***Realism Good***

2AC/1NC Frontline
1. Realism inevitable – uncertainty about human nature and political institutions exist and prevent alternative solvency
Barkin 3—PhD from Columbia, Associate Professor of Political Science [J. Samuel Barkin, Sep., 2003 “Realist Constructivism”, International Studies Review, Vol. 5, No. 3, pp. 325, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3186573, Accessed: 7/30/2011]

The second charge is that realist logic requires certain materialist assumptions about human nature and human needs that govern the behavior of actors in international politics (Wendt 1999:30, 131-133). The particular assumptions ascribed to realist understandings of human nature often include the presence of insecurity and fear (Waltz 1959; Wendt 1999). It is true that realists must begin with some theory of human nature. Indeed, as Wendt (1999:131) has observed, all social theory must begin with some theory of human nature, even if it is that human nature is infinitely malleable. There exist theories of human nature that are incompatible with political realism, including those that argue that human nature is infinitely malleable or ultimately perfectible. But we can also identify a broad range of theories of human nature that are compatible with both realist and constructivist theory, including those that suggest that individuals differ. (For a general discussion of this literature, see Sterling-Folker 2002). Realist logic does not require that all individuals be aggressive or self-interested, simply that some of them are. In other words, the theory requires that all individuals cannot be nonaggressive and otheroriented. As long as some people will try to accumulate power, and no countervailing power stops them, other people face insecurity. This logic is, for example, the heart of Randall Schweller's (1998) distinction between status quo and revisionist states. Critics might respond that, phrased as such, realist logic is sufficiently broad and obvious as to be banal; this criticism will be addressed below. The third charge is that political realism is, variously, "positivist" or "empiricist" and, as a result, incompatible with constructivist methodology (see, for example, Pettman 2000 and Wendt 1999 respectively). This charge seems on its face to be methodological, but a number of constructivist theorists have recently taken to making it at the ontological level. This criticism is made via a reference to "scientific" (Wendt 1999) or "critical" (Patomaki and Wight 2000) realism, a concept in the philosophy of science that bears no relationship to "political" realism. The essence of scientific realism as applied in the social sciences is the idea that real social structures exist out there, independent of our observation of them.
2.  Realism best for space – history of space exploration proves inevitability of competition
Dolman 02  Professor of Comparative Military Theory at School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS), USAF [Everett, Astropolitik, Page 75-76, Accessed 7/24]

If a case for extending the long-established and powerfully explanatory geopolitical body of theoretical thought into the twenty-first century is to be made, then it must also be shown that at least some aspects of the geo/astropolitical paradigm have already been at work. For this reason, a condensed discussion of the most expansive period of space exploration in the brief history of space flight, the mid-Cold War period, is offered. As the story unfolds, it will become apparent that astro/geostrategic principles and Realpolitik diplomacy provided the impetus for spectacular outward expansion. In the process, a secondary set of tentative assumptions is derived from the theoretical and historical development of the model. These conjectures cluster around the hypothesis that without the re-establishment of a competitive, widely embraced, and recognizably astropolitical space regime (one that encourages space exploration on the basis of competition without confrontation), future growth in outer-space exploration is likely to be stunted. To help make the case, the rhetoric and reality of the Golden Age of Space Exploration is summarily described. The rhetoric of harmony and cooperation that attends most popular accounts of humanity’s entry into outer space simply belies the historical record, Despite an ongoing effort to make the cosmos an international commons (the so-called ‘province of mankind’), expansion into near-Earth space came not as the accommodating effort of many nations joined as one, but rather as an integral component of an overall strategy applied by wary superstates attempting to ensure their political survival. The technique these combatants chose was classically Mackinderian. They established an international regime that ensured none of them could obtain an unanticipated advantage in space domination—for if any one nation did, the face of international politics might be changed forever.

3. Abandoning realism won’t spillover and makes us more vulnerable – means case is a disad to the alternative
Schweller 4--Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, PhD from Columbia [Randall L. Schweller, Fall 2004, “Unanswered Threats A Neoclassical RealistTheory of Underbalancing”, International Security—The MIT Press, http://www.jstor.org/pss/4137589]
From the policymaker's perspective, however, balancing superior power and filling power vacuums hardly appear as laws of nature. Instead, these behaviors, which carry considerable potential political costs and uncertain policy risks, emerge through the medium of the political process; as such, they are the product of competition and consensus building among elites with differing ideas about the political-military world and divergent views on the nation's goals and challenges and the means that will best serve those purposes.14 As Nicholas Spykman observed many years ago, "Political equilibrium is neither a gift of the gods nor an inherently stable condition. It results from the active intervention of man, from the operation of political forces. States cannot afford to wait passively for the happy time when a miraculously achieved balance of [End Page 163] power will bring peace and security. If they wish to survive, they must be willing to go to war to preserve a balance against the growing hegemonic power of the period."15 In an era of mass politics, the decision to check unbalanced power by means of arms and allies—and to go to war if these deterrent measures fail—is very much a political act made by political actors. War mobilization and fighting are distinctly collective undertakings. As such, political elites carefully weigh the likely domestic costs of balancing behavior against the alternative means available to them (e.g., inaction, appeasement, buck-passing, bandwagoning, etc.) and the expected external benefits of a restored balance of power. Structural imperatives rarely, if ever, compel leaders to adopt one policy over another; decisionmakers are not sleepwalkers buffeted about by inexorable forces beyond their control. This is not to say, however, that they are oblivious to structural incentives. Rather, states respond (or not) to threats and opportunities in ways determined by both internal and external considerations of policy elites, who must reach consensus within an often decentralized and competitive political process.
4. Rejection realism means underbalancing — causes misperception and escalation that outweighs their offense
Schweller 4--Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, PhD from Columbia [Randall L. Schweller, Fall 2004, “Unanswered Threats A Neoclassical RealistTheory of Underbalancing”, International Security—The MIT Press, http://www.jstor.org/pss/4137589]
The fourth category is underbalancing, which occurs when the state does not balance or does so inefficiently in response to a dangerous and unappeasable aggressor, and the state's efforts are essential to deter or defeat it. In this case, the underbalancing state brings about a war that could have been avoided or makes the war more costly than it otherwise would have been. This article concerns underbalancing. What I offer, therefore, is essentially a "theory of mistakes," so to speak, provided that one were to consider the policy choice solely in terms of the international strategic setting. In other words, underbalancing is the opposite mistake of overbalancing. When the state underbalances, it either misperceives the intentions of the rising power as more benign than they in fact are or, if it correctly perceives the threat, does not adopt prudent policies to protect itself for reasons of domestic politics.
5. History validates realism – World War Two proves 

