchy_in_our_world.html, LSV)

The denial of the mother by pms over time has eroded an authentic sense of the sacred, especially for inhabitants of Euro-Western culture. Unfortunately, patriarchal Euro-Western culture is spreading its lies around the world: for instance, the promise of freedom through consumerism and narcissistic consumption and capitalist globalization. According to Johanna Brenner, author of Women and the Politics of Class, global capitalism is undermining older forms of male dominance while at the same time making women's life conditions more difficult. She writes, "women and children, even more than men, are victimized by global capitalist restructuring. Economic insecurity and impoverishment, exposure to toxics, degradation of water, high infant and maternal mortality rates, forced migration, increased hours spent in paid and unpaid work are only some of the indicators of women's burdens worldwide." Because of the inequities of an inherently flawed paradigm and because of the world-wide treatment of women as second-class citizens, any shifts in the social order moving in the direction to help women are often obstructed by male-dominated agendas. For example, advances made for women in Roe vs. Wade are now being reversed because men continue to assume it is their inherent right to govern women's bodies and sexuality. This constant struggle over who has the power to govern women's bodies, which is ludicrous to be a question at all, comes from the deep-seated fear, hatred and jealousy of women's power to give life-the very same thing for which women were persecuted and burned at the stake centuries ago, the embers of those fires still burning in our collective cellular memory. Brenner points out, "The major forces contesting feminism, for example, within development policy circles and the international conferences through which the United Nations attempts to regulate development policy are not those of the new world economic order, but organizations representing groups threatened by the loss of older forms of patriarchal political and economic power: Islamic governments, conservative Muslim non-governmental organizations, the Vatican and Catholic organizations, the Protestant evangelicals, and the International Right to Life Committee. 

Impact: No Value to Life

Male-dominated thought leads to the devaluation of life and the murder of millions
Schott 96 Robin May [PhD MPhil MA, Philosophy Senior Researcher, research unit on Holocaust and genocide My work in the field of post-Holocaust and genocide studies is informed by my background in ethics, social and political philosophy, and feminist philosophy. I have worked particularly with gender-related issues of war-time violence including mass war rape. I work on topics related to violence and the harms to political communities and rights.] “Gender and ‘Postmodern War’” Hypatia Autumn 1996 accessed: 7/2/12 JSTOR DR

However, Ruddick's list of military "femininities" is drawn from reflection on World War II, as was Virginia Woolf's comment. Therefore, it oversees many of the gender positions made available to women during "postmodern wars." Women during the Lebanese civil war and the Palestinian war have not just acted as nurses, workers, mourners, and patriots. They have also been writers (as they were in earlier wars), creating "the war they had known without reference to an epic model,"6 negotiators, unarmed fighters. The discourse of "postmoder war" is said to create a new imagery and a "counterdiscourse"th at challenges traditionalw ar myths and binaryo ppositions. Nonetheless, this new imagery exists amidst social relations in which gender remains a determinative, and not infinitely malleable category. Cooke's discussion of the intifada illustrates this point. She characterizes the intifada as originallya women'si nsurrection,7a s a form of unarmedf ighting relying on stone throwing and kicking to incapacitate the violence of the other (Cooke 1993, 193). Yet she also acknowledges that this form of fighting was transformed when the movement was recognized and legitimated by men's participation. In other words, the multiplicity of "discursive spaces" stressed by postmodern theorists exists within a social environment that is still pervaded by gender oppositions and differential powers. THE GENDERINGO FW AR DISCOURSE Just as military rituals and practices create distinct masculinities and femininities, the discourse that is dominant amongst military analysts and policy makers is profoundly gendered. Carol Cohn argues convincingly in "Wars, Wimps, and Women: Talking Gender and Thinking War," that military analysts' thinking is greatly shaped by the gendered discourse that permeates their thinking. Although real men and women may not fit these gender ideals, this system of meanings affects them nonetheless. She quotes a story told by a white male physicist: Several colleagues and I were working on modeling counterforce attacks. ... At one point, we remodeled a particular attack . . . and found that instead of there being thirty-six million immediate fatalities, there would only be thirty million. And everybody was sitting around nodding, saying "Oh yeah, that's great, only thirty million," when all of a sudden, I heard 25 Hypatia what we were saying. And I blurted out, "Wait, I've just heard how we're talking-only thirty million! Only thirty million human beings killed instantly?" Silence fell upon the room. Nobody said a word. They didn't even look at me. It was awful. I felt like a woman. (Cohn 1993, 227) The physicist added that afterwards he was careful never to blurt out anything like that again. In this story, concerns and feelings that express an emotional awareness of the human reality behind the sanitized abstractions of death and destruction become marked as feminine, and thus are difficult both to speak and to hear. Voicing concern about the number of casualties and the suffering of the killed and wounded-imagining children with their flesh melting away from their bones, imagining the psychological effects on soldiers and citizens, imagining their deprivation, their helplessness in watching babies die from diarrhea-all of these are not to be spoken. Instead, one must be cool, dispassionate, and distant. Other ways of thinking about weapons and security have been preempted by gender discourse (Cohn 1993, 232). In this context, the accusation that one might be "acting like a wimp," be insufficiently masculine, erases everything else. Accusations that the Soviet "new thinkers" are a "bunch of pussies," that West German politicians concerned about popular opposition to Euromissile deployments are "a bunch of limp-dicked wimps" indicates that manliness is equated not only with an ability to win a war but to threaten and use force (Cohn 1993, 234). To these military analysts, the only thing worse than a man acting like a woman is a woman acting like a woman. Discussions of strategy take on the tone of a sporting match, pitting one single male opponent against another, bypassing the complexity of governmental and military apparatuses , domestic politics, and so on. For example, in personalizing the Iraqi army as Saddam Hussein during the Gulf War, individual human beings in Iraq were abstracted out of existence (Cohn 1993, 240-41). Cohn's analysis of "defense" intellectuals' discourse is based on her view that in Western culture, gender oppositions remain a fundamental component of the system of meanings. Even though individuals may seek to take up positions of resistance vis-a-vis this system, they are not immune to its effects. She confesses that when she was called a "wimp" after a war simulation, she was stung. Even though she thought it was an inane term, even though she did not think of her identity as being wrapped up with not being wimpish, it was impossible in that environment not to feel humiliated (Cohn 1993, 237). Her self-insight is an important reminder that it is not enough to look at the sites of resistance to traditional categories. It remains necessary to look at how political institutions operate, what the conditions for entrance into these institutions are, what codes of thinking and behavior become normative for 26 Robin May Schott the insiders of these institutions. Although Cohn draws her remarkable insights from her renegade position within the world of defense intellectuals, the storys he tells is of the nearly irresistible power of the gendered oppositions of this discourse, that makes resistance so difficult and seldom. I have tried to show that gender is a defining condition of how war affects individuals, what roles and situations it makes available to them, and what categories of thinking and speaking appear legitimate to them. But analyses of gender are of course inadequate to comprehend the way that war shatters the private worlds of everyday life and individual happiness. War may mean, as it did in Sarajevo, that children cannot go out in the sunshine for two years for fear of bombardments, and that they sleep with their arms clutched around their mothers' necks. It may mean that families are separated, that one's sister might have been shot to death when she went out to visit a relative, that one's daughter might have been killed by a shell had she been sitting as usual on the sofa, instead of in an asylum center in Denmark.8

Impact: No Value to life and all oppression inevitable

The devalutization of human beings because of patriarchy makes racism, classism, and other forms of oppression inevitable, only the alt solves

ASFS ’87 (Alliance To Stop First Strike, Anti-militarism and Anti-Patriarchy activist organization, Nonviolent Civil Disobedience Handbook, Activism: Peace: NVCD: Discrimination,  http://www.activism.net/peace/nvcdh/discrimination.shtml
Part of struggling against nuclear weapons involves understanding the ways in which the oppression of particular groups of people supports militarism, makes the institutionalized system of war and violence appear "natural" and "inevitable." For instance, heterosexism, or the assumption that sexual relations are only permissible, desirable, and normal between opposite sexes, justifies a system of rigid sex roles, in which men and women are expected to behave and look in particular ways, and in which qualities attributed to women are devalued. Thus, men who are not willing to be violent are not virile -- they are threatened with the real sanctions placed on homosexuality (physical violence, housing and economic discrimination) unless they behave like "real men." The military relies upon homophobia (the fear of homosexuality) to provide it with willing enlistees, with soldiers who are trained to kill others to prove their masculinity. Sexism, or the systematic devaluation of women, is clearly related to this. Women have traditionally opposed war because women bear the next generation and feel a responsiblity to protect it. But feminists are not content to speak only from traditional roles as mothers and nurturers. Many activists see a feminist analysis as crucial to effectively challenging militarism. The system of patriarchy, under which men benefit from the oppression of women, supports and thrives on war. In a sexist or patriarchal society, women are relegated to limited roles and valued primarily for their sexual and reproductive functions, while men are seen as the central makers of culture, the primary actors in history. Patriarchy is enforced by the language and images of our culture; by keeping women in the lowest paying and lowest status jobs, and by violence against women in the home and on the streets. Women are portrayed by the media as objects to be violated; 50% of women are battered by men in their lives, 75% are sexually assaulted. The sexist splitting of humanity which turns women into others, lesser beings whose purpose is to serve men, is the same split which allows us to see our enemies as non-human, fair game for any means of destruction or cruelty. In war, the victors frequently rape the women of the conquered peoples. Our country's foreign policy often seems directed by teenage boys desparately trying to live up to stereotypes of male toughness, with no regard for the humanity or land of their "enemy." Men are socialized to repress emotions, to ignore their needs to nurture and cherish other people and the earth. Emotions, tender feelings, care for the living, and for those to come are not seen as appropriate concerns of public policy. This makes it possible for policymakers to conceive of nuclear war as "winnable." Similarly, racism, or the institutionalized devaluation of darker peoples, supports both the idea and the practice of the military and the production of nuclear weapons. Racism operates as a system of divide and conquer. It helps to perpetuate a system in which some people consistently are "haves" and others are "have nots." Racism tries to make white people forget that all people need and are entitled to self-determination, good health care, and challenging work. Racism limits our horizons to what presently exists; it makes us suppose that current injustices are "natural," or it makes those injustices invisible. For example, most of the uranium used in making nuclear weapons is mined under incredibly hazardous conditions by people of color: Native Americans and black South Africans. Similarly, most radioactive and hazardous waste dumps are located on lands owned or occupied by people of color. If all those people suffering right now from exposure to nuclear materials were white, would nuclear production remain acceptable to the white-dominated power structure? Racism also underlies the concept of "national security": that the U.S. must protect its "interests" in Third World countries through the exercise of military force and economic manipulation. In this world-view, the darker peoples of the world are incapable of managing their own affairs and do not have the right to self-determination. Their struggles to democratize their countries and become independent of U.S. military and economic institutions are portrayed as "fanatic," "terrorist," or "Communist." The greatest danger of nuclear war today lies in the likelihood of superpower intervention in Third World countries, fueled by government appeals to nationalistic and racist interests. All forms of discrimination are interrelated with economic discrimination, or classism. Classism justifies a system in which competition is the norm, and profit is believed to be a universal motivation. Thus, poor and working class people lack access to education, leisure time and frequently basic things like food and shelter. But a classist society blames them for their poverty, or devalues their particular way of living. Classism values certain kinds of work over others, and sets up a system of unequal rewards. Our society threatens the majority of our members with economic insecurity, forcing us to accept things the way they are for fear of losing the few things we've gained through hard work. Since most poor people are women, children and people of color, classism and other forms of discrimination work together to hide the injustice of our economic system. Poor and working class people feel the effects of the military directly, profoundly, and brutally. Vital social services have been cut to feed the Pentagon. Inflation, aggravated by the military budget, chews away at what is left after disproportionately high taxes are deducted from our pay. Poor people are prime military recruits, with historically little access to draft deferments or information about conscientious objection, forced by unemployment to think of the military as a "career opportunity." Our militarized society does not support cooperative and socially productive work, but counts on unequal competition and economic deprivation to provide workers in defense industries, miners in uranium mines, and soldiers in the armed forces. No human being is born with discriminatory attitudes and beliefs. Physical and cultural attitudes are not the causes of oppression; these differences are used to justify oppression. Racist, classist, sexist, heterosexist, and all other forms of discriminatory attitudes are a mixture of misinformation and ignorance which have to be imposed on young people through a painful process of social conditioning. These processes are left unchallenged partially because people feel powerless to do anything about them. But the situation is not hopeless. People can grow and change. Many successful struggles have taken place against structures of exploitation and discrimination. We are not condemned to repeat the past. Discriminatory condition
ning can be analyzed and unlearned. All people come from traditions which have a history of resistance to injustice, and every person has their own individual history of resistance to discriminatory conditioning. This history needs to be recalled and celebrated, and people need to listen to and learn from other people's histories. When people act from a sense of informed pride in themselves and their own traditions, they will be more effective in all struggles for justice and peace.

Impact: Global Modeling 

Gender exclusion from American transportation planning goes global as American models are exported to developing countries

Riveria, 07

(Roselle Leah K. Assistant Professor Dept of Women and Development Studies, Unviersity of the Philippines, Culture, Gender, Transport: Contentious Planning Issues, Transport and Communications Bulletin for Asia and the Pacific, http://www.unescap.org/ttdw/Publications/TPTS_pubs/bulletin76/bulletin76_fulltext.pdf [7/4/12])

Today, it is more crucial to view the historical development of transport research against the realities of developed countries vis-à-vis developing countries. The often linear tendency to import the developed country perspective to developing countries continues to prevail. Most of the models originated in developed countries and have been followed universally by developing countries. The fact that many authors have criticized this tendency is promising at least. A perfect illustration of the mismatch of developed country perspectives being imported into the developing country context is how authors have tackled mobility through the years. Extensively taken up in transport and development literature, many authors define mobility as the ability to move. In transport literature, the standard measurement of mobility is the number of trips made per person. While mobility can be easily broken down into various operational indicators, this concept is more applicable in a developed world context, where society is functionally organized (Centre for Transport Studies, 2006; Vasconcellos, 2003). Space is more often than not a distinctive, straightforward feature in developed countries. However, space is more structured around distinct cultural, ethnic and religious characteristics in most developing countries.

Alternative

Alt: Solves and key to transportation policymaking- Perm fails

Alt solves and the permutation fails- only replacement of existing structures of transportation planning can reverse gender based oppression and allow for the perspectives of women to guide future transportation infrastructure projects

Riveria, 07

(Roselle Leah K. Assistant Professor Dept of Women and Development Studies, Unviersity of the Philippines, Culture, Gender, Transport: Contentious Planning Issues, Transport and Communications Bulletin for Asia and the Pacific, http://www.unescap.org/ttdw/Publications/TPTS_pubs/bulletin76/bulletin76_fulltext.pdf [7/4/12])

The preceding discussion shows in many ways that there needs to be a rethinking of the outdated notions of work, the economy and development. The economy is not solely the productive or commercially oriented economy (formal and informal) that is measured solely in quantitative terms. A purely technology or infrastructure orientation continues to dominate the transport sector; therefore, there must be pressure to push for the social and cultural aspects of transport to be clearly articulated in the policy planning process. Integrating gender into transport policies must take the centre stage in this rethinking process. The work of women, excluded in policy and planning because it is not traditionally produced for exchange in the market, must be made visible and be given value. Excluding the economy of social reproduction from the transport sector framework translates into ignoring equity the aspect in the design and delivery of transport sector activities. The crucial task of re-examining conventional notions means treating the transport sector as a gendered structure, recognizing the implications of transport policies for men and women and the implications of gender relations for sector level analysis and policy options. This way, the crucial element of equity, or fairness, could be tackled head on. This approach is not meant to complement existing approaches, but to replace outdated approaches. The present approach calls for efficiency, even at the expense of equity, but the proposed approach calls for equity as the primary objective, with efficiency socially accorded and guaranteed. Research on women and transport in the developing world, specifically in Asia and the Pacific, is in its infancy. Researchers working in the developing world must take the lead in discovering women, gender and transport with serious intention and attention. The call is now for serious researchers enlightened by progressive perspectives to guide policy and search for new ways to reconsider thinking about transport in women’s lives.

