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2NC Link Block 

1. They still link-

A. The discourse the 1AC uses language is grounded in man’s domination over women in International Relations. Extend our Jarvis evidence.

B. A realist description of the world only serves to legitimize and sustain a violent form of IR – their claims of objectivity ignore the use of language in shaping our approach to politics

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 21

Faced with a world turned upside down, the conventional discipline of international relations has recently been undergoing a more fundamental challenge to its theoretical underpinnings. Certain scholars are now engaged in a "third debate" that questions the empirical and positivist foundations of the field. 31 Postpositivist approaches question what they claim are realism's ahistorical attempts to posit universal truths about the international system and the behavior of its member states. Like many contemporary feminists, these scholars argue that all knowledge is socially constructed and is grounded in the time, place, and social context of the investigator. Focusing on the use of language, many of these writers claim that our knowledge about the international system comes to us from accounts written by those in a position of power who use their knowledge for purposes of control and furthering their own interests. 32 These scholars assert that, while realism presents itself as an objective account of reality that claims to explain the workings of the prevailing international order, it is also an ideology that has served to legitimize and sustain that order. 33 While many of the previous challengers of realism, discussed above, still spoke in terms of large depersonalized structures-- such as the international system of states or the capitalist world economy-- many of these poststructuralist writers attempt to speak for disempowered individuals on the margins of the international system. Besides questioning the ability of the state or global capitalism to solve contemporary problems, they pose more fundamental questions about the construction of the state as a political space and a source of identity.
C. (Insert Specific Link)

AT: Impact Outweighs

1. Only with the adoption of our ethics can we challenge the ‘body count’ conviction- feminist ideology puts a face on each person instead of devaluing people with a number. 

2. The rhetoric of the affirmative only fuels the fire, trying to convey the loss associated with war in mere numbers. Only through using feminist geopolitics can we speak out for the silenced other, the “necessary casualties”.
Jennifer Hyndman Associate Professor Simon Fraser University February 2007 Feminist Geopolitics Revisited: Body Counts in Iraq* “http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=2&hid=119&sid=d02929fe-0ccf-423f-bcaa-c336eca5f5a3%40sessionmgr114”

The Two Wars: From Afghanistan to Iraq A number is important not only to quantify the cost of war, but as a reminder of those whose dreams will never be realized in a free and democratic Iraq. —(Ruzicka 2005) The dead of Iraq—as they have from the beginning of our illegal invasion—were simply written out of the script. Officially they do not exist. —(Fisk 2005) The ‘‘fatality metrics’’ of  war, the body counts of soldiers and civilians killed in violent conflict, represent a geopolitics of war in themselves. The quotations above capture, in the first case, the efforts of an American activist who tried to insert the body count into the geopolitical script of a ‘‘free and democratic Iraq,’’ and in the second, the observations of a British journalist critical of the invasion of Iraq, lamenting the invisible, mounting deaths of Iraqis that peaked in July 2005. The deaths of militarized soldiers are officially counted, described, and remembered by the armies that send them in to fight and the families they leave behind; the deaths of civilians are not. Casualties might be thought of as masculinized (soldier) and feminized (civilian) sides of the body count ledger amassed by both official and unofficial sources. Although counting is an important device for remembering, it also flawed in the way it transforms unnamed dead people into abstract figures that obfuscate the political meanings of the violence and its social and political consequences. Counting bodies does not sufficiently account for the remarkable destruction of lives and livelihoods occurring in Iraq. No metric or measure of trauma and violence should dominate the meanings of suffering and loss. Global media do provide us with overwhelming information about the scope and number of atrocities occurring across the world, making their meaning and scope difficult to grasp. ‘‘There is too much to see, and there appears to be too much to do anything about. Thus, our epoch’s dominating sense that complex problems can be neither understood nor fixed works with the massive globalization of images of suffering to produce moral fatigue, exhaustion or empathy, and political despair’’ (Kleinman and Kleinman 1997, 9). Nonetheless, what we see or read is partial in two senses: it is a selective and always incomplete representation of the crisis at hand, and it has been fashioned in particular ways that are at once institutionalized and convey dominant kinds of meaning (Shapiro 1997). ‘‘Vision is always a question of the power to see—and perhaps of the violence implicit in our visualizing practices,’’ so ‘‘an optics is a politics of position’’ (Haraway 1991, 192, 193). These partial representations shape our responses, or not, to the geopolitics of war and the suffering at hand. ‘‘Much of routinized misery is invisible; much that is made visible is not ordinary or routine’’ (Kleinman, Das, and Lock 1997, xiii). How violent conflict and death is represented in the context of war is at least as important as how much destruction and death wreaks havoc on a society. The more difficult question is how to produce responsible relational representations of war that convey meanings of loss, pain, and destruction without further fuelling conflict. How does one represent the futility and tragedy of civilian death without promoting vengeance? More important, which impressions and understandings 38 Volume 59, Number 1, February 2007 of war actually shape public opinion and government actions, so that struggles to end such violence may be successful? In revisiting feminist geopolitics in relation to body counts, I argue for analyses that contextualize the effects of violence by connecting the lives and deaths of victims counted during war to those of the audience that consumes that information. Accountability, I contend now as then, is predicated on embodied epistemologies and visibility, but fatality metrics fail to embody the casualties of war. Feminist geopolitics is about putting together the quiet, even silenced, narratives of violence and loss that do the work of taking apart dominant geopolitical scripts of ‘‘us’’ and ‘‘them.’’ Although the deconstruction of such scripts is vital, feminist geopolitics aims to recover stories and voices that potentially recast the terms of war on new ground.  