Schweller 4--Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, PhD from Columbia [Randall L. Schweller, Fall 2004, “Unanswered Threats A Neoclassical RealistTheory of Underbalancing”, International Security—The MIT Press, http://www.jstor.org/pss/4137589]
In addition to France's vulnerable and unstable ruling regimes and highly fragmented society, French elites made different and contradictory assessments about the degree of threat in the external environment. One faction, dubbed the "optimists" by the historian René Girault, saw Hitler as a buffoon with a penchant for swaggering but who would, nonetheless, act rationally as long as the British and French insisted on normal negotiations. A second faction, dubbed the "realists," maintained that Hitler had expansive ambitions that would be tamed only by the threat of war from an overwhelmingly powerful countercoalition of states aligned against Germany. A third faction, the "pessimists," agreed with the realists that the optimists were underestimating the extent of Hitler's revisionist goals and his willingness to risk war to achieve them. But they, unlike the realists, supported Hitler's expansionist aims in Central and Eastern Europe at the expense of Poland, Czechoslovakia, and the Soviet Union, believing that these gains would satisfy Hitler and thereby preserve a separate peace in the West.83 In the absence of any elite consensus on the nature of the external threat, it is not surprising that French leaders could not agree on a policy to confront it. Given Germany's overwhelming population and industrial advantages, France would not be able to defeat Germany on its own after the remilitarization of the Rhineland in 1936, which brought to a close the era of Versailles.84 Yet, elites were hopelessly divided along ideological lines over the question of with whom France should ally. The Communists demanded that France be ready to fight in an alliance with the Soviet Union against Germany. Socialists and most others in the noncommunist Left, however, insisted that war should be out of the question and held firm in their belief that there were peacefully [End Page 195] negotiable solutions to all foreign policy problems. Attributing the outbreak of World War I to tight alliances and balance of power politics, they supported the League of Nations and collective security as the only legitimate instrument to maintain international order and prevent another disastrous war. The Center in France supported traditional military alliances with Italy, Poland, and the Little Entente against Germany, but it would not honor its commitments to these allies without British support. The British, however, consistently claimed that they had no interests in Eastern Europe and were perfectly happy to see the entire area fall under German, rather than Soviet, control. This led to a perverse chain reaction, whereby Poland, for instance, would not balance against Germany without French support, and the French would not support Poland without British support.85 Meanwhile, the Right, whose slogans were "better Hitler than Blum" and "better Hitler than Stalin," wanted to balance with Germany against the Soviet Union and its "communist conspiracy of International Jewry," which they saw as the most dangerous threat to French values and way of life. Finally, "radicals and others in the center divided three ways. Some sided with the pacifist socialists. Some sided with the right. Some, however, said that France had to uphold the alliance treaties and, if necessary, go to war."86 Paralyzed by elite fragmentation, France proved politically incapable of choosing sides and forging a reliable and internally consistent alliance system. Thus, when war came, France, having sold out its allies in the East and clinging to a reluctant ally in Britain, found itself fighting essentially alone against Germany. In summary, shaped by the inherent weaknesses of French society and the fragility and fragmentation of its political system, the French response to the German challenge was an incoherent series of half measures and indecisive muddling through. French grand strategy, if it can be called that, rested on a combination of contradictory policies that included elements of balancing, buck-passing, bandwagoning, and appeasement—a grand strategy best described by the foolhardy maxim that "half a Maginot line is better than none." And so, by 1938, France still had no great power allies and was devoting a paltry 8.2 percent of national income to military expenditures.87 Incredibly, "from [End Page 196] 1935 through 1938, the Italians spent more on their armed forces in actual dollars than did the French."88 The dismal failure of the French high command and the ministry of armaments to train and equip the French army has been well documented elsewhere and need not be repeated here.89 What was arguably more responsible for the French defeat but has been less emphasized in the literature was the lack of patriotism and fighting spirit among the French population. As an astute observer—one who had regular and confidential meetings with the leading French statesmen and military elites prior to and during the war—wrote in 1942:
Ext. -- Realism Inevitable - Uncertainty
[   ] There is uncertainty about states actions—proves realism is real.

Glaser 97--Associate Professor at the University of Chicago [Charles L. Glaser, 1997, “The Security Dilemma Revisited”, World Politics--Johns Hopkins University Press, http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/world_politics/v050/50.1glaser.html, accessed 7-24-11]

These criticisms are off the mark because they fail to appreciate the central role that uncertainty plays in structural realism. A core assumption of the theory is that under most conditions states will be at least somewhat uncertain about others' current motives: states are imagined as black boxes that provide no information about internal differences, except for the observable outputs of their international policy choices. As discussed above, these outputs will often not eliminate uncertainty about the adversary's motives. Therefore, from the perspective of a structural theory, this uncertainty is real, not imagined or the product of misunderstanding. As a result, the state faces a real security dilemma, for the reasons elaborated in the beginning sections of this article.
[   ] The laws of nature inspire states to counter-balance other powers and to expand territory.

Schweller 4--Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, PhD from Columbia [Randall L. Schweller, Fall 2004, “Unanswered Threats A Neoclassical RealistTheory of Underbalancing”, International Security—The MIT Press, http://www.jstor.org/pss/4137589]
This Renaissance view of balancing behavior as a response driven by a law [End Page 162] of nature still infuses most discussions of how the theory operates. Thus, Hans Morgenthau wrote: "The aspiration for power on the part of several nations, each trying either to maintain or overthrow the status quo, leads of necessity to a configuration that is called the balance of power and to policies that aim at preserving it."9 More recently, Kenneth Waltz has declared: "As nature abhors a vacuum, so international politics abhors unbalanced power."10 Likewise, Christopher Layne has averred: "Great powers balance against each other because structural constraints impel them to do so."11 Realists invoke the same "law of nature" metaphor to explain opportunistic expansion. In this vein, Arnold Wolfers has said of structural incentives for gains: "Since nations, like nature, are said to abhor a vacuum, one could predict that the powerful nation would feel compelled to fill the vacuum with its own power."12 Using similar logic, John Mearsheimer has claimed that "status quo powers are rarely found in world politics, because the international system creates powerful incentives for states to look for opportunities to gain power at the expense of rivals, and to take advantage of those situations when the benefits outweigh the costs."13
[   ] The security dilemma is inevitable—countries will miscalculate and misinterpret all acts.