Alt: Key challenge gender norms, better policymaking

Alternative is precondition for the aff- must integrate feminine analysis into transportation planning is essential to challenging the androcentric economy that drives transportation infrastructure development

Bauhardt, 04

(Christine, Technical University of Berlin Institute of Urban and Regional Planning, Urban Development and Transportation Infrastructures: Insights from the Ruhr Region, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CFkQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ifz.tugraz.at%2FMedia%2FDateien%2FDownloads-IFZ%2FSummer-Academy%2FProceedings-2004%2FUrban-Development-and-Transportation-Infrastructures-Insights-from-the-Ruhr-Region&ei=1bjxT4TdK4is8QS1u4X3DA&usg=AFQjCNETXWV2Zg7c7C1sVijFo3CcG7tCkA [7/2/12])
Analysis of the Ruhr region shows that the norms of urban development are geared exclusively toward the market. The idea of a good standard of living and general well-being in the city is closely linked to economic growth, while other value orientations outside market logic, such as health or concern for other people, are not the explicit goals of successful urban planning or are clearly subordinate to economic ones. Economic growth is identified with the availability of jobs, whereas the sphere of reproduction and the unremunerated work of women do not play a role in establishing economic goals. Patterns of men’s fulltime work were and still are the primary model used in urban and transportation planning. The expansion of rapid transportation both in road construction as well as in public transportation was justified on the basis of economic restructuring and the employment situation in the Ruhr region. The decline of coal and steel industries since the end of the 1950s necessitated a new orientation in the economy. Job losses in coal and steel industries was to be offset by specialization in production and the development of the tertiary sector. Favourable local conditions were to attract trade and services to the area. Attractive transportation access was an essential element in the planning concepts for developing the regional infrastructure. The main objective of the cities and the local government, besides making the area attractive for investors, was to increase the mobility of the working population by expanding rapid transportation infrastructure. After losing their jobs, which were often located close to home, coal and steel workers were to be able to find other work in the newly developed trade branches. The androcentric concept of the economy, which only considers one half of reality and ignores the interdependence of production and reproduction, can be deemed unsuitable for society as a whole. Better solutions for urban development therefore need to take far more into account the unremunerated work women do on behalf of the home and familial care. This means that women's patterns of mobility and work must be given more attention in planning than they have in the past, because women integrate, through their very being, both of the work spheres vital to society: they are involved in gainful employment and in the reproductive work of provision and personal care.

Alt: Key to solve aff

The alternative is prerequisite to the aff- must include gendered social analysis when planning transportation projects

Bauhardt, 04

(Christine, Technical University of Berlin Institute of Urban and Regional Planning, Urban Development and Transportation Infrastructures: Insights from the Ruhr Region, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CFkQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ifz.tugraz.at%2FMedia%2FDateien%2FDownloads-IFZ%2FSummer-Academy%2FProceedings-2004%2FUrban-Development-and-Transportation-Infrastructures-Insights-from-the-Ruhr-Region&ei=1bjxT4TdK4is8QS1u4X3DA&usg=AFQjCNETXWV2Zg7c7C1sVijFo3CcG7tCkA [7/2/12])
The androcentric concept of the economy, which only considers one half of reality and ignores the interdependence of production and reproduction, can be deemed unsuitable for society as a whole. Better solutions for urban development therefore need to take far more into account the unremunerated work women do on behalf of the home and familial care. This means that women's patterns of mobility and work must be given more attention in planning than they have in the past, because women integrate, through their very being, both of the work spheres vital to society: they are involved in gainful employment and in the reproductive work of provision and personal care.
Alternative is key to challenging the androcentric paradigm that drives transportation planning and the aff

Riveria, 07

(Roselle Leah K. Assistant Professor Dept of Women and Development Studies, Unviersity of the Philippines, Culture, Gender, Transport: Contentious Planning Issues, Transport and Communications Bulletin for Asia and the Pacific, http://www.unescap.org/ttdw/Publications/TPTS_pubs/bulletin76/bulletin76_fulltext.pdf [7/4/12])

With the above situation in mind, an examination of how gender issues are reflected in the field of transport is necessary to make women visible in transport planning, policymaking and transport interventions. Treating women as a distinct transportation user group with distinct travel needs and interests is the key to challenging the prevailing male-centred paradigm. It is in this light that this paper will use a development lens to present contentious issues on women and transport with an emphasis on developing country realities. First, a definition of terms is given to situate the topic. Second, studies tackling women and transport are presented. Woven into salient themes to highlight issues on women and transport are insights and ideas culled from the available literature reviewed and possible avenues for future research to consider. I. WOMEN, GENDER AND TRANSPORT IN A DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT Transport is an essential part of people’s lives. For women, transport provides greater access to various resources, such as employment, childcare, education, health and political processes. Women may constitute the majority of the public transport market (Hanlon, 1996). Women’s needs and issues regarding transport are often assumed to be identical to men’s (Hamilton, 1989), resulting in a low level of awareness of women’s distinct travel needs. Consequently, gender issues in the transport arena are severely neglected. 

Alt: Key to the Political
Reject the affirmative in order to decenter the “man” at the center of the affirmatives depiction of the Political – only the alternatives call for an ontological interruption to the gendered nature of the 1ac and can end the marginalization of gender from the Political
Youngs ‘4

(Gillian, Dr Gillian Youngs, the newly appointed University of Wales Alliance Research Chair, Prof. of Digital Economy and Academic Director of the Institute of Advanced Broadcasting (IAB), University of Wales, Newport, Feminist International Relations: a contradiction in terms? Or: why women and gender are essential to understanding the world ‘we’ live in*, International Affairs 80.1)

This discussion will demonstrate, in the ways outlined above, the depth and range of feminist perspectives on power—a prime concern of International Relations and indeed of the whole study of politics. It will illustrate the varied ways in which scholars using these perspectives study power in relation to gender, a nexus largely disregarded in mainstream approaches. From feminist positions, this lacuna marks out mainstream analyses as trapped in a narrow and superficial ontological and epistemological framework. A major part of the problem is the way in which the mainstream takes the appearance of a predominantly male-constructed reality as a given, and thus as the beginning and end of investigation and knowledge-building. Feminism requires an ontological revisionism: a recognition that it is necessary to go behind the appearance and examine how differentiated and gendered power constructs the social relations that form that reality. While it may be empirically accurate to observe that historically and contemporaneously men have dominated the realms of international politics and economics, feminists argue that a full understanding of the nature of those realms must include understanding the intricate patterns of (gendered) inequalities that shape them. Mainstream International Relations, in accepting that because these realms appear to be predominantly man-made, there is no reason to ask how or why that is the case, stop short of taking account of gender. As long as those who adhere to this position continue to accept the sufficiency of the appearances and probe no further, then the ontological and epistemological limitations will continue to be reproduced. Early work in feminist International Relations in the 1980s had to address this problem directly by peeling back the masculinist surface of world politics to reveal its more complex gendered (and racialized) dynamics. Key scholars such as Cynthia Enloe focused on core International Relations issues of war, militarism and security, highlighting the dependence of these concepts on gender structures—e.g. dominant forms of the masculine (warrior) subject as protector/conqueror/exploiter of the feminine/feminized object/other—and thus the fundamental importance of subjecting them to gender analysis. In a series of works, including the early Bananas, beaches and bases: making feminist sense of international politics (1989), Enloe has addressed different aspects of the most overtly masculine realms of international relations, conflict and defence, to reveal their deeper gendered realities.3 This body of work has launched a powerful critique of the taboo that made women and gender most invisible, in theory and practice, where masculinity had its most extreme, defining (and violent) expression. Enloe’s research has provided one of the most comprehensive bodies of evidence for the ontological revisionism required of mainstream International Relations, especially in relation to its core concerns. When Enloe claimed that ‘gender makes the world go round’,4 she was in fact turning the abstract logic of malestream International Relations inside out. This abstract logic saw little need to take theoretical and analytical account of gender as a social force because in practical terms only one gender, the male, appeared to define International Relations. Ann Tickner has recently offered the reminder that this situation persists: ‘During the 1990s, women were admitted to most combat positions in the U.S. military, and the U.S. president appointed the first female secretary of state, but occupations in foreign and military policymaking in most states remain overwhelmingly male, and usually elite male.’5 Nearly a decade earlier, in her groundbreaking work Gender in International Relations: feminist perspectives on achieving global security,6 she had asked the kinds of questions that were foundational to early feminist International Relations: ‘Why is the subject matter of my discipline so distant from women’s lived experiences? Why have women been conspicuous only by their absence in the worlds of diplomacy and military and foreign policy-making?’ Tickner, like Enloe, has interrogated core issues in mainstream International Relations, such as security and peace, providing feminist bases for gendered understanding of issues that have defined it. Her reflection on what has happened since Gender in International Relations was published indicates the prominence of tensions between theory and practice. ‘We may have provided some answers to my questions as to why IR and foreign policymaking remain male-dominated; but breaking down the unequal gender hierarchies that perpetuate these androcentric biases remains a challenge.’7 The persistence of the overriding maleness of international relations in practice is part of the reason for the continued resistance and lack of responsiveness to the analytical relevance feminist International Relations claims. In other words, it is to some extent not surprising that feminist International Relations stands largely outside mainstream International Relations, because the concerns of the former, gender and women, continue to appear to be subsidiary to high politics and diplomacy. One has only to recall the limited attention to gender and women in the recent Afghanistan and Iraq crises to illustrate this point.8 So how have feminists tackled this problem? Necessarily, but problematically, by calling for a deeper level of ontological revisionism. I say problematically because, bearing in mind the limited success of the first kind discussed above, it can be anticipated that this deeper kind is likely to be even more challenging for those in the mainstream camp. The second level of ontological revisionism required relates to critical understanding of why the appearance of international relations as predominantly a sphere of male influence and action continues to seem unproblematic from mainstream perspectives. This entails investigating masculinity itself: the nature of its subject position—including as reflected in the collective realm of politics— and the frameworks and hierarchies that structure its social relations, not only in relation to women but also in relation to men configured as (feminized) ‘others’ because of racial, colonial and other factors, including sexuality. Marysia Zalewski and Jane Parpart directly captured such an approach as ‘the “man” question in international relations’.9 I would like to suggest that for those sceptical about feminist International Relations, Zalewski’s introductory chapter, ‘From the “woman” question to the “man” question in International Relations’, offers an impressively transparent way in to its substantive terrain.10 Reflecting critically on the editors’ learning process in preparing the volume and working with its contributors, both men and women, Zalewski discusses the various modifications through which the title of the work had moved. These included at different stages the terms ‘women’, ‘masculinity’ and ‘feminism’, finally ending with ‘the “man” question’—signalling once again, I suggest, tensions between theory and practice, the difficulty of escaping the concrete dominance of the male subject position in the realm of international relations. The project’s starting point revealed a faith in the modernist commitment to the political importance of bringing women into the position of subjecthood. We implicitly accepted that women’s subjecthood could be exposed and revealed in the study and practice of international relations, hoping that this would also reveal the nature of male dominance and power. Posing the ‘man’ question instead reflects our diminishing belief that the exclusion of women can be remedied by converting them into subjects.11 Adding women appeared to have failed to ‘destabilize’ the field; so perhaps critically addressing its prime subject ‘man’ head-on could help to do so. ‘This leads us to ask questions about the roles of masculinity in the conduct of international relations and to question the accepted naturalness of the abundance of men in the theory and practice of international relations’ (emphasis added).12 The deeper level of ontological revisionism called for by feminist International Relations in this regard is as follows. Not only does it press beyond the appearance of international relations as a predominantly masculine terrain by including women in its analysis, it goes further to question the predominant masculinity itself and the accepted naturalness of its power and influence in collective (most significantly state) and individual forms.

Alt: Sequencing key

Engagement with existing institutions makes gendering politics impossible- structural inequalities guaranteed by the neoliberal framework ensure the aff/perm has zero impact.  Only beginning with an opening of space for gendered articulations of governance can recover the Political from patriarchal-capitalist control

Rai 2K4

(Shirin M. University of Warwick, “Gendering Global Governance” International Feminist Journal of Politics, Dec. 6.4)

I have suggested earlier that as a concept, global governance becomes prominent in the context of disciplinary neoliberalism and can be seen to be institutionalizing the neoliberal framework at the level of macro-economic policy. In his critique of the work of the Commission on Global Governance, Baxi (1996: 530) comments on the discrepancy between the assumptions of globality by the Commission and the ‘central facts of contemporary world disorder’. Violence and poverty in particular are growing apace, and both affect women in particular ways. The feminization of poverty, and violence against women in creating and policing new and old inter-state borders has made this co-operative development a fraught discourse for women. In this context Baxi (1996: 532) rightly comments that: ‘If governance is to be conceived as a process, it is well to recall that process is permeated by structures-in-dominance, both in states and civil societies.’ The contradictions that arise out of capitalism’s march across the globe are embedded in social relations of inequalities based on class, gender, ethnicities and religions among others. The assessment of the processes and institutions of governance need to be aware of these contradictions and the power relations that frame them. This cautionary stance provokes me to suggest that if feminist engagements with global governance institutions do not take into account the disciplinary power of the dominant social relations within which these institutions are embedded, these engagements could succumb to the danger of supporting ‘systems that create themselves’ (Riles 2000: 173). As I have argued elsewhere (Rai 2002), NGOs and women’s movements working with institutions of power at any level are constrained by the dominant paradigms of power. Most of the initiatives taken by these institutions under pressure from women’s groups are ‘integrating’ rather than ‘agenda-setting’ (Jahan 1995). The limitations of ‘cultural’ and ‘socio-economic’ structures that embed the political institutions are significant constraints upon women activists. These constraints not only impose limits to change, they also raise the issue of co-option of women’s groups into the hierarchies of power and influence. Second, the issue of differences among women is crucial. The differences that have emerged among women have been many – between NGOs of the North and those of the South, between activists and femocrats, between those who decide to engage with multilateral and state institutions and those who do not, between those who are funded by multilateral agencies and those that are less well funded or not at all. These divisions are also about who gets heard and who does not, and therefore about the implicated nature of engagement which normalizes critiques through mainstreaming them. Third, and linked to this, there has been a recognition that the terms of engagements with multilateral bodies or state institutions do not generally favour women, and that the shifts in the paradigms within which various institutions of power function are minimal. The World Bank has, for example, shown a minimal shift in its approach to economics and policy making, the national machineries of various countries are embedded in and constrained by the political economy of their contexts, and at the local level, state institutions work with women’s groups within very narrow boundaries, reluctant to challenge the dominant social mores. Fourth, there are disagreements about the costs attached to the engagement of women’s movements with institutions of power – and emphasis on the fact that these are differentially borne by women in the North and South, and by women of different socio-economic strata. We need to reflect upon the fact that while a strategy of disengagement with multilateral and national institutions of power might be untenable, it is important to have cognizance of the costs of such engagements in terms of the fragmentation of women’s movements, fracturing of dialogue between different NGOs and groups within countries, and also between North and South. These costs are not inconsiderable and are unevenly distributed. Finally, we can also raise the question of the legitimacy of not only global institutions, but also of women’s NGOs speaking for women at international and national fora. Who can speak of the pain and confusion of activists on the ground who feel betrayed by the system that they thought was going to be their ally for change? While I see the expanded confidence of feminist movements and networks, I also worry that the spaces for negotiations and deliberations leading to radical redistributive outcomes are decreasing. The seduction of engagement with governance institutions and influencing policy outcomes, which provides a sense of agency against all odds – at times through emphasizing the process over outcome, at others through emphasizing ‘empowerment’ without the transfer of resources that denotes changes in power relations – also provide cautionary tales. The challenges that feminist politics face are both in the arenas of scholarship and activism. While feminists have posited a powerful critique to mainstream global governance literature, they also need to present an alternative articulation of what governance means (Pearson, this issue). If they do not like marketized institutions, they need to be able to sketch the outline of governance institutions that they would like to see. Catherine Hoskyns and I (1998: 362) have argued that: [f ]or both strategic as well as practical reasons women have had to organize separately as women. . . . [However, the] feminist challenge is limited by a current lack of focus on the importance of redistributive policies that are rooted in the structural inequalities of capitalist production and exchange. We posed the question: can gender recover class? Following Spivak (1988: 276), I would argue that a recognition of the importance of redistribution allows us ‘[b]oth in the economic area (capitalist) and in the political (worldhistorical agent) . . . to construct models of a divided and dislocated subject whose parts are not continuous or coherent with each other.’ And these dislocations, and discontinuities are where women seeking transformation within political economy, as well as the discursive circuits of power, can find agency. This is particularly relevant now when marketization and the retrenchment of welfare provision under globalization is creating tremendous pressures and inequalities across different social and spatial boundaries. We see, however, that feminists are engaging with institutions within the convergent ideological framework of neoliberal governance because the space for alternatives has scaled down even as the recognition of gender-based inequalities has increased. This is not to suggest that these engagements are not important. Indeed the solid ground of embedded liberalism has fractured so much under the neoliberal onslaught that the protection of the welfare state seems a radical project well worth participating in. However, a recognition of the limits of the strategies of engagement with ‘constitutional neoliberalism’ (Gill 2002) also needs to be taken seriously if we are to be effective in developing political strategies of empowerment for both poor women and men.