AT: Perm

1. Perm still links- the 1AC is grounded in the patriarchal ideology- only distancing ourselves from this discourse can we break the gender binaries.

2. Perms ensures feminist theory will be co-opted, losing its value
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 20-21.
Although IR feminists, seeking to develop feminist critiques of the core of the discipline, have drawn on the work of liberal feminists (for example, those writing about women in foreign policy and the military), many of them have rejected a liberal-empiricist orientation. Noting the disproportionately low numbers of women in elite foreign-policymaking positions in most societies, as well as their historical absence from the academic discourse of IR, feminists in IR would be unlikely to subscribe to liberal feminism’s claim that these absences are the result of legal barriers alone. Moreover, incorporation into liberal analysis arouses fears of co-optation into the mainstream discipline. Feminist IR theorists generally agree with postliberal claims that gender hierarchies are socially constructed and attained through power structures that work against women's participation in foreign- and national-security policymaking. Rather than seeing the state as a neutral arbiter, feminist IR scholars have pointed to "gendered states" that promote and support policy practices primarily in the interests of men. They have examined concepts such as security and sovereignty for gender biases, and they have suggested that boundaries between inside and outside, order and anarchy evoke gendered constructions of self and other that privilege hegemonic constructions of masculinity. International relations and international politics are arenas dominated men; therefore, any analysis of gendered concepts and practices in IR demand that attention be paid to the construction and reproduction of masculine identities and the effects that these have on the theory and practice of IR.

3. Perm severs away from the 1AC discourse- creates an unfair moving target

4. Politics is inherently patriarchal and can never serve the interests of feminism in the long run

Dricoll and Krook, PhD candidate in political science @ Washington U, professor of political science @ Washington U, 08 (Amanda and Mona Lena, “Feminism and Rational Choice Theory,” European Consortium for Political Research, 2008, http://krook.wustl.edu/pdf/Driscoll%20and%20Krook%20ECPR%202008.pdf)

However, the exact meaning of ‘change’ varies across different kinds of feminism. Liberal feminists focus mainly on equality, seeking to gain rights for women that are already guaranteed to men. They argue that achieving concrete gains requires engaging with formal politics. Although this sphere has traditionally been dominated by men, they contend, there is nothing inherent about this domination. For this reason, they anticipate that as more and more women enter the public realm, the gendered nature of politics and public policy can be overcome to create equality for all. Radical feminists, in contrast, emphasize difference, aiming to focus on and value women as women, rather than as individuals who aspire to a male standard. As such, they are much more skeptical about the value of participating in ‘politics as usual,’ which they argue is inherently patriarchal and thus could never be employed to pursue feminist ends. They insist that even in instances where states do seem to respond to women’s demands – for example, by opening up access to women and discussion on women’s issues – this inclusion is not good for women in the longer term, as it serves to perpetuate patriarchal power relations. They prefer strategies that revalue the feminine, foster solidarity among women, and raise awareness of women’s experiences through collective consciousness-raising. This attention to difference is taken up by postmodern feminists, who focus on the role of representation in the creation of categories like ‘women’ and ‘men.’ Theorizing the fluid and relational aspects of identity and experience, they stress the contradictions and multiplicities inherent in definitions of women and women’s issues. While this approach avoids the charges of essentialism that have been directed towards liberal and radical feminism, it also has the effect of undermining the prospects for mobilizing by women as women for social, economic, and political change (cf. Kantola 2006; Squires 1999). The challenge of feminism to existing modes of political analysis is thus varied, despite the shared goals of feminists to incorporate gender, expand politics
AT: Alt Can’t Solve

1. By rejecting current epistemologies we open the door for feminist theory

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 61.