Glaser 97--Associate Professor at the University of Chicago [Charles L. Glaser, 1997, “The Security Dilemma Revisited”, World Politics--Johns Hopkins University Press, http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/world_politics/v050/50.1glaser.html, accessed 7-24-11]

Statesmen who do not understand the security dilemma and therefore do a poor job of appreciating the choices faced by their adversary will infer incorrectly that the adversary's buildup reflects greedy motives. A state is likely to make errors that build on each other: a key initial mistake is for a state to assume that others know it is interested only in security; the state is then likely to assume that others will not be threatened by its buildup. Consequently, the state is inclined to see the adversary's arms buildup as a sign of greed, when in fact the adversary is building in response to the state's buildup. This is a distorted form of the rational spiral, described above, which is driven entirely by uncertainty about motives; when this bias prevails, states will be more insecure and competition will be more intense than is predicted by a rational security dilemma.
Ext: Realism Best for Space

[ ] Realism does apply to outer space – Profit, security, and prestige prove

Penent 7/13 - Professor of Political Science at the IEP de Bordeaux [The US Space Shuttle Legacy and IR: A Realist Perspective, Guilhem PENENT , July 13, 2011 , http://www.e-ir.info/?p=10549 , Access July 14, 2011] 

Applying realism to outer space politics provides the opportunity to draw a more balanced analysis. Realism is a rather complicated paradigm, just like IR. However, according to Michael Sheehan, classical realism is “richer and more nuanced than the narrow neorealism characteristic of the 1980s and thereafter”. Even more, from the classical realist perspective, the international politics of space are explained by the competition for power between great powers: …but the ‘power’ in question is a multifaceted amalgam of different forces ranging from tangible military capability to unquantifiable degrees of prestige. A space programme could contribute to overall power by confirming or suggesting capabilities in a range of other areas, such as long-range missiles and technological expertise. In the classical-realist approach domestic political explanations are also significant in a way that they are not in neorealism and therefore the internal political dynamics are also an important part of the equation . As for terrestrial life, there are many rationales in space, some inspired by profit, some by national security, and others, notably regarding the manned space program, by prestige . By understanding goals, classical realism may help better comprehend what legacy the Space Shuttle is going to embody.
Ext. -- Realism Inevitable -- Perception
[   ] States will always perceive others as trying to control them.

Waltz 2k Professor of IR Columbia University [Kenneth, International Security Vol. 25 Issue 1, http://www.scribd.com/doc/13324579/Structural-Realism-After-the-Cold-War, Accessed 7/24/11]

One country is then inclined to treat another country’s acts as events within its own polity and to attempt to control them. That interdependence promotes war as well as peace has been said often enough. What requires emphasis is that, either way, among the forces that shape international politics, interdependence is a weak one. Interdependence within modern states is much closer than it is across states. The Soviet economy was planned so that its far-�ung parts would be not just interdependent but integrated. Huge factories depended for their output on products exchanged with others. Despite the tight integration of the Soviet economy, the state fell apart
A2: Democracy Proves Realism Not Inevitable
[   ] Regardless of government, states will inevitably always be in a state of international anarchy.

Waltz 2k Professor of IR Columbia University [Kenneth, International Security Vol. 25 Issue 1, http://www.scribd.com/doc/13324579/Structural-Realism-After-the-Cold-War, Accessed 7/24/11]

Democracies may live at peace with democracies, but even if all states became democratic, the structure of international politics would remain anarchic. The structure of international politics is not transformed by changes internal to states, however widespread the changes may be. In the absence of an external authority, a state cannot be sure that today’s friend will not be tomorrow’s enemy. Indeed, democracies have at times behaved as though today’s democracy is today’s enemy and a present threat to them. In Federalist Paper number six, Alexander Hamilton asked whether the thirteen states of the Confederacy might live peacefully with one another as freely constituted republics. He answered that there have been ”almost as many popular as royal wars.“ He cited the many wars fought by republican Sparta, Athens, Rome, Carthage, Venice, Holland, and Britain. John Quincy Adams, in response to James Monroe’s contrary claim, averred ”that the government of a Republic was as capable of intriguing with the leaders of a free people as neighboring monarchs.“15 In the latter half of the nineteenth century, as the United States and Britain became more democratic, bitterness grew between them, and the possibility of war was at times seriously entertained on both sides of the Atlantic. France and Britain were among the principal adversaries in the great power politics of the nineteenth century, as they were earlier. Their becoming democracies did not change their behavior toward each other. In 1914, democratic England and France fought democratic Germany, and doubts about the latter’s democratic standing merely illustrate the problem of deŽnition. Indeed, the democratic pluralism of Germany was an underlying cause of the war. In response to domestic interests, Germany followed policies bound to frighten both Britain and Russia. And today if a war that a few have feared were fought by the United States and Japan, many Americans would say that Japan was not a democracy after all, but merely a one-party state. What can we conclude? Democracies rarely Žght democracies, we might say, and then add as a word of essential caution that the internal excellence of states is a brittle basis of peace.
[   ]Realism Inevitable- Empirically Powerful States only use Soft Power to pursue their interests.

Waltz 2k Professor of IR Columbia University [Kenneth, International Security Vol. 25 Issue 1, http://www.scribd.com/doc/13324579/Structural-Realism-After-the-Cold-War, Accessed 7/24/11]

Powerful states often gain their ends by peaceful means where weaker states either fail or have to resort to war.12 Thus, the American government deemed the democratically elected Juan Bosch of the Dominican Republic too weak to bring order to his country. The United States toppled his government by sending 23,000 troops within a week, troops whose mere presence made fighting a war unnecessary. Salvador Allende, democratically elected ruler of Chile, was systematically and effectively undermined by the United States, without the open use of force, because its leaders thought that his government was taking a wrong turn. As Henry Kissinger put it: ”I don’t see why we need to stand by and watch a country go Communist due to the irresponsibility of its own people.“13 That is the way it is with democracies—their people may show bad judgment. ”Wayward“ democracies are especially tempting objects of intervention by other democracies that wish to save them. American policy may have been wise in both cases, but its actions surely cast doubt on the democratic peace thesis. So do the instances when a democracy did fight another democracy.

A2: Realism leads to greed.
[   ] Realism prevents greed and expansionism.

Grieco 88-- Professor of Political Science at Duke [Joseph M. Grieco, August 1988, “Realist Theory and the Problem of International Cooperation: Analysis with an Amended Prisoner's Dilemma Model” The Journal of Politics, Vol. 50, No. 3, pp. 600-624, http://www.jstor.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/stable/pdfplus/2131460.pdf?acceptTC=true, accessed 7-24-11 As noted earlier, Realist theory finds that international anarchy causes states to prefer greater rather than smaller absolute gains and smaller rather than larger gaps in gains favoring partners. It may also be expected that some states would strive for, and all states would accept (but not necessarily seek) gaps in gains in their favor. The following utility function captures both of these preferences for referent state A:
A2: Realism-->War
[   ] They’ve got it backwards - A lack of realist counter-balancing led to world war two.