Alt: Challenge universalism of 1AC

The process of criticism is key- our alternative to dissolve the universalistic assumptions of the 1ac is essential to ending exclusion and facilitating gendered policy-making

Montecinos, 2K1

(Veronica, Penn State @ McKeesport, Feminists and Technocrats in the Democratization of Latin America: A Prolegomenon, International Journal of Politics, Culture and Society, 15.1 Sept)

The gendering of democracy implies long-term reforms that are just beginning to be designed. Women’s under-representation in democratic governance has prompted a variety of proposals: the public financing of electoral campaigns, quotas and other organizational changes in political parties, the decentralization of government structures, and even the replacement of excessively adversarial and competitive political cultures with a more caring, compassionate public morality. However, ensuring that the practice of democracy no longer excludes women’s needs and interests, constitutes a challenge that goes beyond the sphere of formal political structures and procedures. It implies the reconstruction of gender roles in society, and greater awareness of the pervasive impact of gender stratification in social institutions and in the routines of everyday life. Making democratization more friendly to women requires debunking the prevailing assumption that undifferentiated individuals—citizens, workers, and consumers—populate the worlds of families, markets and governments. Because economics has exerted a dominant influence in the framing of recent processes of democratization, imposing its language, analytical categories, and methods on state actions, concerted efforts to change the economics profession are crucial. The one-paradigm mold has to be dissolved to make room for alternative intellectual traditions, alternative research methods, and more innovative and progressive policy-making. Interdisciplinary research and policy dialogue has to be fomented to break the economists’ monopoly over the government machinery. Gendered policy-making will develop only when gendered economics becomes routinely cultivated in academic settings, government ministries, and informal conversations between economists and non-economists. Economists have begun to work with political scientists, especially on issues related to the political economy of market reforms. But this collaboration is based on a growing disciplinary convergence around rationalistic premises. Other non-economists are usually stereotyped as “soft,” “imprecise,” “unreliable,” and consequently left out of the most relevant policy debates. The recruitment of more women in the economics profession is important, especially when their credentials make them eligible for academically prestigious and politically powerful positions. Women’s movements should support the recruitment of women in economics, but the feminization of economics is an insufficient, and perhaps inadequate, approach to solve the problem of gender-biased analysis and policy-making. Gender experts or female economists may become assimilated into the rules of technocratic elitism without transforming them. Women economists may be able to make a difference only if professional norms admit challenges to dominant conventions. Of course, it is also necessary that political elites move beyond the rhetoric of gender equality—the ceremonial declarations, the signing of treaties, and the publication of equality plans—to devote the political and economic resources that are necessary for the effective implementation of equal opportunity principles and the eradication of unequal treatment and exclusionary practices. A fundamental revision of the doctrinal and theoretical assumptions behind technocratic governance is necessary to redress its faults, especially as they relate to gender-specific inequalities in the access to political power and market-regulated resources. This is a task by no means limited to the field of economics, since other professions and academic disciplines also resist re-thinking established concepts and methods to take gender into account. Latin American feminists have argued persuasively about the need to introduce gender-sensitive training programs for judges, police officers, teachers, journalists and physicians. They should also diligently advocate reforms in economics education. Economists are trained as specialists, despite the growing trend to employ them as generalists. Critics of economic education (see, for example, Colander and Brenner, 1992) have suggested the need to make curricular reforms in economics programs, incorporating the insights of sociology, history, and other disciplines, reducing conformity to orthodoxy, questioning the characteristic intolerance and arrogance of the profession. But until those reforms bear fruit, a larger contingent of well-trained women economists will allow organized women and their agencies within the state to play the game of technocratic politics better than they have been able to do thus far. Paradoxically, making democratization more propitious to gender equality may compel us to keep our eyes on the technocrats.
Alt: Solve war

Alt is key to rectifying gender inequality which is essential dismantling the war machine
Cockburn 2010 (Cynthia, Department of Sociology, UK Centre for the Study of Women and Gender, University of Warwick, “Gender Relations as Causal in Militarization and War, I.P., [July 3, 2012])

To summarize the argument made above – looking closely at war with a sociologist’s or anthropologist’s eye reveals cultures, the detail of what is done and said. You see job advertisements for the military, you see training, you see discipline and indiscipline, killing, rape and torture. If, as well, you have a feminist’s engaged standpoint, derived from women’s lives and deaths in this maelstrom, you see the gender in it. And you turn again to evaluate so-called peacetime. You see that the disposition in societies such as those we live in, characterized by a patriarchal gender regime, is towards an association of masculinity with authority, coercion and violence. It is a masculinity (and a complementary femininity) that not only serves militarism very well indeed, but seeks and needs militarization and war for its fulﬁlment. Of course, the violence of war is in turn productive. It produces re-burnished ethnic identities, sharpened by memories of wrong and a desire for revenge. It produces particular gender identities – armed masculinities, demoralized and angry men, victimized femininities, types of momentarily empowered women. But these war-honed gender relations, ‘after war’ (which may always equally be ‘before war’), again tend to feed back perennially into the spiralling continuum of armed conﬂict, forever predisposing a society to violence, forever disturbing the peace. Why is it important to pay attention to the perceptions of a feminist standpoint on war, to address the possibility that gender-as-we-know-it plays a part in perpetuating armed conﬂict? Because there are practical implications in this for our worldwide, mixed-sex movements for demilitarization, disarmament and peace. After all, we are ready to recognize that a sustainably peaceful society must differ from today’s war-torn societies. At the very least, its economic relations must be more just and equal. Additionally, its national and ethnic relations must become more respectful and inclusive. Women committed to organizing as women against war add a dimension to this transformative change. They ask the antiwar movement to recognize that, to be sustainably peaceful, a society will also have to be one in which we live gender very differently from the way it is lived today. 

Alt key to prevent war- vital to solving the root cause of the aff’s impact

Mary Caprioli and Mark A. Boyer, 2001

(Violence, and International Crisis, Boyer is M.A. in International Relations, University of Maryland,  Caprioli PhD and MA from the University of Connecticut in Political Science and Women’s Studies, [7/3/2012])

Women work for peace, and men wage war-cooperative women, conflictual men. These images pervade conventional wisdom about the efficacy of women in leadership roles and decision-making environments. Imagery, however, is not always grounded in reality. We examine the constructs of feminist international relations literature to understand how domestic gender equality may predict a state's international behavior. Following an illustrative examination of female leaders as decision makers during international crises, we build our analysis on and extend the recent work of Caprioli (2000). That work shows that states with higher levels of domestic gender equality are less likely to use violence during interstate conflict than 
states with lower levels of domestic gender equality. In addition, this study complements the work of Tessler and Warriner (1997) and Conover and Sapiro (1993), who suggested that women tend to be more peace oriented than men in some Western states. This scholarship draws from a wide array of contemporary international relations literature that asserts that domestic values and political behavior are mirrored in a state's international interactions. We offer a rigorous test of the relation between gender equality and a state's use of vio- lence internationally. We use the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) data set and run a multinomial logistic regression to test the international crisis behavior of states with varying levels of domestic gender equality.

Alt: Solves- key transform gender norms

Alt solves- critical to a cultural transformation of gender norms 
Cosgrove, 03 (Lisa“Feminism, Postmodernism, and Psychological Research”, Hypatia, Project Muse, CF)
At the same time however, it is possible to call a halt to the performance. By conceptualizing gender as an effect, as that which is neither fully determined nor completely arbitrary, Butler’s theory allows for “the possibilities of agency that are insidiously foreclosed by positions that take identity categories as fi xed or foundational” (Butler 1993, 147). In other words, insofar as agency is dethroned from its transcendental status, it becomes reconceptualized as a “reiterative or re-articulating process . . . a hiatus in the compulsion to install an identity through repetition” (1993, 220). Thus, resistance and transformation are possible and occur when we contest the citing of gendered norms, but they are not easy to achieve nor are they the result of a simple reversal or pure opposition to gender norms. We cannot know for sure what the effect will be when we contest gendered norms, nor can we predict what kind of contestation will be the most emancipatory. Indeed, Foucault’s famous dictum “it’s not that everything is bad it’s that everything is dangerous” (1980a) has an important corollary in Butler’s observation that “gender preformativity will always involve a diffi cult labor of forging a future from resources inevitably impure” (1993, 241). Kristeva (1980, 1981a, 1981b, 1986), like Butler, also maintains that subjectivity is a constituted achievement; identity is established within the sociosymbolic contract; thus, as subjects we are all subjected to the Law. She refers to the development of selfhood as the thetic moment. However, what differentiates Kristeva from other poststructuralist thinkers who offer a postmodern critique of identity, such as Jacques Lacan (for example, see 1977) or Jacques Derrida (for example, see 1982), is that Kristeva sees the symbolic as a position: “We shall distinguish the semiotic (drives and their articulations) from the realm of signifi cation, which is always that of a proposition or judgment, in other words a realm of positions” (Kristeva 1986, 98). For Kristeva, entry into the symbolic does not only (or even primarily) involve pain or violence.6 The thetic moment, the grounding moment of identity, is not entirely repressive or negative, but it is also marked by pleasure (Weir 1996, 164, 165). Entry into this position (that is, into the symbolic) is what allows for refl exivity, judgment, and the development of ethics. As Allison Weir astutely notes, “the thetic break is essential for taking ethical positions” (1996, 162). Neither Kristeva nor Butler accord the feminine transcendental status; just as there is no original femininity for Butler, there is no eternal feminine for Kristeva. According to Kristeva, femininity is a marginalized subject position. She stresses the idea that if we are “[t]o change the system we have to change the speaking subject” (Jardine 1981, 11); if we are to think and speak ourselves into new subject positions then the feminine must be discoursed and symbolized differently—in less reductive, dichotomous, and oppressive ways. Clearly, if we want to increase the emancipatory potential of psychological research, we must bridge the gap between the “individual” and the “social.” One way to bridge this gap, as Kristeva’s theory of identity suggests, is to examine how ideologies of motherhood function to regulate subjectivity. (In a later section of this paper I will demonstrate, by way of example, how a researcher might take into account the discursive construction of mothering. Also see Young 1997 for an insightful social justice perspective on ideologies of motherhood.) Because the thetic moment must be described in terms of pre-Oedipal and Oedipal registers, Kristeva demonstrates that symbolizing femininity in less oppressive ways requires a discourse and symbolization of motherhood that isn’t bound up with repudiation, merging, lack, or fantasies of the omnipotent phallic mother (Moi 1985; Weir 1996). She suggests that the Oedipal drama contains scenes in which the mother is a separate subject whose desires cannot be fully captured by a phallic economy: “. . . [a mother] can indicate to her child that her desire is not limited to responding to her offspring’s request (or simply turning it down)” (Kristeva 1986, 256). “The loving mother, different from the caring and clinging mother, is someone who has an object of desire” (Kristeva 1986, 251). “Nobody knows what the ‘good enough’ mother is. I wouldn’t try to explain what that is, but I would try to suggest that maybe the good enough mother is the mother who has something else to love besides her child, such as her work, her husband, her lovers, etc” (Kristeva 1984, 23). Kristeva offers a theory of self-identity in which the mother serves as a model of a decentered subject who still retains the capacity for agency and refl exivity, and her theory of language allows her to see the Oedipal situation as a multilayered story. The development of self identity via Oedipalization is as much about the possibility for refl exivity and connection as it is about the impossibility of fulfi lling desire. The thetic moment occurs because the symbiotic relationship with the mother is disrupted, but the disruption is the very precondition of a subject capable of an empathic and ethical engagement in the world (Weir 1996): “Dependence on the mother is severed, and transformed into a symbolic relationship to an other, the constitution of the other is indispensable for communicating with an other” (Kristeva 1986, 102; italics added). Kristeva theorizes subjectivity by emphasizing the possibilities created by the symbiotic break: ethics and social change (Moi 1985; Weir 1996). Thus, she underscores an important point that seems to be lost on Lacan and Derrida: the severing of the dependence on the mother is possible because the mother is simultaneously a decentered and unifi ed subject. The mother does not only (or primarily) represent all that is lost or all that can not be. Again, Weir offers an insightful reading of Kristeva: “The mother represents a subject unifi ed in division—divided between her relation to the child and her investment in the world. . . . [T]he child develops a self-identity by sharing in the mother’s desire not for the phallus per se but for a world outside the child. [For Kristeva] the development of identity is not based on repudiation of the mother but on the recognition of and identifi cation with the mother’s investment in the world” (Weir 1996, 183, italics added).