This example is instructive; reducing unequal gender hierarchies could make a positive contribution to peace and social justice. Likewise, by moving beyond dichotomous ways of thinking about war and peace, problematizing the social construction of gender hierarchies, and exposing myths about male protection that these ways of thinking promote, we would be able to construct less-gendered and more-inclusive definitions of security. Offering a counterposition that rejects both the masculinity of war and a feminine peace, Mary Burguieres has argued for building a feminist security framework on common, ungendered foundations. She has suggested a role for feminism in dismantling the imagery that underlies patriarchy and militarism and a joint effort in which both women and men would be responsible for changing existing structures." Such efforts require a problematization of dichotomized constructions such as war and peace and realism and idealism in order to provide new ways of understanding these phenomena that can help us envisage a more robust notion of security. 
2. Feminist perspectives challenge and deconstruct core assumptions that reorganize our views of international relations

J. Ann Tickner, PhD, Brandeis University, USA, professor, school of international relations at the University of Southern California, past director of USC’s Center for International Studies, 2006 [“Feminist Methodologies for International Relations” edited by Brooke A. Ackerly: Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Vanderbilt University, Maria Stern: Lecturer and Researcher at the Department of Peace and Development Research, Goteborg University, and Jacqui True: Senior Lecturer in the Department of Political Studies at the University of Auskland, New Zealand, 2006, Cambridge University Press, 2006, pg. 24-5, EmiW]

Feminist questions are challenging the core assumptions of the discipline and deconstructing its central concepts. Feminists have sought to better understand a neglected but constitutive feature of war – why it has been primarily a male activity, and what the causal and constitutive implications of this are for women’s political roles, given that they have been constructed as a “protected” category. They have investigated the continuing legitimation of war itself through appeals to traditional notions of masculinity and femininity. Working from the discovery of the gendered biases in state-centric security thinking, they have redefined the meaning of (in)security to include the effects of structural inequalities of race, class, and gender. Similarly, on the bases of theoretical critiques of the gendered political uses of the public/private distinction, they have rearticulated the meaning of democracy to nuclide the participation of individuals in all the political and economic processes that affect their daily lives (Ackerly 2000: 178-203). While not rejecting in principle the use of quantitative data, feminists have recognized how past behavioral realities have been publicly constituted in state-generated indicators in biased, gendered ways, using data that do not adequately reflect the reality of women’s lives and the unequal structures of powers within which they are situated. For this reason they have relied more on hermeneutic, historical, narrative, and case study methodological orientations rather than on causal analysis of unproblematically defined empirical patterns. Importantly, feminists use gender as a socially constructed and variable category of analysis to investigate these power dynamics and gender hierarchies. They have suggested that gender inequality, as well as other social relations of domination and subordination, has been among the fundamental building blocks on which, to varying extents, the publicly recognized features of states, their security relationships, and the global economy have been constructed and on which they continue to operate to varying degrees. Rather than working from an ontology that depicts states as individualistic autonomous actors – an ontology typical of social science perspectives in IR and of liberal thinking more generally – feminists start from an ontology of social relations in which individuals are embedded in, and constituted by, historically unequal political, economic, and social structures. Unlike social scientific IR, which has drawn on models from economics and the natural sciences to explain the behavior of states in the international system, IR feminists have used sociological analyses that start with individuals and the hierarchical social relations in which their lives are situated. While social scientific IR has been quite system-determined or state-focused, feminist understandings of state behavior frequently start from below the state level – with the lives of connected individuals. Whereas much of IR is focused on describing and explaining the behavior of states, feminists are motivated by the goal of investigating the lives of women within states or international structures in order to change them

AT: Realism

1. Realism is socially constructed just like patriarchal methodology- realism fails to recognize what is metaphysically given such as emotions and nature.

2. A realist description of the world only serves to legitimize and sustain a violent form of IR – their claims of objectivity ignore the use of language in shaping our approach to politics

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 21

Faced with a world turned upside down, the conventional discipline of international relations has recently been undergoing a more fundamental challenge to its theoretical underpinnings. Certain scholars are now engaged in a "third debate" that questions the empirical and positivist foundations of the field. 31 Postpositivist approaches question what they claim are realism's ahistorical attempts to posit universal truths about the international system and the behavior of its member states. Like many contemporary feminists, these scholars argue that all knowledge is socially constructed and is grounded in the time, place, and social context of the investigator. Focusing on the use of language, many of these writers claim that our knowledge about the international system comes to us from accounts written by those in a position of power who use their knowledge for purposes of control and furthering their own interests. 32 These scholars assert that, while realism presents itself as an objective account of reality that claims to explain the workings of the prevailing international order, it is also an ideology that has served to legitimize and sustain that order. 33 While many of the previous challengers of realism, discussed above, still spoke in terms of large depersonalized structures-- such as the international system of states or the capitalist world economy-- many of these poststructuralist writers attempt to speak for disempowered individuals on the margins of the international system. Besides questioning the ability of the state or global capitalism to solve contemporary problems, they pose more fundamental questions about the construction of the state as a political space and a source of identity.
AT: Butler

1. Butler fails to acknowledge that men and women are biologically different- this is metaphysically given and comes before his personal ideology