Schweller 4--Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, PhD from Columbia [Randall L. Schweller, Fall 2004, “Unanswered Threats A Neoclassical RealistTheory of Underbalancing”, International Security—The MIT Press, http://www.jstor.org/pss/4137589]
Likewise, during the 1930s, none of the great powers (i.e., Britain, France, the United States, the Soviet Union, Italy, and Japan) balanced with any sense of urgency against Nazi Germany. Instead, they bandwagoned, buck-passed, appeased, or adopted ineffective half measures in response to the growing German threat. A similar reluctance to check unbalanced power characterizes most interstate relations since 1945. With the exception of the U.S.-Soviet bipolar rivalry, a survey of state behavior during the Cold War yields few instances of balancing behavior. As K.J. Holsti asserts: "Alliances, such a common feature of the European diplomatic landscape since the seventeenth century, are notable by their absence in most areas of the Third World. So are balances of power." Holsti further notes: "The search for continental hegemony is rare in the Third World, but was a common feature of European diplomacy under the Habsburgs, Louis XIV, Napoleon, Wilhelmine Germany, Hitler, and Soviet Union and, arguably, the United States."3 In a continuation of this pattern, no peer competitor has yet emerged more than a decade after the end of U.S.- Soviet bipolarity to balance against the United States. Contrary to realist predictions, [End Page 160] unipolarity has not provoked global alarm to restore a balance of power.4

A2: Elitism
[   ] Elitism and realism are good—they are the only way to balance. 

Schweller 4--Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, PhD from Columbia [Randall L. Schweller, Fall 2004, “Unanswered Threats A Neoclassical RealistTheory of Underbalancing”, International Security—The MIT Press, http://www.jstor.org/pss/4137589]
Balancing behavior requires the existence of a strong consensus among elites that an external threat exists and must be checked by either arms or allies or both. As the proximate causal variable in the model, elite consensus is the most necessary of necessary causes of balancing behavior. Thus, when there is no elite consensus, the prediction is either underbalancing or some other nonbalancing policy option. Developing such a consensus is difficult, however, because balancing, unlike expansion, is not a behavior motivated by the search for gains and profit. It is instead a strategy that entails significant costs in human and material resources that could be directed toward domestic programs and investment rather than national defense. In addition, when alliances are formed, the state must sacrifice some measure of its autonomy in foreign and military policy to its allies. In the absence of a clear majority of elites in favor of a balancing strategy, therefore, an alternative policy, and not necessarily a coherent one, will prevail. This is because a weak grand strategy can be supported for many different reasons (e.g., pacifism, isolationism, pro-enemy [End Page 171] sympathies, collective security, a belief in conciliation, etc.). Consequently, appeasement and other forms of underbalancing will tend to triumph in the absence of a determined and broad political consensus to balance simply because these policies represent the path of least domestic resistance and can appeal to a broad range of interests along the political spectrum. Thus, underreacting to threats, unlike an effective balancing strategy, does not require overwhelming, united, and coherent support from elites and masses; it is a default strategy.
A2: Neoliberal IR
[   ] Realism is the only way to view international relations- Neoliberalism disproven by economic competition 
Grieco 88 Professor of Political Science at Duke University [Joseph M, Summer 1988, International Organization Vol. 42, No. 3 Pages 485-507, www.jstor.org/stable/2706787, Accessed: 7/24/11]
It is widely accepted-even by neoliberals- that realism has great explanatory power in national security affairs. However, international political economy would appear to be neoliberalism's preserve. Indeed, economic relationships among the advanced democracies would provide opportunities to design "crucial experiments" for the two theories.75 That is, they would provide the opportunity to observe behavior confirming realist expectations in circumstances least likely to have gener- ated such observations unless realism is truly potent, while at the same time they might disconfirm neoliberal claims in circumstances most likely to have produced observations validating neoliberal theory.76 According to neoliberal theory, two factors enhance prospects for the achievement and maintenance of political-economic cooperation among the advanced democracies. First, these states have the broadest range of com- mon political, military, and economic interests.77 Thus, they have the great- est hopes for large absolute gains through joint action. This should work against realism and its specification of the relative gains problem for coop- eration. That is, states which have many common interests should have the fewest worries that they might become embroiled in extreme conflicts in the future and, as a result, they should have the fewest concerns about relative achievements of gains arising from their common endeavors. Neoliberal theory emphasizes another background condition: the economic arrange- ments of advanced democracies are "nested" in larger political-strategic alliances. Nesting, according to the theory, accentuates iterativeness and so promotes compliance.78 This condition should also place realist theory at a disadvantage. If states are allies, they should be unconcerned that possible gaps in economic gains might advantage partners. Indeed, they should take comfort in the latter's success, for in attaining greater economic gains these partners become stronger military allies. We can identify a number of efforts by advanced democracies to cooperate in economic issue-areas that were characterized by high common interests and nesting. In the trade field, such efforts would include the Tokyo Round codes on non-tariff barriers and efforts by the Nordic states to construct regional free-trade arrangements. In the monetary field, there are the experiences of the European Community with exchange-rate coordination- the Economic and Monetary Union and the European Monetary System. Finally, in the field of high technology, one might examine European collaboration in commercial aviation (Airbus Industrie) or data processing (the Unidata computer consortium).79 If these cooperative arrangements varied in terms of their success (and indeed such variance can be observed), and the less successful or failed arrangements were characterized not by a higher incidence of cheating but by a greater severity of relative gains problems, then one could conclude that realist theory explains variation in the success or failure of international cooperation more effectively than neoliberal in- stitutional theory. Moreover, one could have great confidence in this as- sessment, for it would be based on cases which were most hospitable to neoliberalism and most hostile to realism.
A2: Cooperation

[   ] Cooperation fails -States will always maximize gains

Grieco 88 Professor of Political Science at Duke University [Joseph M, Summer 1988, International Organization Vol. 42, No. 3 Pages 485-507, www.jstor.org/stable/2706787, Accessed: 7/24/11]
Neoliberalism's claims about cooperation are based on its belief that states are atomistic actors. It argues that states seek to maximize their individual absolute gains and are indifferent to the gains achieved by others. Cheating, the new theory suggests, is the greatest impediment to cooperation among rationally egoistic states, but international institutions, the new theory also suggests, can help states overcome this barrier to joint action. Realists un- derstand that states seek absolute gains and worry about compliance. How- ever, realists find that states are positional, not atomistic, in character, and therefore realists argue that, in addition to concerns about cheating, states in cooperative arrangements also worry that their partners might gain more from cooperation than they do. For realists, a state will focus both on its absolute and relative gains from cooperation, and a state that is satisfied with a partner's compliance in a joint arrangement might nevertheless exit from it because the partner is achieving relatively greater gains. Realism, then, finds that there are at least two major barriers to international coop- eration: state concerns about cheating and state concerns about relative achievements of gains. Neoliberal institutionalism pays attention exclusively to the former, and is unable to identify, analyze, or account for the latter. Realism's identification of the relative gains problem for cooperation is based on its insight that states in anarchy fear for their survival as indepen- dent actors. According to realists, states worry that today's friend may be tomorrow's enemy in war, and fear that achievements of joint gains that advantage a friend in the present might produce a more dangerous potential foe in the future. As a result, states must give serious attention to the gains of partners. Neoliberals fail to consider the threat of war arising from in- ternational anarchy, and this allows them to ignore the matter of relative gains and to assume that states only desire absolute gains. Yet, in doing so, they fail to identify a major source of state inhibitions about international cooperation. In sum, I suggest that realism, its emphasis on conflict and competition notwithstanding, offers a more complete understanding of the problem of international cooperation than does its latest liberal challenger. If that is true, then realism is still the most powerful theory of international politics.