Answers To Answers

A2: Permutation

The Permutation fails- it’s presentation of the alternative as a harmonious process that can be simply added to regular policy objectives denies the potential for a core reconceptualization of gender relations and marginalizes the feminine voice.  Prefer our evidence because it is citing empirical studies on how the permutation will be implemented

Verloo 2K5

(Mieke, Senior Lecturer in Political Sciences and Gender Studies at Radboud University Nijmegen and Research Director of an EU-funded comparative research facility, “Displacement and Empowerment:  Reflections on the Concept and Practice of the Council of Europe Approach to Gender Mainstreaming and Gender Equality”, Social Politics 12.3)

Some studies that focus on assessing the success of gender mainstreaming practices at the level of the European Union point to a similar phenomenon of “adding other goals,” as happened in the Message to the Committee of Ministers to Steering Committees of the Council of Europe on Gender Mainstreaming. In Hafner-Burton and Pollack’s analysis (2000) of five areas (structural funds, employment and social affairs, development, competition and science, research and development), the accent is on explaining cross-sectional variety within the European Commission in the start and the implementation of gender mainstreaming. They show how important it has been that political opportunities in Europe have widened and increased over the course of the last decade, for instance as a result of the entrance of the Nordic countries. They also show how important lobbying and modernization have been, for instance the lobbying of WISE (the European organization for women’s studies) in the case of gender mainstreaming in science, research, and development. In assessing the success of gender mainstreaming, they refer to classical power mechanisms that are at the heart of social movement theory: political opportunities and mobilizing. In the context of this article, the most interesting part of their analysis is their use of the concept of strategical framing, another power mechanism conceptualized in social movement theory. Strategical framing is a dynamic concept that enables us to see how different actors adapt existing policy frames to pursue their prospective goals. Strategical framing is defined as attempting to construct a fit between existing frames, or networks of meaning, and the frames of a change agent. Hafner-Burton and Pollack show that gender mainstreaming is “sold” as an effective means to the ends pursued by the European Commission, rather than as an overt challenge to those ends. They argue that the gender mainstreaming efforts, because of this strategical framing, might turn into an integrationist approach, integrating women and gender issues into specific regular policies rather than rethinking the fundamental aims of the European Union from a gender perspective. Especially since the European Union is one of the most successful implementers of gender mainstreaming so far, this threatens the transformative potential of gender mainstreaming, they say. Mary Braithwaite’s work on gender mainstreaming in the structural funds (1999) corroborates these findings. She finds that because of the absence of precise objectives on reducing gender inequalities, gender is easily located within and has been subjected to other goals, such as employment creation, economic growth, or poverty reduction. This is not to say that these are abject goals, just to stress that they are not synonymous with gender equality. Braithwaite concludes that gender equity suffers from the dominance of efficiency and effectiveness in gender mainstreaming practices in the structural funds. Strategical Framing and Power The studies presented point out that “success,” in the sense of starting a process of gender mainstreaming, seems to be connected to the “stretching” of the goal of gender equality, to strategical framing, and they also show that the actual goal of gender mainstreaming is not articulated clearly. In the last section of this article, I will therefore take a closer look at framing processes, at the politics of framing. What happens in processes of strategical framing? Why would it be that integration rather than transformation is the inevitable result of strategical framing processes? Strategical framing refers to a process of linking a feminist goal, such as gender equality, to some major goal of an organization that should engage or is engaging in gender mainstreaming, thereby securing the allegiance of these organizations to gender mainstreaming. In technical terms, this means that until now strategical framing in gender mainstreaming practices has usually involved framing bridging or frame extension6(Benford and Snow 2000). The strategies chosen do not challenge the other, mainstream goals of policy makers, but provide for a link by “stretching” the gender equality goal. This means that the dual agenda that is mostly present in gender mainstreaming (of the feminist goal and some other goal) is presented as the possibility of a win-win situation. In such conceptualizations, power seems to evaporate; it is put between brackets. Gender mainstreaming is presented as a harmonious process, certainly in the Council of Europe report. The state is also mostly conceptualized as “friendly,” probably connected to the fact that Sweden and the Netherlands have been among its pioneers, countries that to some extent have been “friendly” states in the past. Yet, if gender inequality is about power and privileges, then gender mainstreaming should be about abolishing privileges, and if gender mainstreaming is about eliminating gender bias in policy making, then the state should be problematized. Why then is a process of abolishing privileges and gender bias conceptualized as harmony? The answer provided in the studies discussed earlier is that it helps in organizing acceptance of gender mainstreaming, by making it less threatening. The consequence of this avoidance of struggle is the exclusion of opposing voices, including radical feminist voices. 
Permutation fails- gender mainstreaming approaches are an economic approach to inclusion which fail to disrupt gender norms

Perrons 05, (Gender Mainstreaming and Gender Equality in the New (Market) Economy: An Analysis of Contradictions, Perrons, D., Fagan, C., McDowell, L., Ray, K. and Ward, K. (2005). ‘Work, life and time in the new economy: an introduction. Time and Society, 14 (1): 51–64. Date accessed: July 3 2012)AP
This article takes a rather different approach, by developing a conceptualization of the new economy that highlights the market's tendency to widen gender and class inequalities: unless challenged, this will make the goals of gender mainstreaming difficult to realize. The new economy is understood as a new era, with inherent tendencies toward widening social divisions, which are in turn gendered. The argument is mainly theoretical and correspondingly may have resonance for countries attempting to establish a knowledge-based economy, especially [End Page 390] along a broadly neo-liberal path. Market processes develop differently within different contexts, so in this article the policy focus is the European Union. Likewise, outcomes—in terms of everyday living—are shaped by global, supranational, and national processes and policies; but these are nonetheless locally situated, so the illustrative case study material comes from one location, London. The empirical findings cannot therefore be generalized. Nevertheless, these findings and the theoretical analysis may provide some insight into the processes sustaining contemporary gender and class inequalities especially, which in turn makes the goals of gender mainstreaming difficult to attain. Focusing on the European Union, I begin by suggesting that gender mainstreaming is driven by a mixture of motivations, only some of which relate to the moral or ethical issue of equality between women and men. Drawing upon the work of an economist, Danny Quah (2003), I then illustrate how market logic in the new economy widens social divisions in the labor market. Gender is absent from his analysis, so I refer to feminist economists—in particular, Nancy Folbre and Julie Nelson (2000)—to show why the social divisions are likely to take a gendered form. I then adapt and extend the labor theory of value to illustrate schematically, via a threefold household typology, how tensions between "productive" and "reproductive" work—created in part by the increasing female employment rate—can be resolved within households. These tensions are resolved in ways that may promote greater gender equality in the higher echelons of the labor market, but simultaneously widen class divisions between women. This economic analysis rests on market logic. It is mediated in practice by supranational and national policies, levels of development, prevailing welfare regimes, and gender norms. Empirical outcomes will therefore vary, nationally, regionally, and locally. Correspondingly, in the final section I illustrate the analysis by referring to some qualitative research carried out in London. If the current efforts to transform the European social model by more neo-liberal economic policies succeed, these UK findings may be the shape of things to come in Europe and perhaps elsewhere. These inequalities are sometimes assumed a relic of a bygone era, so it is important to restate them, before explaining why they are likely to widen with the development of the new economy. Horizontal segregation continues to follow stereotypical patterns, with women overrepresented in activities relating to nurturing, care, clerical work, and sales, and men overrepresented in sectors and occupations involving money, management, and machinery.8 Women have been gaining entry into professional jobs, but segregation follows, with men overrepresented in mathematical and engineering professions, and women in health and education. Vertical segregation is also prevalent, [End Page 392] highlighted by the underrepresentation of women in management—with only 21% of the workforce having a woman as their immediate superior, 63% having a man, and the remainder having no immediate supervisor (Fagan and Burchell 2002). There are national variations in the extent of segregation, but all states share this general pattern (European Foundation 2005). Segregation is linked to the gender pay gap, currently varying from 4% in Malta to 25% in Cyprus, as work done by women is consistently valued less than work done by men (European Foundation 2005, Fagan and Burchell 2002).9 Furthermore, in recent times there has been a tendency for collective bargaining and stable hierarchical structures to be displaced by greater fluidity, and by more individualized pay and reward systems, which allow greater discretion and make monitoring equality more difficult. This trend is found even in Denmark and Sweden, as well as in the liberal market UK, and has been shown to be to the disadvantage of women (see Jämo 2003 and Gonäs, Bergman, and Rosenberg 2006).10 Some of the differences between women and men in terms of weekly incomes and lifetime earnings can also be attributed to the gender difference in working hours. One of the most significant changes in recent years has been the growth of dual-earning heterosexual households, including those with children.11 However, while there are national variations, the modal pattern is for the man to work long full-time hours (40+) and the woman to work long part-time hours (20+) (Eurostat 2002 and 2003).12 Time-use survey data also confirms that gender divisions remain in the domestic division of labor, and even though the extent of inequality is lower in households where children are older, it by no means disappears (see Eurostat 2003). Correspondingly, when women do enter the labor market, the extent of their participation is often constrained by the gender-differentiated division of reproductive labor. 
A2: Alt = Homogenize People
No Link- our alternative is beyond the early version of stand point feminism that your evidence criticizes- instead our approach focuses on all forms of difference that have been excluded

Handrahan, 2K1

(Lori M., professor American University, Gendering Ethnicity: Implications for Democracy Assistance, pg.13)

Standpoint theory signified the beginning of an epistemological para​digm shift and was taken further in the contributions from Sandra Harding, who challenged the notion that there could be "one standpoint," and in the process, refined Hartsock s theory (Hekman 1997:342; Harding 1987). Harding argued that initial formulations of standpoint theory relied too heavily on Marxism (mirroring its notion of the elite class as having a privileged access to knowledge); that it wrongly presented women as hav​ing access to more accurate knowledge than men; and wrongly presumed a single female standpoint that effectively obscured difference of ethnicity, age, nationality and class (Harding 1991).* When used in these ways, fem​inism standpoint theory can defeat itself, but the Hartsock-Harding debate provided for a re-formulation of a feminist epistemology, not as the view that women know better, but that women know differently.1 The modified standpoint theory that emerges from this is part of the theoretical under​pinning design for this research. This hypothesis is that gender relations generates significant differences of standpoint between women and men and that these differences express (among other things) different ways of understanding one's ethnicity.
The alternative does not homogenize the subject and is key to overcoming gender differences

 Cosgrove, 03 (Lisa, “Feminism, Postmodernism, and Psychological Research”, Hypatia, Project Muse, CF)

Butler begins from the assumption that it is both possible and desirable to develop a politics of solidarity within a conception of identity as a contingent (but nonetheless sedimented) effect (see Butler 1990a, 1992, 1993, 1995 for more detailed descriptions). She recognizes that a conceptualization of gender identity as stable and coherent undermines an appreciation for our own otherness, for gendered subjectivity is inevitably the site of multiple and contradictory effects. Indeed, our experience of ourselves as gendered individuals is more fragmented and contradictory and far less gender rigid than we might appreciate given the circulation of constructs like “gender identity” (Cosgrove 2000, 250). How, then, Butler asks, “are we to understand the constitutive and compelling status of gender norms without succumbing to a determinism?” (1993, x). Following Lisa Cosgrove 93 Michel Foucault (1979, 1980a, 1980b), she takes as her starting point the idea that power produces (through various practices of normativization) the subject it controls, and she elaborates on this idea by appropriating Husserlian phenomenology and Lacanian psychoanalytic theory. Femininity is reconceptualized as an idealized presence: “Gender in its ideality might be construed as an intentional object, as constituted but which does not exist” (Butler 1993, 283). However, Butler is not suggesting that femininity belongs to the imaginary. Her claim that gender does not have a transcendental or ontological status is not meant to imply—as does Luce Irigaray (1985)5—that “the feminine” exists but simply escapes representation by the symbolic. Rather, Butler describes femininity as being produced through “the forcible citation of a norm” (1993, 232), a norm fully inscribed by the symbolic.

Aff Ans
Case turns the K: War leads to Patriarchy

The alt does not solve- war leads to the reproduction of patriarchal structures in society

Workman 96 

(Thom, Poly Sci @ U of New Brunswick, Pandora’s Sons: The nominal Paradox of Patriarchy and War, http://www.yorku.ca/yciss/publications/OP31-Workman.pdf [9/7/11])

To the extent that war is contingent upon such gendered constructs, constructs that the practice itself appears to threaten and endanger, the relationship between war and gender might be said to be paradoxical. The paradoxical dynamic between gender and war, however, is softened by the profundity of the links between war and patriarchy. The gendering of experiences during war, along with the restoration of traditional gendered constructs after war, more than compensate for any war induced sundering of the patriarchal tapestry. While the practice of war suggests that it might encourage a rupture in the gendered fabric of society, it overwhelmingly contributes to patriarchal reproduction. Questions oriented around the emancipatory potential of war where women are concerned, therefore, run the risk of losing a perspective on the overall role of modern warfare in the reproduction of women's oppression.

War leads to the recuperation of patriarchy – rolls back the alternative 

Workman 96 

(Thom, Poly Sci @ U of New Brunswick, Pandora’s Sons: The nominal Paradox of Patriarchy and War, http://www.yorku.ca/yciss/publications/OP31-Workman.pdf [9/7/11])

The paradox of gender and war, however, loses its fizzle. While there is the suggestion that widespread wartime experiences and changing public representations of "man" and "woman" can work to macerate the narratives of gender, a development that would undermine the basis of warfare significantly, there is considerable indication that patriarchal culture is gender resilient throughout war. Just as war produces experiences and altered representations of gender that point to a relaxation of gendering discourses, it also reinvigorates many elements of gendered life in every social sphere. This revitalization of gendered life can continue well into the post-war period. Gendered constructs appear to have a great capacity for retrenchment throughout war. The wobbling or slackening of gender is modest when measured against the overwhelming capacity to revivify gendered understandings and practices. War may induce an infirming of patriarchal culture although the capacity to recuperate, a capacity significantly charged by the dynamics and complexities of war itself, is considerable.

Turn – War causes patriarchy
Goldstein 03

(Joshua Goldstein, Professor of international relations at the American University, “War and Gender: How Gender Shapes the War System and Vice Versa”, Cambridge University Press, http://books.google.com/books?id=KXs_LS5g57MC&dq=gender+war&lr=&source=gbs_navlinks_s, NH)

The puzzle War, then, is a tremendously diverse enterprise, operating in many contexts with many purposes, rules, and meanings. Gender norms outside war show similar diversity. The puzzle, which this chapter fleshes out and the remaining chapters try to answer, is why this diversity disappears when it comes to the connection of war with gender. That connection is more stable, across cultures and through time, than are either gender roles outside of war or the forms and frequency of war itself.

The answer in a nutshell is that killing in war does not come naturally for either gender, yet the potential for war has been universal in human societies. To help overcome soldiers’ reluctance to fight, cultures develop gender roles that equate “manhood” with toughness under fire. Across cultures and throughout time, the selection of men as potential combatants (and of women for feminine war support roles) has helped shape the war system. In turn, the pervasiveness of war in history has influenced gender profoundly – especially gender norms in child-rearing.
Case turns the K: Econ collapse hurts women

Economic downturns lead to increased marginalization of women in order to secure the working place for men

Schecter 82

(Susan, Activist and Gender organizer, Women and male violence, pg. 289)

In the plans of the Right, women are again assigned to the "special" sphere of the family, taking care of children and the elderly who will have no government services available to them. By fighting to deny women the right to abortion, the New Right attempts to seal women's fate as childbearers rather than as autonomous human beings. Far from trying to "keep the government out of the family," the New Right wants the government to dictate the kind of family-patriarchal—in which all people must live. This sexist ideology has economic consequences. Forcing wo​men out of the paid labor force is intended to ease the employment crisis within capitalist states. From England, Lynne Segal quotes a member of the House of Lords who stated that "unemployment could be solved at a stroke, if women went back to the home." Segal analyzes the comment As a way out of the economic crisis, the ruling class is seeking to strengthen the ideology of sexism to justify its attacks on the working class in general, and women in particular, thus revealing more clearly than ever the links between sex oppression and class exploitation.7 The existence of shelters challenges the push to enforce women's place in the home and suggests that this subordination, extolled by the New Right, creates violence. Shelters are real and symbolic threats to male control over women because they make possible women's escape from violence. Their existence strengthens all women and builds women's individual and collective power in relationship to men. In order to save the traditional family, reaction​aries will advocate mediation and reconciliation rather than shel​ters. The New Right will juxtapose the "good of the family" to women's "selfish" demand to control their own lives. Of course, it is difficult for the New Right to say that it is in favor of violence; instead, it argues that shelters interfere with the privacy of the family.

Economic downturn uniquely disenfranchises women

Epstein 06

(Cynthia Fuchs, Graduae Center CUNY, Great Divides, http://www.asanet.org/images/journals/docs/pdf/asr/Feb07ASRFeature.pdf [1/19/12])

Yet even as the ideology of equality became widespread and brought significant changes, the worldwide status of women remained sub​ordinate to that of men. Stable governments and a new prosperity led to something of a rev​olution in women's statuses in the United States and other countries in the West, notably in Canada with its new charter prohibiting dis​crimination. There was) also an increase in women's employment in the paid labor force in d\e 1 ^ countries of the European Union, includ​ing those countries that traditionally were least likely to provide jobs for women, although the statistics do not reveal the quality of the jobs (Norris 2006). And, of course, women's move​ments have been instrumental in making poor conditions visible. In countries of the Middle East, the East, and the Global South, women are beginning to have representation in political spheres, the professions, and commerce, although their percentage remains quite small. Women's lot rises or falls as a result of regime changes and economic changes and is always at severe risk.-'0 But nowhere are substantial num​bers of women in political control; nowhere do women have the opportunity to carry out nation​al agendas giving women truly equal rights.-'1 30 Hartmann, Love!!, and Werschkul (2004) show how, in the recession of March lo November 2001, there was sustained job loss for women for the first time in 40 years. The economic downturn affected women's employment, labor force participation, and wages 43 months after the start of the recession.
Case turns the K: Terrorism hurts women

Terrorism increases the exploitation of women

Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs ‘03 
[Blackmailing Young Women into Suicide Terrorism, http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Government/Communiques/2003/Blackmailing%20Young%20Women%20into%20Suicide%20Terrorism%20-]

 Blackmailing Young Women into Suicide Terrorism (Communicated by Israeli Security Sources) 1. Since the beginning of the current wave of Palestinian violence (September 2000), the phenomenon of young women being blackmailed into carrying out suicide bombings or other kinds of attacks has become increasingly commonplace. To date, there have been more than 20 instances of young Palestinian women committing terrorist attacks against Israeli targets, among them suicide missions. A recently declassified Israel Military Intelligence report has examined the motivation of Palestinian terrorist organizations for employing women terrorists, despite the lack of social and religious consensus for female participation in such actions. 2. One of the motivations behind the recruitment of women appears to be the attempt to exploit the image of women, which raises less suspicion than men. It is thus easier for the woman terrorist to blend into the "Israeli street". The terrorist organizations also wish to take advantage of the sensitivity demonstrated by Israeli soldiers toward Palestinian women, and their reluctance to carry out searches of their person. 3. From the women's perspective, the root of their susceptibility to pressure to sacrifice their lives in terrorist attacks is often grounded in personal, emotional or social vulnerabilities. Women whose social standing is problematic, including women who have acquired a 'bad name' due to assumed promiscuity or extra-marital relationships, have often been convinced to take part in terrorist operations as a means of rehabilitating their status and character in Palestinian society. Included among these operations are suicide bombings. The strength of this type of persuasion can best be understood in the relevant cultural framework - a society where women are often considered to embody the honor of the family. Any hint of impropriety, no matter how minor, can have serious consequences for the woman involved, even prompting male family members to murder her in a so-called "honor" killing. 4. Such personal motives have been well exploited by the terrorist organizations when they approach women in order to recruit them for suicide attacks. Recent intelligence information, gathered by Israeli liaison and coordination officials, have identified a clear effort by the Yasser Arafat's Fatah 'Tanzim' militia to recruit as suicide terrorists those young women who find themselves in acute emotional distress due to social stigmatization. 

Patriarchy not root of war

Reject their impact argument- it is based on a theory of violence that has debilitating gaps making it misleading and unacceptable 

Walt, 2K5

(Stephen M, Kennedy School of Government, “The Relationship Between Theory and Policy in International Relations” Annual Review of Political Science vol. 8, pg. 27)

Second, a good theory is complete; it does not leave us wondering about the causal relationships at work (Van Evera 1997). For example, a theory stating that “national leaders go to war when the expected utility of doing so outweighs the expected utility of all alternative choices” (Bueno de Mesquita & Lalman 1992) may be logically impeccable, but it does not tell us when leaders will reach this judgment. Similarly, a theory is unsatisfying when it identifies an important causal factor but not the factor(s) most responsible for determining outcomes. To say that “human nature causes war,” or even that “oxygen causes war,” is true in the sense that war as we know it cannot occur in the absence of these elements. But such information does not help us understand what we want to know, namely, when is war more or less likely? Completeness also implies that the theory has no “debilitating gaps,” such as an omitted variable that either makes its predictions unacceptably imprecise or leads to biased inferences about other factors (Nincic & Lepgold 2000, p. 28). 
No single cause of conflict

Barnett et al 7 

(Michael, Hunjoon Kim, Madalene O’Donnell, Laura Sitea, Global Governance, “Peacebuilding: What is in a Name?”)
Because there are multiple contributing causes of conflict, almost any international assistance effort that addresses any perceived or real grievance can arguably be called "peacebuilding." Moreover, anyone invited to imagine the causes of violent conflict might generate a rather expansive laundry list of issues to be addressed in the postconflict period, including income distribution, land reform, democracy and the rule of law, human security, corruption, gender equality, refugee reintegration, economic development, ethnonational divisions, environmental degradation, transitional justice, and on and on. There are at least two good reasons for such a fertile imagination. One, there is no master variable for explaining either the outbreak of violence or the construction of a positive peace but merely groupings of factors across categories such as greed and grievance, and catalytic events. Variables that might be relatively harmless in some contexts can be a potent cocktail in others. Conversely, we have relatively little knowledge regarding what causes peace or what the paths to peace are. Although democratic states that have reasonably high per capita incomes are at a reduced risk of conflict, being democratic and rich is no guarantor of a positive peace, and illiberal and poor countries, at times, also have had their share of success. Second, organizations are likely to claim that their core competencies and mandates are critical to peacebuilding. They might be right. They also might be opportunistic. After all, if peacebuilding is big business, then there are good bureaucratic reasons for claiming that they are an invaluable partner. 

Claims of root cause obscure theories of difference – reinforce other forms of oppression

Barlett 90

(Katharine T, Professor of Law, Professor of Law, Duke University School of Law 103 Harv. L. Rev. 829)

Despite the valuable insights offered by feminist standpoint epistemology, however, it does not offer an adequate account of feminist knowing. First, in isolating gender as a source of oppression, feminist legal thinkers tend to concentrate on the identification of woman's true identity beneath the oppression and thereby essentialize her characteristics. Catharine MacKinnon, for example, in exposing what she finds to be the total system of male hegemony, repeatedly speaks of "women's point of view," 186 of "woman's voice," 187 of empowering women "on our own terms," 188 of what women "really want," 189 and of standards that are "not ours." 190 Ruth Colker sees the discovery of women's "authentic self" 191 as a difficult job given the social constructions  [*874]  imposed upon women, but nonetheless, like MacKinnon, insists upon it as a central goal of feminism. Robin West, too, assumes that woman has a "true nature" upon which to base a feminist jurisprudence. 192 Although the essentialist positions taken by these feminists often have strategic or rhetorical value, 193 these positions obscure the importance of differences among women and the fact that factors other than gender victimize women. A theory that purports to isolate gender as a basis for oppression obscures these factors and even reinforces other forms of oppression. 194 This error duplicates the error of other legal theories that project the meaning speakers give to their own experiences onto the experiences of others. 

Claims of Root Causality are Silly Oversimplifications That Explain Nothing

May 2

(Collin May 12/18 http://innocentsabroad.blogspot.com/2002_12_15_innocentsabroad_archive.html#90069170)

Unfortunately for our scholarly friends, there is a problem with root causes. Root causes assume something that is rarely mentioned. Root causes assume that humans can escape their moral obligations by standing outside the normal world. It assumes humans can abstract themselves from reality and go romping through history looking for the all-powerful distant cause that will explain each and every aspect of our current situation. Then, having discerned the historical secret, the wily scholar can, with a gentle wave of his hand, dismiss all those silly concerns about morality, responsibility and honor, while providing the road map for solving all our social ills. That this approach, which is really none other than the methodology of the social sciences, is simplistic in the extreme, reducing human decisions to little more than unthinking reactions to a single dominant stimulus, means little to its proponents. They accept all this because the root cause provides an immediate and simplistic explanation to impress the gullible and justify the foolish.

Patriarchy Inevitable

Patriarchy’s inevitable- men won’t surrender power
Fukuyama, prof of IR, 98
(Professor of International Political Economy and Director of the International Development Program at Johns Hopkins. BA in classics from Cornell. PhD in government from Harvard (Francis, “Women and the Evolution of World Politics,” September 1998, http://www.evoyage.com/Evolutionary%20Feminism/ForAffairWomen&Evolution.htm)

It is clear that this violence was largely perpetrated by men. While small minorities of human societies have been matrilineal, evidence of a primordial matriarchy in which women dominated men, or were even relatively equal to men, has been hard to find. There was no age of innocence. The line from chimp to modern man is continuous. It would seem, then, that there is something to the contention of many feminists that phenomena like aggression, violence, war, and intense competition for dominance in a status hierarchy are more closely associated with men than women. Theories of international relations like realism that see international politics as a remorseless struggle for power are in fact what feminist call a gendered perspective, describing the behavior of states controlled by men rather than states per se. A world run by women would follow different rules, it would appear, and it is toward that sort of world that all postindustrial or Western societies are moving. As women gain power in these countries, the latter should become less aggressive, adventurous, competitive and violent. The problem with the feminist view is that is sees these attitudes toward violence, power, status as wholly the products of a patriarchal culture, whereas in fact it appears they are rooted in biology. This makes these attitudes harder to change in men and consequently in societies. Despite the rise of women, men will continue to play a major, if not dominant, part in the governance of postindustrial countries, not to mention less-developed ones. The realms of war and international politics in particular will remain controlled by men for longer than many feminists would like. Most important, the task of resocializing men to be more like women - that is, less violent - will run into limits. What is bred in the bone cannot be altered easily by changes in culture and ideology.
Patriarchy inevitable- part of all societies
Steven Goldberg, Chairman of the Department of Sociology, City College, City University of New York, ‘99 (“The Logic of Patriarchy,” Gender Issues, Summer 1999)

“Patriarchy is a result of the requirement of a hunting culture, or Christianity, or capitalism, etc.” If it is to be at all persuasive, an explanation of universality must be parsimonious; the explanation must invoke a causal factor common to the varying societies that exhibit the universal institution. Just as the explanation in terms of capitalism fails to explain patriarchy in the many non-capitalist societies, so do explanations in terms of any single factor other than the physiological fail to explain the host of societies for which that factor does not apply. Non-hunting, non-Christian, non-capitalist, etc. societies are all patriarchal. A single-cause theory of the limits constraining every society need not, of course, be the neuroendocrinological one I suggest. But the few alternative parsimonious explanations fail on empirical grounds.
Gender K = Epistemologically Flawed

Their criticism is epistemologically bankrupt- aff is always preferable to their vacuous alternative

Jones, 96

(Adam, Associate Professor, Dept. of Political Science University of British Columbia Okanagan Does Gender Make the World Go Round? Feminist Critiques of International Relations Review of International Studies 22.4 October)

The self-imposed limitations on most feminist IR discourse are apparent, too, in Christine Sylvester's assertion that 'states and their regimes connect with people called women only to ensure, tacitly at least, that the benefits of regime participation will flow from "women" to "men" and not ever the other way round'.64 This is an image of hegemonic gender-class that is impervious to nuance or paradox, it is a striking bit of absolutist phrasing from one of the field's leading post-positivist theorists, who elsewhere, rhetorically at least, emphasizes flexibility and empathy.65 And it leads, or ought to lead, to some hard questions. If masculine privilege is so all-pervasive and absolute, we must ask (in a developed-world context at least) why it is that men live substantially shorter lives than women, kill themselves at rates vastly higher than women, absorb close to 100 per cent of the fatal casualties of society's productive labour, and direct the majority of their violence against 'their own ranks. All these features appear to be anomalous if not unique in the history of ruling classes the world over. They surely deserve more sustained, non-dogmatic attention than Sylvester, along with every feminist theorist I have encountered, grants them.66 It is not valid and reliable', as Sylvester herself reminds us, 'to build generalizable models ... on a partial base.'67 If the feminist approach to gendered 'security1 is to be taken seriously, as it deserves to be, these powerfully gendered phenomena deserve closer investigation than feminist commentary so far has been able or willing to provide. As a contribution to the basic project called for here—that is, more balanced and fertile theories of the gender variable's operation in international relations—I conclude by suggesting a range of phenomena and issue areas that ought to be explored. My suggestions are feminist-grounded in that they seek to apply a core feminist methodology—isolation of the gender dimension of an issue or pheno​menon. But they move beyond presently existing feminist approaches by directing the analytical beam equally towards the gender that is, so far by definition, under-represented in feminist commentary. By itself, this survey is no less partial than most feminist gender-mappings. But it is a necessary first step towards synthesis; a blending of gendered perspectives that will allow the gender variable and its operations to be examined in more multi​dimensional terms. There is, of course, no space here to enter into detailed dis​cussion of each phenomenon and issue. I buttress certain points with case-studies and statistical data, but the sketch appeals as much to intuition and common sense. This closing discussion builds itself around issue-areas and phenomena that could help generate real-world research agendas. I think the limited space available is best devoted to concrete matters, as opposed to more abstract investigations into the construction of gender, the continuum of gender identities, and so on. Attention to real-world issues allows the theorist of gender and IR to benefit from an important underpinning of feminist critiques: their normative concern for, and engagement with, the embodied subjects of the analysis. We need more narratives, more details, more case-studies that help humanize the research subjects and assist the reader in understanding how gender shapes their destinies, or their plight.

Alt fails
Alt doesn’t solve- reductionist logic undermines efficacy of alternative and recreates disenfranchising universalism that turns the alt
Jarvis 2K
(Daryl, Lecturer in Government and International Relations – University of Sydney, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline)

Celebrating and reifying difference as a political end in itself thus run the risk of creating increasingly divisive and incommensurate discourses where each group claims a knowledge or experienced based legitimacy but, in doing so, precluding the possibility of common understanding or intergroup political discourse. Instead, difference produces antithetical dis​cord and political-tribalism: only working class Hispanics living in South Central Los Angeles, for instance, can speak of, for, and about their com​munity, its concerns, interests and needs; only female African Americans living in the projects of Chicago can speak "legitimately" of the housing and social problems endemic to inner city living. Discourse becomes con​fined not to conversations between identity groups since this is impossible, but story telling of personal/group experiences where the "other" listens intently until their turn comes to tell their own stories and experiences. Appropriating the voice or pain of others by speaking, writing, or theoriz​ing on issues, perspectives, or events not indicative of one's group-identity becomes not only illegitimate but a medium of oppression and a means to silence others. The very activity of theory and political discourse as it has been understood traditionally in International Relations, and the social sciences more generally, is thus rendered inappropriate in the new milieu of identity politics. Politically, progressives obviously see a danger in this type of discourse and, from a social scientific perspective, understand it to be less than rig​orous. Generalizing, as with theorizing, for example, has fallen victim to postmodern feminist reactions against methodological essentialism and the adoption of what Jane Martin calls the instillation of false difference into identity discourse. By reacting against the assumption that "all indi​viduals in the world called `women' were exactly like us" (i.e. white, mid​dle class, educated, etc.), feminists now tend "a priori to give privileged status to a predetermined set of analytic categories and to affirm the exis​tence of nothing but difference." In avoiding the "pitfall of false unity," feminists have thus "walked straight into the trap of false difference. Club words now dominate the discourse. Essentialism, ahistoricism, uni​versalism, and androcentrism, for example, have become the "prime idiom[s] of intellectual terrorism and the privileged instrument[s] of polit​ical orthodoxy." While sympathetic to the cause, even feminists like Jane Martin are critical of the methods that have arisen to circumvent the evils of essentialism, characterizing contemporary feminist scholarship as imposing its own "chilly climate" on those who question the method​ological proclivity for difference and historicism. Postmodern feminists, she argues, have fallen victim to compulsory historicism, and by "rejecting one kind of essence talk but adopting another," have followed a course "whose logical conclusion all but precludes the use of language." For Martin, this approaches a "dogmatism on the methodological level that we do not countenance in other contexts.... It rules out theories, categories, and research projects in advance; prejudges the extent of difference and the nonexistence of similarity." In all, it speaks to a methodological trap that produces many of the same problems as before, but this time in a language otherwise viewed as progressive, sensitive to the particularities of identity and gender, and destructive of conventional boundaries in disci​plinary knowledge and theoretical endeavor.