[   ] Realism spurs international cooperation.

Grieco 88-- Professor of Political Science at Duke [Joseph M. Grieco, August 1988, “Realist Theory and the Problem of International Cooperation: Analysis with an Amended Prisoner's Dilemma Model” The Journal of Politics, Vol. 50, No. 3, pp. 600-624,  http://www.jstor.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/stable/pdfplus/2131460.pdf?acceptTC=true, accessed 7-24-11

Because they originate at the very core of an anarchic international system, the relative-gains element of state preferences and the relative-gains problem for cooperation are both likely to be enduring, characteristic features of world politics.25 Hence, game-theoretic models can contribute markedly to our understanding of international politics if they facilitate exploration of these two effects of inter-state anarchy. Then, as we attain greater understanding of the relative-gains problem for cooperation, we may turn our efforts to further development of those national strategies and international institutional arrangements which are most effective in its amelioration. In this way it may be hoped that modern game theory, directed by the Realist tradition, will make a new contribution to efforts to promote the emergence and maintenance of international cooperation.
[   ] Genuine cooperation will always fail- Not in states best interest.

Grieco 88 Professor of Political Science at Duke University [Joseph M, Summer 1988, International Organization Vol. 42, No. 3 Pages 485-507, www.jstor.org/stable/2706787, Accessed: 7/24/11]
Differences in the realist and neoliberal understanding of the problem of cooperation result from a fundamental divergence in their interpretations of the basic meaning of international anarchy. Neoliberal institutionalism offers a well-established definition of anarchy, specifying that it means "the lack of common government in world politics. "51 Neoliberalism then proceeds to identify one major effect of international anarchy. Because of anarchy, according to neoliberals, individuals or states believe that no agency is avail- able to "enforce rules," or to "enact or enforce rules of behavior," or to "force them to cooperate with each other.' '52 As a result, according to neoliberal theory, "cheating and deception are endemic" in international relations.53 Anarchy, then, means that states may wish to cooperate, but, aware that cheating is both possible and profitable, lack a central agency to enforce promises. Given this understanding of anarchy, neoliberal institu- tional theory correctly identifies the problem of cheating and then proceeds to investigate how institutions can ameliorate that particular problem. For realists, as for neoliberals, international anarchy means the absence of a common inter-state government. Yet, according to realists, states do not believe that the lack of a common government only means that no agency can reliably enforce promises. Instead, realists stress, states recognize that, in anarchy, there is no overarching authority to prevent others from using violence, or the threat of violence, to destroy or enslave them. As Kenneth Waltz suggests, in anarchy, wars can occur "because there is nothing to prevent them," and therefore "in international politics force serves, not only as the ultima ratio, but indeed as the first and constant one."54 Thus, some states may sometimes be driven by greed or ambition, but anarchy and the danger of war cause all states always to be motivated in some measure by fear and distrust.55 Given its understanding of anarchy, realism argues that individual well- being is not the key interest of states; instead, it finds that survival is their core interest. Raymond Aron, for example, suggested that "politics, insofar as it concerns relations among states, seems to signify-in both ideal and objective terms-simply the survival of states confronting the potential threat created by the existence of other states. "56 Similarly, Robert Gilpin observes that individuals and groups may seek truth, beauty, and justice, but he emphasizes that "all these more noble goals will be lost unless one makes provision for one's security in the power struggle among groups."57 Driven by an interest in survival, states are acutely sensitive to any erosion of their relative capabilities, which are the ultimate basis for their security and independence in an anarchical, self-help international context. Thus, realists find that the major goal of states in any relationship is not to attain the highest possible individual gain or payoff. Instead, the fundamental goal of states in any relationship is to prevent others from achieving advances in their relative capabilities. For example, E. H. Carr suggested that "the most serious wars are fought in order to make one's own country militarily stronger or, more often, to prevent another from becoming militarily stronger.' '58 Along the same lines, Gilpin finds that the international system "stimulates, and may compel, a state to increase its power; at the least, it necessitates that the prudent state prevent relative increases in the power of competitor states. "59 Indeed, states may even forgo increases in their absolute capabilities if doing so prevents others from achieving even greater gains. This is because, as Waltz suggests, "the first concern of states is not to maximize power but to maintain their position in the system."60 States seek to prevent increases in others' relative capabilities.
[  ] Cooperation fails- States want to prevent others from achieving goals.

Grieco 88 Professor of Political Science at Duke University [Joseph M, Summer 1988, International Organization Vol. 42, No. 3 Pages 485-507, www.jstor.org/stable/2706787, Accessed: 7/24/11]
Instead, realists argue that states are more likely to con- centrate on the danger that relative gains may advantage partners and thus may foster the emergence of a more powerful potential adversary.A4 Realism, then, finds that states are positional, but it also finds that state positionality is more defensive than offensive in nature. In addition, realists find that defensive state positionality and the relative gains problem for cooperation essentially reflect the persistence of uncer- tainty in international relations. States are uncertain about one another's future intentions; thus, they pay close attention to how cooperation might affect relative capabilities in the future.65 This uncertainty results from the inability of states to predict or readily to control the future leadership or interests of partners. As Robert Jervis notes, "Minds can be changed, new leaders can come to power, values can shift, new opportunities and dangers can arise."66 Thus, realism expects a state's utility function to incorporate two distinct terms. It needs to include the state's individual payoff, V, reflecting the realist view that states are motivated by absolute gains. Yet it must also include a term integrating both the state's individual payoff and the partner's payoff, W, in such a way that gaps favoring the state add to its utility while, more importantly, gaps favoring the partner detract from it. One function that depicts this realist understanding of state utility is U = V - k (W - V), with k representing the state's coefficient of sensitivity to gaps in payoffs either to its advantage or disadvantage. This realist specification of state utility can be contrasted with that inferred from neoliberal theory, namely, U = V. In both cases, the state obtains utility from the receipt of absolute payoffs. However, while neoliberal in- stitutional theory assumes that state utility functions are independent of one another and that states are indifferent to the payoffs of others, realist theory argues that state utility functions are at least partially interdependent and that one state's utility can affect another's.