Alt fails: Women not peaceful

Alternative does not solve war- women are not more peaceful
Hudson et al 8 (Valerie M. Hudson, Professor of Political Science @ Brigham Young University, Mary Caprioli, Professor of Political Science @ the University of Minnesota–Duluth, Bonnie Ballif-Spanvill, Professor of Psychology and Director of the Women’s Research Institute @ Brigham Young University, Rose McDermott, Professor of Political Science @ Brown University, Chad F. Emmett, Professor of Geography @ Brigham Young University, "The Heart of the Matter The Security of Women and the Security of States," http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v033/33.3.hudson.html//[07.03.12]//LL)
The “Women and Peace” Thesis To establish the theoretical linkage between the security of women and the security of states, we synthesize insights from several disciplines, including evolutionary biology and psychology, which provide an account of ultimate causes of human behavior in terms of natural selection; political sociology, which offers an account of the social diffusion of both naturally selected and culturally selected traits; and psychology, which provides an account of more proximate causal mechanisms of diffusion in terms of cultural selection through social learning. Evolutionary Biology and Psychology Evolutionary biology and psychology have been underutilized by social scientists, leading Bradley Thayer to comment that “this leads to an artificially limited social science” using assumptions about human behavior that may be “problematic, or fundamentally flawed.”12 Evolutionary theory provides explanations in terms of ultimate cause, not proximate cause, framing the context within which individual creatures strive to increase their fitness (i.e., survival and reproductive success). Differential fitness levels, then, drive natural selection: if one survives to reproduce (or if one can facilitate the reproduction of close kin, a concept termed “inclusive fitness”), natural selection will move in [End Page 12] the direction of one’s genotype. Changes in rates of survival and reproduction among individuals and kin groups will eventually change the genotype of the overall population in this way. Evolutionary theory suffers from two common misconceptions. The first is that evolutionary predispositions are intractable. No evolutionary theorist believes this. Richard Dawkins explains, “It is perfectly possible to hold that genes exert a statistical influence on human behavior while at the same time believing that this influence can be modified, overridden, or reversed by other influences.”13 The second misconception is that evolutionary theory posits static and essential characteristics for males and females. This has been debunked as well. In debunking this myth, Theodore Kemper notes, “Across the spectrum of the social sciences, the results show that females are not essentially pacific, retiring, unaggressive, lacking in motives and psychological need for power and dominance. While successful ideological socialization may persuade many women that this is true of themselves, it is not biologically true.”14 Laying these two misconceptions aside, we turn to the insights that evolutionary theory can provide into the relationship between the physical security of women and general traits and behaviors of human collectives, including nation-states.

Alt fails: Won’t stop war

Best empirical data shows the alt will fail to impact the state or war fighting

Johnston and Sapiro 93

(Pamela Johnston & Virginia Sapiro, Johnston has a Ph.D. in political science and is a professor at University of North Carolina, Sapiro has a Ph.D. in Political science, “Gender, Feminist Consciousness, and War”, American Journal of Political Science, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2111544?seq=1, [Date accessed: 7/3/12], NH)

We begin by considering three general orientations toward the conduct of foreign affairs: militarism, isolationism, and fear of war. Specifically, the Pilot Study included three questions tapping basic attitudes toward militarism. Should the United States be willing to use force to solve international problems in the future? Was it important for the United States to have a strong military force “in order to be effective in dealing with our enemies”? Should defense spending be increased or not? (see the appendix for details on questions). These items combined to form a “militarism” scale on which high scores indicated strongly militaristic responses. “Isolationism” was measured by a single question asking whether respondents agreed that “this country would be better off if we just stayed home and did not concern ourselves with problems in other parts of the world”; responses were coded so that high scores indicate opposition to isolationism. And finally, “fear of war” was assessed by summing the responses to two questions: one concerning conventional war and the other nuclear war; high scores on this scale indicate greater fear of war. Conventional stereotypes and previous research suggest that there should be a significant gender gap on these three measures (see Shapiro and Mahajan 1986; Smith 1984). In keeping with these expectations, women were, indeed, more likely than men both to adopt an isolationist stance (Pearson’s r = -.16) and to be fearful of war (Pearson’s r = .23). But contrary to expectations, there was no significant gender gap on the militarism measure (Pearson’s r = .03). We are left with three questions. First, does the gender gap for isolationism and fear of war persist when other variables are controlled? Second, does feminist consciousness have an independent effect on any of these general orientations? And third, is there any evidence that women and men have different ways of thinking about these issues? To address the first two of these questions, we regressed the militarism, isolationism, and fear of war measures on gender and feminist consciousness, a set of background measures (race, age, income, education) and key attitudinal variables (symbolic patriotism, liberal-conservative identification, and party identification). Then, to explore potential gender differences in the structure of thinking, we repeated the analysis separately for the male and female subsamples. The results of all three analyses are displayed in Table 1. How do our hypotheses fare? Contrary to expectations, militarism is unaffected by both gender and feminist consciousness. Instead, it is a product of a strong sense of patriotism, a conservative ideology, and lower levels of education. Gender fares better on the remaining measures where it is a significant predictor of both isolationism and fear of war. A feminist consciousness is also a significant determinant of fear of war, though it has little impact on isolationism.

The alt does not solve war

Johnston and Sapiro 93

(Pamela Johnston & Virginia Sapiro, Johnston has a Ph.D. in political science and is a professor at University of North Carolina, Sapiro has a Ph.D. in Political science, “Gender, Feminist Consciousness, and War”, American Journal of Political Science, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2111544?seq=1, [Date accessed: 7/3/12], NH)

We also considered the “civic” feminism argument that it is feminism, not gender, that makes women (and men) less militaristic. Clearly, this hypothesis is wrong to the extent that it implies that gender itself has nothing to do with women’s antimilitarism. However, its contention that feminist consciousness shapes reactions to militarism and war is supported, though in a limited fashion. Thus, its effects tend to be stronger among women and restricted to influencing people’s sensitivity to and revulsion at the violence of war (e.g., fears of war, attention to the Gulf War). Critically, feminist consciousness does not lead people to reject either the possibility of war in the abstract or its need in such concrete situations as the Persian Gulf. Pained as they are by the violence that it entails, feminists are as prepared as nonfeminists to endorse the necessity of war in some instances, including the Gulf War.
Alt fails: focus on gender = splinters oppressed

Turn: Identity Politics - isolating gender as the central category for analyzing social science creates Tribalism into oppressive identity groups 

Jarvis 2k 

[IR and the Challenges of Postmodernism, p 164-66]

Problems of this nature, however, are really manifestations of a deeper, underlying ailment endemic to discourses derived from "identity politics." At base, the most elemental question for identity discourse, as Zalewski and Enloe note, is "Who am I?** (Zalewski and Enloe, 1995, 282). The personal becomes the political, evolving a discourse where self-identification, but also one's identification by others, presupposes multiple identities that are fleeting, overlapping, and changing at any particular moment in time or place. "We have multiple identities,*1 argues V. Spike Peterson, "e.g., Canadian, homemaker, Jewish, His¬panic, socialist" (Peterson, 1993, 4). And these identities are variously depicted as transient, polymorphic, interactive, discursive, and never fixed. As Richard Brown notes, "Identity is given neither institutionally nor biologically. It evolves as one orders continuities on one's concep¬tion of oneself" (Richard Brown quoted in Peterson, 1993, 3). Yet, if we accept this, the analytical utility of "identity politics" seems problematic at best. Which "identity," for example, do we choose from the many that any one subject might display affinity for? Are we to assume all "identities" of equal importance or some more important than others? How do we know which of these identities might be transient and less consequential to one's sense of "self" and, in turn, politically significant to understanding international politics? Why, for example, should we place gender identity ontologically prior to class, sexual orientation, eth¬nic origin, ideological perspective, or national identity?* As Zalewski and Enloe ask, "Why do we consider states to be a major referent? Why not men? Or women?" (Zalewski and Enloe, 1995, 283). But by the same token, why not dogs, shipping magnates, movie stars, or trade regimes? Why is "gender" more constitutive of global politics than, say, class, or an identity as a cancer survivor, laborer, or social worker? Most of all, why is gender essentialized in feminist discourse, reified into the most preeminent of all "identities" as the primary lens through which international relations must be viewed? Perhaps, for example, people understand "difference" in the context of "identities" outside of gender. As Jane Martin notes, "How do we know that difference . . . does not turn on being fat or religious or in an abusive relationship?" (Martin, 1994, 647).4 The point, perhaps flippantly made, is that "identity is such a nebulous concept, its meaning so obtuse and inherently subjective, that it is near meaningless as a conduit for understanding global politics if only because it can mean anything to anybody. For others like Ann Tickner, however, "identity" challenges the assumption of state sovereignty. "Becoming curious about identity for¬mation below the state and surrendering the simplistic assumption that the state is sovereign will," Tickner suggests, "make us much more real¬istic describers and explainers of the current international system" (Zalewski and Enloe, 1995, 284; see also Tickner, 1992). The multiple subjects and their identities that constitute the nation-state are, for Tick¬ner, what are important. In a way, of course, she is correct. States are constitutive entities drawn from the amalgam of their citizens. But such observations are somewhat trite and banal, and lead IR into a devolving and perpetually dividing discourse based upon ever emergent and trans¬forming identities. Surely the more important observation, however, concerns the bounds of this enterprise. Where do we stop? Arc there lim¬its to this exercise or is it a boundless project? And how do we theorize the notion of multiple levels of identities harbored in each subject per¬son? If each of us is fractured into "multiple identities," must we then lunge into commentaries specific to each group? We might well imagine, for example, a discourse in IR between white feminist heterosexual women, white middle-class heterosexual physically challenged men, working-class gay Latinos, transgendered persons, ethnic Italian New York female garment workers, and Asian lesbian ceo feminists. Each would represent a self-constituted "knowledge" and nomenclature; a discourse reflective of specific identitygroup concerns. Knowledge and understanding would suffer from a diaspora, becoming unattainable in any perspicacious sense except in localities so specific that its general understanding, or inter-group applicability, would be obviated. Identity groups would become so splintered and disparate that IR would approach a form of identity tribalism, with each group forming a kind of intellectual territory, jealously "policing" its knowledge borders from intrusions by other groups otherwise seen as "illegitimate," nonrepre-sentative or opposed to the interests of the group. Nor is it improbable to suppose that "identity politics" in IR would evolve a realpolitik between groups; a realist power-struggle for intergroup legitimacy or hegemonic control over particular knowledges or, in the broader polity, situations of intergroup conflict. With what "legitimacy," for example, do middle-class, by and large "white," "affluent," "feminist," "women" IR scholars speak and write for "black," "poor," "illiterate," "gay," "working-class," "others" who might object, resist, or denounce such empathctic musings? The "legitimacy" with which Sylvester or Enloe write, for example, might be questioned on grounds of their "identities" as elite, educated, privileged women, unrepresentative of the experiences and realities of those at the "coal face" of international politics. Celebrating and reifying "difference" as a political end in itself thus runs the risk of creating increasingly divisive and incommensurate discourses, where each group claims a "knowledge"- or experience-based legitimacy but, in doing so, precluding the possibility of common understanding or intergroup political discourse. Instead, "difference" pro¬duces antithetical discord and political tribalism: only "working class Hispanics living in South Central Los Angeles," for instance, can speak of, for, and about "their" community, its concerns, interests and needs; only female Afro-Americans living in "the Projects" of Chicago can speak "legitimately" of the housing and social problems endemic to inner-city living. "Discourse" becomes confined not to conversations between identity groups (since this is impossible), but storytelling of per¬sonal/group experiences where the "other" listens intently until their turn comes to tell their own stories and experiences. Appropriating the "voice" or "pain" of "others" by speaking, writing, or theorizing on issues, perspectives, or events not indicative of one's "group-identity," becomes not only "illegitimate" but a medium of "oppression" and a means to "silence others." The very activity of theory and political dis¬course as it has been understood traditionally in IR, and the social sci¬ences more generally, is thus rendered inappropriate in the new milieu of "identity politics."
Alt fails: Root cause of oppression turn

A.  LINK:  THE AFF’S REPRESENTATIONS OF PATRIARCHY AS THE ROOT CAUSE OF OPPRESSION AND GLOBAL ANNIHILATION ASSUMES A MONOLITHIC UNDERSTANDING OF GENDER OPPRESSION.  

Crenshaw, director of debate @ university of alabama, 2 (carrie, dominant form and marginalized voices:  argumentation about feminism(s), ceda yearbook, 14, p. 73-74)

Substantive debates about feminism usually take one of two forms.  First, on the affirmative, debaters argue that some aspect of the resolution is a manifestation of patriarchy.  For example, given the spring 1992 resolution, “[r]esolved:  That advertising degrades the quality of life,” many affirmatives argued that the portrayal of women as beautiful objects for men’s consumption is a manifestation of patriarchy that results in tangible harms to women such as rising rates of eating disorders.  The fall 1992 topic, “[r]esolved:  That the welfare system exacerbates the problems of the urban poor in the United States,” also had its share of patriarchy cases.  Affirmatives typically argued that women’s dependence upon a patriarchal welfare system results in increasing rates of women’s poverty.  In addition to these concrete harms to individual women, most affirmatives on both topics, desiring “big impacts,” argued that the effects of patriarchy include nightmarish totalitarianism and/or nuclear annihilation.  On the negative, many debaters countered with arguments that the same aspect of the resolution in some way sustains or energizes the feminist movement in resistance to patriarchal harms.  For example, some negatives argued that sexist advertising provides an impetus for the reinvigoration of the feminist movement and/or feminist consciousness, ultimately solving the threat of patriarchal nuclear annihilation.  Likewise, debaters negating the welfare topic argued that the state of the welfare system is the key issue around which the feminist movement is mobilizing or that the consequence of the welfare system – breakup of the patriarchal nuclear family – undermines patriarchy as a whole.  Such arguments seem to have two assumptions in common.  First, there is a single feminism.  As a result, feminisms are transformed into feminism.  Debaters speak of feminism as a single, monolithic, theoretical, and pragmatic entity and feminists as women with identical motivations, methods, and goals.  Second, these arguments assume that patriarchy is the single and root cause of all forms of oppression.  Patriarchy not only is responsible for sexism and the consequent oppression of women, it is also the cause of totalitarianism, environmental degradation, nuclear war, racism, and capitalist exploitation.  These reductionist arguments reflect an unwillingness to debate about the complexities of human motivation and explanation.  They betray a reliance upon a framework of proof that can explain only material conditions and physical realities through empirical quantification.  

B.  IMPACT:  DESIGNATING PATRIARCHY AS THE BASE TO THE SUPERSTRUCTURE OF OPPRESSION MYSTIFIES THE INTERSECTIONAL NATURE OF OPPRESSION.  THIS DERAILS FEMINIST STRUGGLE AND PERPETUATES RACE AND CLASS PRIVILEGE.  