[   ] Cooperation impossible-States fear other’s gains

Grieco 88 Professor of Political Science at Duke University [Joseph M, Summer 1988, International Organization Vol. 42, No. 3 Pages 485-507, www.jstor.org/stable/2706787, Accessed: 7/24/11]
In addition, a state that knows it will not be cheated still confronts another risk that is at least as formidable: perhaps a partner will achieve disproportionate gains, and, thus strengthened, might someday be a more dangerous enemy than if they had never worked together. For neoliberal theory, the problem of co- operation in anarchy is that states may fail to achieve it; in the final analysis, the worst possible outcome is a lost opportunity. For realist theory, state efforts to cooperate entail these dangers plus the much greater risk, for some states, that cooperation might someday result in lost independence or se- curity. Realism and neoliberal institutionalism offer markedly different views con- cerning the effects of international anarchy on states. These differences are summarized in Table 2. Compared to realist theory, neoliberal institution- alism understates the range of uncertainties and risks states believe they must overcome to cooperate with others. Hence, realism provides a more comprehensive theory of the problem of cooperation than does neoliberal institutionalism.

Threat Construction Good

[ ] Threat construction good in space – Lack of enemy creation more dangerous – inhibits development
Dolman 02 - Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [Astropolitik: Classical geopolitics of the space age,  Everett Dolman ,  October 3rd, 2001 , Access date : July 14, 2011]
A lack of a hostile space power at the present is more damaging to US space interests than having aggressive, competing military space programs with which to cope (an argument specifically constructed in Chapter Four). In a parallel line of reasoning, the Athenians believed the toleration of a weak neutral close to the borders of its empire was a sign of weakness in themselves. It could induce current allies to switch to neutrality, depriving them of needed revenues (via tribute). The lack of an enemy in space is most assuredly causing complacency in the US, stunting the expansion of its space capabilities, and is further causing our allies (in Europe and Japan specifically, but in Israel most notoriously) to develop their own potentially conflicting military space capacities because they cannot be sure of US commitments in the future. The US does have one significant edge over the Athenians in that it can advance a broad moral argument for space domination. Athens was fashioning a coercive empire of dependent states, the US is not. The American form of liberal democracy, unlike Athenian mob democracy, is conducted within the rule of law. It is admirable and socially encompassing. If any one state should dominate space, it ought be one with a constitutive political principle that government should be responsible and responsive to its people, tolerant and accepting of their views, and one willing to extend legal and political equality to all. In other words, the US should seize control of outer space and become the shepherd (or perhaps watchdog) for all who would venture there, for if any one state must do so, it is the most likely establish a benign hegemony.
Permutation – Realism and Constructivism

[   ] Perm do both—solves problems with mainstream realism better than their academic alt
Barkin 3—PhD from Columbia, Associate Professor of Political Science [J. Samuel Barkin, Sep., 2003 “Realist Constructivism”, International Studies Review, Vol. 5, No. 3, pp. 325, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3186573, Accessed: 7/30/2011]

To claim that constructivism is an IR paradigm in the way that realism or liberalism are is misleading, and the tendency to do so in textbooks is rarely mirrored in the scholarly literature. In the latter, constructivism is usually identified as an ontology, epistemology, or methodology. As such, it is usually defined as being distinct from either materialism or rationalism. Recent state-of-the-field exercises (Katzenstein, Keohane, and Krasner 1998; Ruggie 1998), in fact, identified the rationalism-constructivism controversy as the central debate in contemporary IR theory. Constructivists who claim their methodology is incompatible with realism focus on the association between realism and both materialism and rationalism. Realists who claim their paradigm is incompatible with constructivism focus for the most part not on the methodology per se but on a perceived tendency for constructivists to be idealists or utopians. Neither argument, however, holds up to careful scrutiny. Claims by constructivists that realist theory is incompatible with intersubjective epistemologies and methodologies are based on either caricatures or very narrow understandings of realism. And realist critics of constructivism are similarly guilty of inferring from the worldviews of some (perhaps many) practicing constructivists that the methodology is inherently biased toward liberalism. An examination of constructivist epistemology and classical realist theory suggests that they are, in fact, compatible; not, of course, that good constructivism is necessarily realist, but that constructivist research is as compatible with a realist worldview as with any other. The purpose of this essay is to conduct such an examination. The first step in doing so is to define terms and to clear up some of the terminological confusion surrounding the discourse connecting constructivism and realism. The second step is to make the argument that a realist constructivism (or, for that matter, a constructivist realism) is epistemologically, methodologically, and paradigmatically viable. The final step is to discuss what a realist constructivism might look like, and where it fits in the study of international relations more broadly. Having such an approach could, among other things, fulfill several useful functions. One function is to clear up a number of debates in the field in which the protagonists speak past, rather than to, each other. Another function is to clarify the relationship between, on the one hand, the study of power and the study of ideals in international relations and, on the other, the study of the social construction of international politics. A final function is to act as a bridge between mainstream approaches to international relations and critical and postmodern approaches that view both constructivism and realism as problematic, albeit for different reasons.

[     ] Permutation solves normative basis of realism 
Mearsheimer 06 - professor at the University of Chicago (John, Structural realism, 7/31/06 , http://www.oup.com/uk/orc/bin/9780199298334/dunne_chap04.pdf, access date:7/24/11)
Constructivism share biological/Darwinian foundations,22 the most common position is that, as a theoretical framework rather than a substantive theory, Constructivism is compatible with a number of approaches, including Realism (Barkin, 2003: 338). Wendt (1999) himself, distinguishing between ‘thick’ and ‘thin’ Constructivism, suggests the latter is compatible with social science.

As such, Realist Constructivism could fill a gap between mainstream and critical theory by “including in any exploration of power, not only postmodern theory’s study of the subjective text and positivist realism’s study of objective phenomena, but also constructivism’s study of intersubjectitvity–norms and social rules” (Barkin, 2003: 338). This can be accomplished by guiding scholars “to think like a classical realist about the variety of power while guiding [them] to analyze the role of that power in international political life like a constructivist” (2004: 345).

Primary advantages of such convergence are supposedly a better understanding of identity and change for Realism, and a more ‘realistic’ conceptualisation of power for Constructivism. Firstly, it would furnish Realism with a richer understanding of ‘identity,’ ‘change,’ and particularly of the interplay of power and ‘normative change’ (Barkin, 2003: 337). Secondly, ‘Realist Constructivism’ compensates for Constructivism’s liberal bias/naïvete and overcomes its value-laden scholarship (Barkin, 2003: xx).23 Finally, Constructivism is represented as unable and unwilling to cope with the centrality of ‘power.’ Realist-Constructivist theorising is argued to take power more seriously than Constructivism or [sic] ‘postmodernism.’ It concedes that “anarchy [may be] a social construction” but remains sceptical “about the degree to which power can be transcended” (Jackson and Nexon, 2004: 339). Paradoxically, this leads Sterling-Folker to accuse ‘postmodernism’ of being unable to conceive power except as “passively enacted through social relationships,” thereby missing those “variegated forms of expression” and “productive” dimensions which would allow to understand “power [as] a question to be investigated, not a variable or process to be accounted for” (2004: 345). Realist-Constructivism, on the other hand, considers “how specific actors wield different forms of power (authority, force, care, and so on) through different expressions (linguistic, symbolic, material, and so on) to produce different social realities” (Sterling-Folker, 2004: 345).
***Realism Bad***
2NC Frontline

[   ] The security dilemma is the root cause of our uncertainty about other country’s motives—only multilateralism solves.