Crenshaw, director of debate @ university of alabama, 2 (carrie, dominant form and marginalized voices:  argumentation about feminism(s), ceda yearbook, 14, p. 76-77)

Debate arguments that assume a singular conception of feminism include and empower the voices of race- and class-privileged women while excluding and silencing the voices of feminists marginalized by race and class status.  This position becomes clearer when we examine the second assumption of arguments about feminism in intercollegiate debate – patriarchy is the sole cause of oppression.  Important feminist thought has resisted this assumption for good reason.  Designating patriarchy as the sole cause of oppression allows the subjugation of resistance to other forms of oppression like racism and classism to the struggle against sexism.  Such subjugation has the effect of denigrating the legitimacy of resistance to racism and classism as struggles of equal importance.  “Within feminist movement in the West, this has lead to the assumption that resisting patriarchal domination is a more legitimate feminist action that resisting racism and other forms of domination” (hooks, Talking Back 19).  The relegation of struggles against racism and class exploitation to offspring status is not the only implication of the “sole cause” argument.  In addition, identifying patriarchy as the single source of oppression obscures women’s perpetration of other forms of subjugation and domination.  bell hooks argues that we “should not obscure the reality that women can and do participate in politics of domination, as perpetrators as well as victims – that we dominate, that we are dominated.  If focus on patriarchal domination masks this reality or becomes the means by which women deflect attention from the real conditions and circumstances of our lives, the women cooperate in suppressing and promoting false consciousness, inhibiting our capacity to assume responsibility for transforming ourselves and society (hooks, Talking Back 20).  Characterizing patriarchy as the sole cause of oppression allows mainstream feminists to abdicate responsibility for the exercise of class and race privilege.  It casts the struggle against class exploitation and racism as secondary concerns.
Alt fails: Reductionism = no alt solvency

Framing gender as an ontologically superior explanation of history is incorrect and relies on the same totalizing assumptions they criticize

Darryl Jarvis, government and international relations, U. of Sydney, 2K (International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism, “Feminist revisions of international relations,” p. 162-3)

Critical research agendas of this type, however, are not found easily in International Relations. Critics of feminist perspectives run the risk of denouncement as either a misogynist malcontent or an androcentric keeper of the gate. At work in much of this discourse is an unstated political correctness, where the historical marginalization of women bestows intellectual autonomy, excluding those outside the identity group from legitimate participation in its discourse. Only feminist women can do real, legitimate, feminist theory since, in the mantra of identity politics, discourse must emanate from a positional (personal) ontology. Those sensitive or sympathetic to the identity politics of particular groups are, of course, welcome to lend support and encouragement, but only on terms delineated by the groups themselves. In this way, they enjoy an uncontested sovereign hegemony over their own self-identification, insuring the group discourse is self constituted and that its parameters, operative methodology, and standards of argument, appraisal, and evidentiary provisions are self defined. Thus, for example, when Sylvester calls for a "homesteading" of IR she does so "by [a] repetitive feminist insistence that we be included on our terms" (my emphasis). Rather than an invitation to engage in dialogue, this is an ultimatum that a sovereign intellectual space be provided and insulated from critics who question the merits of identity-based political discourse. Instead, Sylvester calls upon International Relations to "share space, respect, and trust in a re-formed endeavor," but one otherwise proscribed as committed to demonstrating not only "that the secure homes constructed by IR's many debaters are chimerical," but, as a consequence, to ending International Relations and remaking it along lines grounded in feminist postmodernism.93 Such stipulative provisions might be likened to a form of negotiated sovereign territoriality where, as part of the settlement for the historically aggrieved, border incursions are to be allowed but may not be met with resistance or reciprocity. Demands for entry to the discipline are thus predicated on conditions that insure two sets of rules, cocooning postmodern feminist spaces from systematic analyses while "respecting" this discourse as it hastens about the project of deconstructing International Relations as a "male space." Sylvester's impassioned plea for tolerance and "emphatic cooperation" is thus confined to like-minded individuals, those who do not challenge feminist epistemologies but accept them as a necessary means of reinventing the discipline as a discourse between postmodern identities—the most important of which is gender.94 Intolerance or misogyny thus become the ironic epithets attached to those who question the wisdom of this reinvention or the merits of the return of identity in international theory.'"' Most strategic of all, however, demands for entry to the discipline and calls for intellectual spaces betray a self-imposed, politically motivated marginality. After all, where are such calls issued from other than the discipline and the intellectual—and well established—spaces of feminist International Relations? Much like the strategies employed by male dissidents, then, feminist postmodernists too deflect as illegitimate any criticism that derives from skeptics whose vantage points are labeled privileged. And privilege is variously interpreted historically, especially along lines of race, color, and sex where the denotations white and male, to name but two, serve as generational mediums to assess the injustices of past histories. White males, for example, become generic signifiers for historical oppression, indicating an ontologicallv privileged group by which the historical experiences of the "other" can then be reclaimed in the context of their related oppression, exploitation, AND exclusion. Legitimacy, in this context, can then be claimed in terms of one's group identity and the extent to which the history of that particular group has been “silenced.” In this same way, self-identification or “self-situation” establishes one’s credentials, allowing admittance to the group and legitimating the “authoritative” vantage point from which one speaks and writes. Thus, for example, Jan Jindy Pettman includes among the introductory pages to her most recent book, Worlding Women, a section titled “A (personal) politics of location,” in which her identity as a woman, a feminist, and an academic, makes apparent her particular (marginal) identities and group loyalties.96 Similarly, Christine Sylvester, in the introduction to her book, insists, “It is important to provide a context for one’s work in the often-denied politics of the personal.” Accordingly, self-declaration reveals to the reader that she is a feminist, went to a Catholic girls school where she was schooled to “develop your brains and confess something called “sins” to always male forever priests,” and that these provide some pieces to her dynamic objectivity.97 Like territorial markers, self-identification permits entry to intellectual spaces whose sovereign authority is “policed” as much by marginal subjectivies as they allege of the oppressors who “police” the discourse of realism, or who are said to walk the corridors of the discipline insuring the replication of patriarchy, hierarchical agendas, and “malestream” theory. If Sylvester’s version of feminist postmodernism is projected as tolerant, perspectivist, and encompassing of a multiplicity of approaches, in reality it is as selective, exclusionary, and dismissive of alternative perspectives as mainstream approaches are accused of being. Skillful theoretical moves of this nature underscore the adroitness of postmodern feminist theory at emasculating many of its logical inconsistencies. In arguing for a feminist postmodernism, for example, Sylvester employs a double theoretical move that, on the one hand, invokes a kind of epistemological deconstructive anarchy cum relativism in an attempt to decenter or make insecure fixed research gazes, identities, and concepts (men, women, security, and nation-state), while on the other hand turning to the lived experiences of women as if ontologically given and assuming their experiences to be authentic, real, substantive, and authoritative interpretations of the realities of international relations. Women at the peace camps of Greenham Common or in the cooperatives of Harare, represent, for Sylvester, the real coal face of international politics, their experiences and strategies the real politics of “relations international.” But why should we take the experiences of these women to be ontologically superior or more insightful than the experiences of other women or other men? As Sylvester admits elsewhere, “Experience … is at once always already an interpretation and in need of interpretation.” Why, then are experience-based modes of knowledge more insightful than knowledges derived through other modes of inquiry?98 Such espistemologies are surely crudely positivistic in their singular reliance on osmotic perception of the facts as they impact upon the personal. If, as Sylvester writes, “sceptical inlining draws on substantive everydayness as a time and site of knowledge, much as does everyday feminist theorizing,” and if, as she further notes, “it understands experience…as mobile, indeterminate, hyphenated, [and] homeless,” why should this knowledge be valued as anything other than fleeting subjective perceptions of multiple environmental stimuli whose meaning is beyond explanation other than as a personal narrative?99 Is this what Sylvester means when she calls for a re-visioning and a repainting of the “canvases of IR,” that we dissipate knowledge into an infinitesimal number of disparate sites, all equally valid, and let loose with a mélange of visceral perceptions; stories of how each of us perceive we experience international politics? If this is the case, then Sylvester’s version of feminist postmodernity does not advance our understanding of international politics, leaving untheorized and unexplained the causes of international relations. Personal narratives do not constitute theoretical discourse, nor indeed an explanation of the systemic factors that procure international events, process, or the actions of certain actors. We might also extend a contextualist lens to analyze Sylvester’s formulations, much as she insists her epistemogical approach does. Sylvester, for example, is adamant that we can not really know who “women” are, since to do so would be to invoke an essentialist concept, concealing the diversity inherent in this category. “Women” don’t really exist in Sylvester’s estimation since there are black women, white women, Hispanic, disabled, lesbian, poor, rich, middle class, and illiterate women, to name but a few. The point, for Sylvester, is that to speak of “women” is to do violence to the diversity encapsulated in this category and, in its own way, to silence those women who remain unnamed. Well and good. Yet this same analytical respect for diversity seems lost with men. Politics and international relations become the “places of men.” But which men? All men? Or just white men, or rich, educated, elite, upper class, hetero-sexual men? To speak of political places as the places of men ignores the fact that most men, in fact the overwhelming majority of men, are not in these political places at all, are not decision makers, elite, affluent, or powerful. Much as with Sylvester’s categories, there are poor, lower class, illiterate, gay, black, and white men, many of whom suffer the vestiges of hunger, poverty, despair, and disenfranchisement just as much as women. So why invoke the category “men” in such essentialist and ubiquitous ways while cognizant only of the diversity of in the category “women.” These are double standards, not erudite theoretical formulations, betraying, dare one say, sexism toward men by invoking male gender generalizations and crude caricatures. Problems of this nature, however, are really manifestations of a deeper, underlying ailment endemic to discourses derived from identity politics. At base, the most elemental question for identity discourse, as Zalewski and Enloe note, is “Who am I?”100 The personal becomes the political, evolving a discourse where self-identification, but also one’s identification by others, presupposes multiple identities that are fleeting, overlapping, and changing at any particular moment in time or place. “We have multiple identities,” argues V. Spike Peterson, “e.g., Canadian, homemaker, Jewish, Hispanic, socialist.”101 And these identities are variously depicted as transient, polymorphic, interactive, discursive, and never fixed. As Richard Brown notes, “Identity is given neither institutionally nor biologically. It evolves as one orders continuities on one’s conception of oneself.”102 Yet, if we accept this, the analytical utility of identity politics seems problematic at best. Which identity, for example, do we choose from the many that any one subject might display affinity for? Are we to assume that all identities are of equal importance or that some are more important than others? How do we know which of these identities might be transient and less consequential to one’s sense of self and, in turn, politically significant to understanding international politics? Why, for example, should we place gender identity ontologically prior to class, sexual orientation, ethnic origin, ideological perspective, or national identity?103 As Zalewski and Enloe ask, “Why do we consider states to be a major referent? Why not men? Or women?”104 But by the same token, why not dogs, shipping magnates, movie stars, or trade regimes? Why is gender more constitutive of global politics than, say, class, or an identity as a cancer survivor, laborer, or social worker? Most of all, why is gender essentialized in feminist discourse, reified into the most preeminent of all identities as the primary lens through which international relations must be viewed? Perhaps, for example, people understand difference in the context of identities outside of gender. As Jane Martin notes, “How do we know that difference…does not turn on being fat or religious or in an abusive relationship?”105 The point, perhaps flippantly made, is that identity is such a nebulous concept, its meaning so obtuse and so inherently subjective, that it is near meaningless as a conduit for understanding global politics if only because it can mean anything to anybody.
Alt fails: Need political action

Incorporating political action solves best
Peterson 92 
(Spike, Gendered States: Feminist (Re) Visions of International Relations Theory, p. 8)

In general, the deconstructive project documents the extent and tenacity of androcentric bias and the cultural codification of men as “knowers.” It reveals women’s exclusion from or trivialization within masculinist accounts and, especially, women’s “absence” there as agents of social change. But even more significant, “adding women” to existing frameworks exposes taken-for-granted assumptions embedded in those frameworks. Across disciplines, feminists discover the contradictions of “adding woman” to constructions that are literally defined by their “man-ness”: the public sphere, rationality, economic power, autonomy, political identity, objectivity. The systematic inclusion of women – our bodies, activities, knowledge – challenges categorical givens, disciplinary divisions, and theoretical frameworks. It became increasingly clear that it was not possible simply to include women in those theories where they had previously been excluded, for this exclusion forms a fundamental structuring principle and key presumption of patriarchal discourse. It was not simply the range and scope of objects that required transformation: more profoundly, and threateningly, the very questions posed and the methods used to answer them…needed to be seriously questioned. The political, ontological, and epistemological commitments underlying patriarchal discourses, as well as their theoretical contents required re-evaluation. The reconstructive project marks the shift “from recovering ourselves to critically examining the world from the perspective of this recovery…a move from the margin to center.” Not simply seeking access to and participating within (but from the margins of) androcentric paradigms, feminist reconstruction explores the theoretical implications of revealing systemic masculinist bias and systematically adding women. Not surprisingly, the shift from “women as knowable” to “women as knowers” locates feminism at the heart of contemporary debates over what constitutes science and the power of “claims to know.” This is difficult terrain to map, so I start from a vantage point that I hope is reasonably familiar.

Alt fails: Can’t transform Gender Relations

The alt can’t solve the aff- transforming gender relations does not disrupt the war machine.  Solving the affirmative is a precondition for the alt

Goldstein 2K1 

(Joshua, Int’l Rel Prof @ American U, 2001, War and Gender, p. 412)

First, peace activists face a dilemma in thinking about causes of war and working for peace. Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, “if you want peace, work for justice.” Then, if one believes that sexism contributes to war one can work for gender justice specifically (perhaps among others) in order to pursue peace. This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war. The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way. War is not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although all of these influence wars’ outbreaks and outcomes. Rather, war has in part fueled and sustained these and other injustices.9 So,”if you want peace, work for peace.” Indeed, if you want justice (gender and others), work for peace. Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis, from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war. It runs downward too. Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes towards war and the military may be the most important way to “reverse women’s oppression.” The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice brings to the peace movement energy, allies, and moral grounding, yet, in light of this book’s evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate. "men of Africa" as a group?) are seen as a group precisely because they are generally dependent and oppressed, the analysis of specific historical differences becomes impossible, because reality is always apparently structured by divisions—two mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive groups, the victims and the oppressors. Here the sociological is substituted for the biological in order, however, to create the same—a unity of women. Thus, it is not the descriptive potential of gender difference, but the privileged positioning and explanatory potential of gender difference as the origin of oppression that I question. In using "women of Africa" (as an already constituted group of oppressed peoples) as a category of analysis, Cutrufelli denies any historical specificity to the location of women as subordinate, powerful, marginal, central, or otherwise, vis-a-vis particular social and power networks. Women are taken as a unified "Powerless" group prior to the analysis in question. Thus, it is then merely a matter of specifying the context after the fact. "Women" are now placed in the context of the family, or in the workplace, or within religious networks, almost as if these systems existed outside the relations of women with other women, and women with men. The problem with this analytic strategy is that it assumes men and women are already constituted as sexual-political subjects prior to their entry into the arena of social relations. Only if we subscribe to this assumption is it possible to undertake analysis which looks at the "effects" of kinship structures, colonialism, organization of labor, etc., on women, who are already defined as a group apparently because of shared dependencies, but ultimately because of their gender. But women are produced through these very relations as well as being implicated in forming these relations. As Michelle Rosaldo states: " . . . woman's place in human social life is not in any direct sense a product of the things she does (or even less, a function of what, biologically, she is) but the meaning her activities acquire through concrete social interactions."" That women mother in a variety of societies is not as significant as the value attached to mothering in these societies. The distinction between the act of mothering and the status attached to it is a very important one—one that needs to be made and analyzed contextually. 