Glaser 97--Associate Professor at the University of Chicago [Charles L. Glaser, 1997, “The Security Dilemma Revisited”, World Politics--Johns Hopkins University Press, http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/world_politics/v050/50.1glaser.html, accessed 7-24-11]

A key assumption of structural realism guarantees, in combination with the security dilemma, that states will be at least somewhat uncertain about others' motives. The theory posits a world in which states do not rely on the internal characteristics of other states--for example, their type of political or economic system--to divine their motives. Instead, states interpret their adversaries' actions to infer their motives. The security dilemma, however, can prevent adversaries from acting in ways that would entirely clarify their motives. As discussed above, when states face a security dilemma, many of the policies that would provide necessary military capabilities will provide ambiguous information about their motives. For example, when offense and defense are not entirely differentiated, the military policies adopted by a pure security seeker might also be taken by an adversary that was motivated partly by greed; and, when offense has a large advantage, pure security seekers may be unable to afford defensive forces and strategies. Under these conditions, reducing uncertainty would require states to deploy forces that are militarily inadequate, since this is their only option for signaling benign motives. States will often conclude that these policies are more dangerous than alternatives that do not reduce uncertainty about their motives but that do provide better military capabilities. If, however, states can rely on sources of information beyond those that structural realism allows, they may be able to reduce uncertainty further and thereby mitigate the security dilemma. The result can be a shift to more cooperative policies. Consider the argument that democracies are believed not to have greedy motives. If this were the case, then a military buildup launched by a democracy would be less alarming to its adversaries than a similar buildup launched by an authoritarian [End Page 192] regime. 76 As a result, the democracy faces a less severe security dilemma; 77 and interactions between democracies could result in a democratic peace instead of intense competition, even when structural conditions create a severe security dilemma.
[   ] Realism is just a disguise for the rule of the elites.

Schweller 4--Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, PhD from Columbia [Randall L. Schweller, Fall 2004, “Unanswered Threats A Neoclassical RealistTheory of Underbalancing”, International Security—The MIT Press, http://www.jstor.org/pss/4137589]
Because the probability that a state will balance is a function of the preferences of political elites and social groups, underreactions to dangerous shifts in relative power may arise for one of two reasons: actors' preferences, which may be more influenced by domestic than international concerns, do not create incentives to adopt a balancing policy (even when these same power shifts would cause most other actors to adopt a prudent balancing strategy), or the [End Page 168] potential domestic political risks and costs of balancing are too high.27 The first reason concerns the "willingness" of actors to balance; the second, the "ability" of actors to balance given the political and material hurdles that must be overcome to do so. This kind of analytic framework—one whose architecture is built on elite calculations of cost and risk—emphasizes the point that statecraft is not simply a function of the particular geostrategic risks and opportunities presented byagiven systemic environment, that is, of objective material factors at thestructural-systemic level of analysis. Statecraft is also a consequence of (1)elites' preferences and perceptions of the external environment, (2) which elites' preferences and perceptions "matter" in the policymaking process, (3)the domestic political risks associated with certain foreign policy choices, and (4) the variable risk-taking propensities of national elites. Once these unit-level factors have been established, they can then be treated as inputs (state strategies and preferences) at the structural-systemic level to explain how unit- and structural-level causes interact to produce systemic outcomes.xxx
[   ] Realism prevents international cooperation institutions. 

Waltz 2k Professor of IR Columbia University [Kenneth, International Security Vol. 25 Issue 1, http://www.scribd.com/doc/13324579/Structural-Realism-After-the-Cold-War, Accessed 7/24/11]

Internationally, the twentieth century for the most part was an unhappy one. In its last quarter, the clouds lifted a little, but twenty-Žve years is a slight base on which to ground optimistic conclusions. Not only are the effects of close interdependence problematic, but so also is its durability. The Limited Role of International Institutions One of the charges hurled at realist theory is that it depreciates the importance of institutions. The charge is justiŽed, and the strange case of NATO’s (the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s) outliving its purpose shows why realists believe that international institutions are shaped and limited by the states that found and sustain them and have little independent effect. Liberal institutionalists paid scant attention to organizations designed to buttress the security of states until, contrary to expectations inferred from realist theories, NATO not only survived the end of the Cold War but went on to add new members and to promise to embrace still more. Far from invalidating realist theory or casting doubt on it, however, the recent history of NATO illustrates the subordination of international institutions to national purposes. explaining international institutions The nature and purposes of institutions change as structures vary. In the old multipolar world, the core of an alliance consisted of a small number of states of comparable capability. Their contributions to one another’s security were of crucial importance because they were of similar size. Because major allies were closely interdependent militarily, the defection of one would have made its partners vulnerable to a competing alliance. The members of opposing alliances before World War I were tightly knit because of their mutual dependence. 
[    ] Realism is not engrained biologically – choices of humans are sometimes purposely irrational.

Welch 10 – Professor of political science, University of Waterloo (September 23, 2010, A Cultural Theory meets cultures of theory, David A. Welch, Cambridge University Press, http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayAbstract?fromPage=online&aid=7907043 , access date: 7/24/10)
Lebow is clearly on to something when he insists that modern social science, and IR theory in particular (at least in its dominant North American manifestation), overlooks its importance. It is difficult to resist the suspicion that the dominance of both realism and rational choice in the study of international politics reflects to some extent the relative tractability of each – a suspicion that brings to mind both Maslow’s Maxim (‘When the only tool you have is a hammer, every problem begins to resemble a nail’) and the image of fool who looks for his wallet under the lamppost, not because this is where he lost it, but because this is where the light is brightest. No doubt William Riker was entirely sincere when he insisted that he could not imagine any basis on which to build a theory of human behavior other than rational choice; but his own attempt to construe as ‘rational’ the behavior of a US marine who sought to protect his fellow platoon members by throwing himself on a Japanese hand grenade during the battle of Iwo Jima (Riker, 1995) can only succeed if we stretch the term to the point of tautology. Similarly,
[   ] A realist mindset fails—Internal politics and empirics

Schweller 4--Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, PhD from Columbia [Randall L. Schweller, Fall 2004, “Unanswered Threats A Neoclassical RealistTheory of Underbalancing”, International Security—The MIT Press, http://www.jstor.org/pss/4137589]
Yet, the question arises: if Churchill and opposition parties shifted their position to favor balancing, what prevented the governing party from doing so? The answer is that Chamberlain and the right wing of the Conservative Party had compelling political and social reasons to remain committed to appeasement. [End Page 193] A peaceful solution to Europe's problems would strengthen Chamberlain's position with the party at large, checking rivals such as Eden and further isolating Churchill. In addition, with the election year of 1940 drawing nearer, the avoidance of war would not only sustain but enhance the Conservative Party's appeal in the country at large. More important still, Chamberlain and the governing party feared that another war of attrition, like that of 1914-18, would result in a dramatic shift in the domestic social order toward the working class. As Paul Kennedy points out: "Already the Labour Party spokesmen and trade unions were making it clear that, if war came, the price for their full-hearted support would be the 'conscription of wealth' as well as manpower, and the nationalization of certain key industries. Churchill, Eden and their friends might have been willing to pay this price; but there was little sign that Chamberlain, or many industrialists, or most of the Conservative Party, were. As Oliver Stanley, the President of the Board of Trade, put it to an acquaintance in September 1938, '... whether we win or lose [a war], it will be the end of everything we stand for.'"80
Ext. -- Realism Undermines Coop
[              ] International relations will continue to struggle in state of anarchy – States are positional

Niou and Ordeshook 1991 – Political scientists (Emerson M.S. and Peter C. Political Science Professors, May 1991,  American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 35, No. 2 (May, 1991), pp. 481-51 “Realism versus Neoliberalism: A Formulation”  http://www.jstor.org/stable/2111372 July 24, 2011)

Perhaps nowhere is disagreement greater than it is over the goals we should impute to nation-states. Neoliberals argue that "states seek to maximize their 484 Emerson M. S. Niou and Peter C. Ordeshook individual absolute gains and are indifferent to the gains achieved by others ... [whereas] realists find that states are positional . .. and worry that their partners might gain more from cooperation than they do" (Grieco 1988, 487). Consider- able confusion, however, accompanies this disagreement. Gilpin (1982, 7), for example, asserts that "international relations continue to be a recurring struggle for wealth and power among independent actors in a state of anarchy." Aside from measurement problems, power is relative and in constant supply, so if nations maximize it, then international affairs is constant sum. But although wealth is a component of power, wealth can be defined in absolute terms, and its maximization does not preclude all members of a system from gaining simulta- neously. Waltz (1979, 198) tries to avoid ambiguity by arguing that "in a con- dition of anarchy, relative gain is more important than absolute gain," but con- founding matters is the issue of sovereignty and its role in the goal of power maximization. If increasing one's power also increases one's vulnerability (as when any such increase, while decreasing a second state's power, also increases a third state's power to a proportionally greater degree), then what actions should a decision maker take? Thus, Waltz (1979, 126) adds the qualification that "the first concern of states is not to maximize power but to maintain their position in the system." Neoliberalism, on the other hand, offers a vaguer assumption: "Un- der different systemic conditions states will define their self-interest differ- ently. . . . where survival is at stake efforts to maintain autonomy may take precedence over all other activities, but where the environment is relatively be- nign energies will also be directed to fulfilling other goals" (Keohane 1989, 62, emphasis added). 
A2: Threat Construction Good
[   ] Viewing threats as cohesion-builders is actually the root cause of war.

Schweller 4--Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, PhD from Columbia [Randall L. Schweller, Fall 2004, “Unanswered Threats A Neoclassical RealistTheory of Underbalancing”, International Security—The MIT Press, http://www.jstor.org/pss/4137589]
A common theme in international relations is that the emergence of a serious external threat causes an increase in social cohesion.43 This is the logic that drives theories of diversionary wars, also known as "scapegoat wars," and the notion that wartime leaders enjoy a "rally around the flag effect."44 These theories assume that, in the presence of an outside threat, divided or dissatisfied citizens will put aside their conflicts with one another or their frustration with the ruling regime and unite to repel the invader or, when invasion is not the issue, defeat the external threat to their core values or other national interests. Thus, Ernst Haas and Allen Whiting assert: "In times of extreme domestic tension among elites, a policy of uniting a badly divided nation against some real or alleged outside threat frequently seems useful to a ruling group."45
Feminist K of Realism
[     ] Realism is inherently male dominated – it is impossible to merge the two togather.

West 04 –Professor, Norman Paterson School of International Affairs-Carleton University ( Jessica West, 2004-2005,  FEMINIST IR AND THE CASE OF THE ‘BLACK WIDOWS’:

/REPRODUCING GENDERED DIVISIONS, Innovations: a journal of politics, http://www.askus.ucalgary.ca/innovations/files/innovations/Inv2005spr-2.pdf, access date: 7/24/11)

Although feminist scholars have broadly adopted the three methodological approaches outlined by Sandra Harding, namely empiricist, standpoint and postmodern, in effect there has been a blending of epistemological challenges to the andocentric claims of traditional IR, particularly realism.3 Nonetheless, the majority of IR feminists are postpositivists that challenge not only the empirical bias of mainstream theories, but also emphasize both the social construction of activities and the meanings that societies assign to them.4 In the terms of Lakatos, the commitment to gender equality is the core identity and distinctiveness of feminist theory, however this is pursed in many different ways.5 Dominant approaches perceive gender as a socially constructed idea based on hierarchical distinctions largely shaped by culture that “dichotomize identities, behaviours and expectations as masculine and feminine,” focusing on how the social phenomena of IR is embedded in unequal gender relationships.6 The general claim posited by feminism is that mainstream approaches to the international, especially realism, have been based on men’s experiences, marginalizing women by privileging the masculine over the feminism.7 IR is perceived as an exacerbation of the general public/private divide that has served to subordinate women because the international realm is conceptually situated as the furthest extreme from the private world of women and as such is instituted as a wholly masculine sphere.8 Feminists have applied this observation to a number of the core concepts in the discipline, including states, security, war and nationalism,9 which I invert to demonstrate that IR creates a complementary femininity through women’s participation. Charlotte Hooper first inverted this bottom-up approach to examine how the practice of international relations actively reproduces masculine gender identity. She argues that as a field of activity conventionally dominated by men, it is an important site for the production and reproduction of masculinity, upholding both the international/domestic divide as well as the public/private divide and maintaining a hegemonic masculinity that is insulated from and dominates the feminine.10 This process is then replicated by dominant approaches to the discipline of IR such as realism, which rarely breach the black box of the state and never examine domestic and family life.11 The perspective that IR does not only reflect gendered identities but also actively produces and reproduces them based on the division of masculine/feminine and international/private is a powerful approach that goes far to explain why women have been marginalized from its practice and theories, however to validate it there should also be evidence that IR produces a complementary femininity. As masculinity and femininity are relational concepts and identities, the practice of international relations cannot produce a hegemonic masculinity without also producing a hegemonic femininity.