Alt fails: Focus on patriarchy bad

Your critique over determines patriarchy gutting the social and political relevance of the alternative.  Only the aff leads to the strong state mechanisms that are critical to the increase the representation of women’s interests

Rhode 94

(Deborah L., Law Prof @ Stanford, CHANGING IMAGES OF THE STATE: FEMINISM AND THE STATE Harvard Law Review, 107 Harv. L. Rev. 1181)
In many left feminist accounts, the state is a patriarchal institution in the sense that it reflects and institutionalizes male dominance. Men control positions of official power and men's interests determine how that power is exercised. According to Catharine MacKinnon, the state's invocation of neutrality and objectivity ensures that, "[t]hose who have freedoms like equality, liberty, privacy and speech socially keep them legally, free of governmental intrusion." n15 In this view, "the state protects male power [by] appearing to prohibit its excesses when necessary to its normalization." n16 So, for example, to the extent that abortion functions "to facilitate male sexual access to women, access to abortion will be controlled by 'a man or The Man.'" n17 Other theorists similarly present women as a class and elaborate the ways in which even state policies ostensibly designed to assist women have institutionalized their subordination. n18 So, for example, welfare programs stigmatize female recipients without providing the support that would enable them to alter their disadvantaged status. n19 In patriarchal accounts, the choice for many women is between dependence [*1185] on an intrusive and insensitive bureaucracy, or dependence on a controlling or abusive man. n20 Either situation involves sleeping with the enemy. As Virginia Woolf noted, these public and private spheres of subordination are similarly structured and "inseparably connected; . . . the tyrannies and servilities of the one are the tyrannies and servilities of the other." n21 This account is also problematic on many levels. To treat women as a class obscures other characteristics, such as race and economic status, that can be equally powerful in ordering social relations. Women are not "uniformly oppressed." n22 Nor are they exclusively victims. Patriarchy cannot account adequately for the mutual dependencies and complex power dynamics that characterize male-female relations. Neither can the state be understood solely as an instrument of men's interests. As a threshold matter, what constitutes those interests is not self-evident, as MacKinnon's own illustrations suggest. If, for example, policies liberalizing abortion serve male objectives by enhancing access to female sexuality, policies curtailing abortion presumably also serve male objectives by reducing female autonomy. n23 In effect, patriarchal frameworks verge on tautology. Almost any gender-related policy can be seen as either directly serving men's immediate interests, or as compromising short-term concerns in the service of broader, long-term goals, such as "normalizing" the system and stabilizing power relations. A framework that can characterize all state interventions as directly or indirectly patriarchal offers little practical guidance in challenging the conditions it condemns. And if women are not a homogenous group with unitary concerns, surely the same is true of men. Moreover, if the state is best understood as a network of institutions with complex, sometimes competing agendas, then the patriarchal model of single-minded instrumentalism seems highly implausible. It is difficult to dismiss all the anti-discrimination initiatives of the last quarter century as purely counter-revolutionary strategies. And it is precisely these initiatives, with their appeal to "male" norms of "objectivity and the impersonality of procedure, that [have created] [*1186] leverage for the representation of women's interests." n24 Cross-cultural research also suggests that the status of women is positively correlated with a strong state, which is scarcely the relationship that patriarchal frameworks imply. n25 While the "tyrannies" of public and private dependence are plainly related, many feminists challenge the claim that they are the same. As Carole Pateman notes, women do not "live with the state and are better able to make collective struggle against institutions than individuals." n26 To advance that struggle, feminists need more concrete and contextual accounts of state institutions than patriarchal frameworks have supplied. Lumping together police, welfare workers, and Pentagon officials as agents of a unitary patriarchal structure does more to obscure than to advance analysis. What seems necessary is a contextual approach that can account for greater complexities in women's relationships with governing institutions. Yet despite their limitations, patriarchal theories underscore an insight that generally informs feminist theorizing. As Part II reflects, governmental institutions are implicated in the most fundamental structures of sex-based inequality and in the strategies necessary to address it.

Alt = Universalize Women

The alt is built on false universals about the feminine which destroys it’s emancipatory potential – they can’t solve K or the aff

Stearn and Zalewski 2k9

(Maria, researcher @ Gotberh University and Marysia, director centre for gender studies @ Univ of Aberdeen, 

“Feminist fatigue(s): reflections on feminism and familiar fables of militarization” Review of International Studies 35.3)

In this section we clarify what we mean by the problem of sexgender and how it transpires in the context of feminist narratives within IR – which we will exemplify below with a recounting of a familiar feminist reading of militarisation. To re-iterate, the primary reason for investigating this is that we suspect part of the reason for the aura of disillusionment around feminism – especially as a critical theoretical resource – is connected to the sense that feminist stories repeat the very grammars that initially incited them as narratives in resistance. To explain; one might argue that there has been a normative feminist failure to adequately construct secure foundations for legitimate and authoritative knowledge claims upon which to garner effective and permanent gender change, particularly in regard to women. But for poststructural scholars this failure is not surprising as the emancipatory visions of feminism inevitably emerged as illusory given the attachments to foundationalist and positivistic understandings of subjects, power and agency. If, as poststructuralism has shown us, we cannot – through language – decide the meaning of woman, or of femininity, or of feminism, or produce foundational information about it or her;42 that subjects are ‘effects’ rather than ‘origins of institutional practices and discourses’;43 that power ‘produces subjects in effects’;44 or that authentic and authoritative agency are illusory – then the sure foundations for the knowledge that feminist scholars are conventionally required to produce – even hope to produce – are unattainable. Moreover, post-colonial feminisms have vividly shown how representations of ‘woman’ or ‘women’ which masquerade as ‘universal’ are, instead, universalising and inevitably produced through hierarchical and intersecting power relations.45 In sum; the poststructural suggestion is that feminist representations of women do not correspond to some underlying truth of what woman is or can be; rather feminism produces the subject of woman which it then subsequently comes to represent.46 The implications of this familiar conundrum are far-reaching as the demands of feminism in the context of the knowledge/political project of the gender industry are exposed as implicated in the re-production of the very power from which escape is sought. In short, feminism emerges as complicit in violent reproductions of subjects and knowledges/practices. How does this recognisable puzzle (recognisable within feminist theory) play out in relation to the issues we are investigating in this article? As noted above, the broad example we choose to focus on to explain our claims is militarisation; partly chosen as both authors have participated in pedagogic, policy and published work in this generic area, and partly because this is an area in which the demand for operationalisable gender knowledge is ever-increasing. Our suggestion is that the increasing requirement47 for knowledge for the gender industry about gender and militarisation re-animates the sexgender paradox which persistently haunts attempts to translate what we know into useful knowledge for redressing (and preventing) conflict, or simply into hopeful scenarios for our students.

Alt = Homogenize Women

The alternative homogenizes the experience of women which destroys solvency for the alternative- their epistemology recreates a form of privilege based on oppression which distorts our understanding of politics and fails to coalesce change

Shrader-Frechette, 95

(Kristin, University of South Florida, Feminist Epistemology and its consequences for policy, Public Affairs Quarterly, 9.2 April)

Feminist standpoint theories, one of the two main feminist epistemolo- gies, originated from Hegel's master-slave metaphor as reworked by Marx and neo-Marxists. The fundamental insight feminists borrowed from the metaphor is that the subjugated position of women provides a more com- plete and "less perverse" starting point for our interpretations and explana- tions of nature and life.1 Scholars such as Hilary Rose and Nancy Hartsock claim that feminist observers are privileged as grounds for the objectivity of knowledge; women have superior knowledge because they have a privi- leged understanding of reality deriving either from their biology or their experience of oppression.2 Evelyn Fox Keller, for example, criticizes the traditional ideal of scientific detachment and argues that it distorts affec- tive, and therefore epistemic, development. Women have better knowledge of the world, says Keller, because they see interdependencies among phe- nomena;3 they see less partially.4 As many feminist epistemologists such as Lakomski, Longino, and Tuana have pointed out, however, there are at least three serious problems with feminist standpoint theories. One difficulty is choosing a single femi- nist standpoint among the many possible ones resulting from women's bi- ology or experience. Different women have different standpoints and different reactions to oppression. A second problem with feminist standpoint theories is their exclusive- ness, their giving inadequate emphasis to the fact that knowing takes place within a varied community of knowers having a multiplicity of different standpoints. Several recent developments in philosophy of science suggest that the individual knower, such as a person with the standpoint of an oppressed woman, is an inadequate focus for understanding the develop- ment of knowledge such as science.5 According to post-positivist accounts, science and other knowledge develop, not by means of a single standpoint or the progress of a detached single observer, but because the varied com- munity of scientists/knowers and their social contexts provide many cate- gories, assumptions, and theories that enable us to interpret and understand phenomena.6 Indeed, philosophers such as Popper have taught us that any single observation is "always selective."7 Once one admits this, it follows that one ought to avoid naive positivism and dogmatism by multiplying standpoints, by "increasing experience," by adopting a critical attitude, and by being ready to modify one's views.8 It also follows that one ought not neglect the alternative standpoints of various members of the relevant knowledge community, lest one fall victim to the dogmatism of a stand- point that is too selective or exclusive. As John Stuart Mill recognized, the surest way of getting to the truth is to examine all the important objections that can be brought against candidate opinions and alternative standpoints.9 Such a multi-faceted and critical approach to knowing requires a commu- nity of knowers, each with somewhat different standpoints. It requires a "free discussion of theories" and giving assent only to those theories that survive critical evaluations from alternative standpoints.10 As Philip Kitcher put it, knowing requires a "division of cognitive labor" among knowers,11 a community whose existence suggests the inadequacy of privi- leging any particular observer, including the feminist observer. At least part of what is wrong with some earlier (for example, naive positivist) accounts of science and epistemology is their privileging par- ticular observers, often males or scientists, and ignoring many other observers whose categories, standpoints, and interpretations might be relevant to the development of knowledge. If it is important not to exclude consideration of relevant standpoints within the community of knowers, however, then no single standpoint, alone, ought to be privileged. Hence, to the degree that feminist standpoint theorists argue for such privilege, they argue contrary to current, post-positivist accounts of epistemology and science. A third problem with many feminist standpoint theories is that they seem to be oxymoronic. To the degree that feminist standpoint theories privilege the individual woman as knower, they are exclusive and therefore inconsistent and epistemically inadequate. The reasoning is as follows. Feminist standpoint theorists privilege the position of the individual woman because of her experiences, for example, as oppressed. However, if the individual woman is epistemically privileged, precisely because of her experiences (such as being oppressed), then other oppressed people - victims of race, class, geography, religion, and not merely gender - also ought to have epistemically privileged positions, precisely because they are oppressed. If the experience of oppression yields epistemic insights, and I think that it does, then "feminist epistemology" is oxymoronic or inconsistent to the de- gree that it is exclusive, that it privileges only women, while it relies on appeals to epistemic inclusiveness for its primary justification. Some feminist standpoint theorists answer this objection by appealing to a notion of "strong objectivity." They claim that although feminist stand- points produce less distortion of reality,12 nevertheless maximizing objec- tivity requires both critically examining all beliefs and using a variety of historical locations [within classism, racism, and so on] "as a resource for obtaining greater objectivity."13 Harding, for example, says that "democ- racy-advancing values have systematically generated less partial and dis- torted beliefs" than other values.14 Such an inclusive response to the exclusiveness objection to feminist standpoint theories fails, however, be- cause it is not obvious that values produce truer or less biased claims about reality.15 Second, there is nothing distinctly feminist in an epistemology that privileges a variety of standpoints or historical locations rather than only feminist standpoints or locations. Therefore, to the degree that femi- nist standpoint theorists privilege women alone as knowers, they undercut the legitimacy of their epistemology. And to the degree that feminist stand- point theorists answer this charge by embracing a plurality of beliefs, his- tories, and locations, they undercut the status of their epistemology as feminist in any non-trivial sense.
Permutation Solvency

Perm solves- combining with the affirmative is critical to alternative solvency and is key to impacting policymakers 
True, 2K3

(Jacqui, University of Auckland, “Mainstreaming Gender in Global Policy” International Feminist Journal of Politics 5.3 Nov)

As social critics, we may find ourselves in an ironic position rather like Edward Said, who instead of celebrating efforts to create a Palestinian state, a goal he has struggled for most of his life, remarked that, once established the state would provide him with a new object of criticism. This ethical dilemma and the broader theoretical issues at stake in en-gendering global policy demand that feminist scholars pay careful attention to the movement of theory and research into practice. The ongoing trade in feminist ideas requires that we become more self-conscious of our scholarship; for whom and for what purpose we theorize and the variety of possible ways in which our work may be received by activist and policymaking audiences for example. Further, as feminist scholarship rapidly grows and becomes more specialized there is a danger that it will lose its traditionally close ties to activist and policy debates and that as a result, global public policy will not receive the critical scrutiny it needs, and that advocacy and policymaking will not benefit from feminist knowledge and reflection. As scholars, we need to become more knowledgeable about the worlds of advocacy and policy, and position ourselves to forge mutually advantageous relationships with feminist researchers, activists and policymakers.24 There are too few links between gender advocates inside mainstreaming institutions and feminist activists and scholars ‘on the outside’. Only collectively, however, can we expand the local and global spaces for promoting women’s empowerment and for transforming the sources of social power that reproduce inequalities based on gender, race, class, sex, sexuality, ethnicity, caste, religion, country of origin, national identity, aboriginal status, immigration status, regional geography, language, cultural practices, forms of dress, beliefs, ability, health status, family history, age and education. Although feminist policymakers in global governance institutions are typically constrained by bureaucratic procedures and by their obligations to carry out the mandates of member states, feminist scholars are less encumbered.25 We can raise theoretical issues, and develop innovative research projects that link gender relations at the micro level with processes and policies at the macro level, and that help feminist activists and policymakers to achieve their goals. Finally, we can continually evaluate local and global policies and practices in light of the principles and norms that have been collectively developed by women’s movements over the past twenty years and codified in living documents such as the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women and the Beijing Platform for Action.

Permutation solves- essential to resolving masculine dominance while avoiding the failures of the alt’s overdetermination of gender

Shrader-Frechette, 95

(Kristin, University of South Florida, Feminist Epistemology and its consequences for policy, Public Affairs Quarterly, 9.2 April)

If feminist standpoint epistemologies leave us with a feminist epistemol- ogy that is exclusive and therefore oxymoronic or inconsistent, while femi- nist postmodernist views leave us with a feminist epistemology that is so inclusive it is relativistic and therefore trivial, is any feminist epistemology possible? The most defensible feminist epistemology is feminist empiri- cism, the view that sexist and androcentric epistemic biases are correctable by stricter adherence to the existing methodological norms of epistemology and scientific inquiry.19 As Nancy Tuana points out,20 there are important practical reasons for espousing feminist empiricism. For one thing, the critique of feminist empiricists fits within standard accounts of science and does not reject the notion of scientific objectivity. Because feminist empiri- cists use the same standards of evidence as other members of the scientific community, they stand a better chance of convincing nonfeminists of the problems associated with sexist and androcentric bias in science and in knowing generally. In order to defend feminist empiricism, it is important to see where major critiques of it go wrong. Susan Hekman, for example, rejects femi- nist empiricism because she claims that, in embracing a concept of objec- tivity, it subscribes to a masculine conception of science and knowledge.21 Such a criticism errs, however, both because it presupposes that there is no legitimate account of objectivity and because it reduces all feminist epis- temology to feminist postmodernism. Hekman's critique also errs, in part, because it seems built on a fallacy of false cause. It presupposes that alleg- edly masculine accounts of science have created the concept of objectivity. Not only is this implicit appeal to causality not substantiated, but also it gives too much to men because women also can be objective, quantitative, and scientific. Hekman's criticism of feminist empiricism is likewise inconsistent in presupposing the very essentialism that it aims to criticize. If postmodernist critics like Hekman reject the notion of objectivity on the grounds that objectivity is "masculine," then they appear to be presupposing an essential- ist way of defining what is "masculine" and "feminine." Yet, if postmodern feminist epistemologists aim at a conception of knowing that is all inclusive, and if they reject narrow, essentialist conceptions of feminism, then it is not consistent for them to reject objectivity as "masculine." At worst, if they reject objectivity, then they have no objective grounds for doing so. At best, if they accept objectivity as one of many "truths," one of many ways in which persons relate to the world, then (on the postmodern view) they cannot criticize objectivity. A more serious problem with feminist postmodernists' critiques of femi- nist empiricists is that if postmodernists reject the notion that some account of phenomena is better or worse than another, in the sense of more objec- tive, then it is logically impossible for them successfully to criticize any account, including any account of objectivity or empiricism, as Hekman does. Moreover, if there is any epistemology at all - any account of better and worse ways of knowing - then there must be some concept of objec- tivity. Later I shall argue that the account of objectivity presupposed by contemporary scientists and philosophers of science entails that there are better and worse ways of knowing, although neither absolute nor perfect ways of knowing. Other critics of feminist empiricism, like Sandra Harding, err when they claim that feminist empiricism is "not particularly welcoming to issues of race, class, or cultural differences in women as subjects of knowledge."22 This criticism completely misses the mark because it ignores the work of feminist empiricists in science and philosophy of science such as Rachelle Hollander, Noretta Koertge, Helen Longino, Deborah Mayo, and Kristin Shrader-Frechette, who are working within "establishment" epistemology, science, and philosophy of science to make it less sexist, less ethnocentric, less racist, and less ignorant of environmental values.23