2. Butler’s analysis dooms any hope for emancipation – ignores empirics

Martha Nussbaum, Ernst Freund Distinguished Service Professor of Law and Ethics at the University of Chicago, “The Professor of Parody,” pt. III, 2K, http://perso.uclouvain.be/mylene.botbol/Recherche/GenreBioethique/Nussbaum_NRO.htm

Thus the one place for agency in a world constrained by hierarchy is in the small opportunities we have to oppose gender roles every time they take shape. When I find myself doing femaleness, I can turn it around, poke fun at it, do it a little bit differently. Such reactive and parodic performances, in Butler's view, never destabilize the larger system. She doesn't envisage mass movements of resistance or campaigns for political reform; only personal acts carried out by a small number of knowing actors. Just as actors with a bad script can subvert it by delivering the bad lines oddly, so too with gender: the script remains bad, but the actors have a tiny bit of freedom. Thus we have the basis for what, in Excitable Speech, Butler calls "an ironic hopefulness." Up to this point, Butler's contentions, though relatively familiar, are plausible and even interesting, though one is already unsettled by her narrow vision of the possibilities for change. Yet Butler adds to these plausible claims about gender two other claims that are stronger and more contentious. The first is that there is no agent behind or prior to the social forces that produce the self. If this means only that babies are born into a gendered world that begins to replicate males and females almost immediately, the claim is plausible, but not surprising: experiments have for some time demonstrated that the way babies are held and talked to, the way their emotions are described, are profoundly shaped by the sex the adults in question believe the child to have. (The same baby will be bounced if the adults think it is a boy, cuddled if they think it is a girl; its crying will be labeled as fear if the adults think it is a girl, as anger if they think it is a boy.) Butler shows no interest in these empirical facts.

AT: Withdrawal Prevents Patriarchy

1. Our link is predicated off the discourse of female exclusion from international relations- their argument is just the content within the constructed gender binaries.

2. The current politics as usual is patriarchal- cross Apply our Dricoll and Krook ‘8 evidence. The aff’s use of the state will culminate in co-option. Only the alt. solves.

AT: Democracy Turn

1. This argument is exactly what we are kritiking- the discourse of excluding women from international relations creates patriarchal binaries. 

2. We must rethink democracy from a feminist perspective

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 110.

In order to understand the role of gender-the effects of democratic transitions on women and their activities in these transitions-we need a redefinition of democracy that starts at the bottom. Generally women are better represented in local politics; often they are working outside regular political channels. Georgina Waylen has claimed that any analysis of democratization that fails to incorporate a gendered perspective - ignoring the actions of certain groups-will be flawed. Therefore, the liberal democratic state must be reexamined for its gender biases, as well as its class and racial biases; definitions of representation and citizenship in the spaces in which political life occur need to be rethought. Arguing that patriarchal structures are deeply embedded in most types of political regimes, democratic and otherwise certain internationalist feminists have looked beyond the state to build institutions and networks that are more likely than the state to diminish gender and other social hierarchies. Given the barriers to formal political office that exist for women in most states, including democracies, women activists frequently bypass the state by working either at the grassroots level or by joining forces transnationally to work for women's rights at the global level.  
K turns Case

1. The 1AC is entrenched with patriarchal discourse that makes it impossible to avoid violence. Reardon ’93 evidence which indicates patriarchy as being the root cause of much of the world’s conflict.

2. Failure to incorporate broader perspectives on international relations dooms the affirmative to recreate the status quo

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 17-8

Since, as I have suggested, the world of international politics is a masculine domain, how could feminist perspectives contribute anything new to its academic discourses? Many male scholars have already noted that, given our current technologies of destruction and the high degree of economic inequality and environmental degradation that now exists, we are desperately in need of changes in the way world politics is conducted; many of them are attempting to prescribe such changes. For the most part, however, these critics have ignored the extent to which the values and assumptions that drive our contemporary international system are intrinsically related to concepts of masculinity; privileging these values constrains the options available to states and their policymakers. All knowledge is partial and is a function of the knower's lived experience in the world. Since knowledge about the behavior of states in the international system depends on assumptions that come out of men's experiences, it ignores a large body of human experience that has the potential for increasing the range of options and opening up new ways of thinking about interstate practices. Theoretical perspectives that depend on a broader range of human experience are important for women and men alike, as we seek new ways of thinking about our contemporary dilemmas. Conventional international relations theory has concentrated on the activities of the great powers at the center of the system. Feminist theories, which speak out of the various experiences of women-- who are usually on the margins of society and interstate politics-- can offer us some new insights on the behavior of states and the needs of individuals, particularly those on the peripheries of the international system. Feminist perspectives, constructed out of the experiences of women, can add a new dimension to our understanding of the world economy; since women are frequently the first casualties in times of economic hardship, we might also gain some new insight into the relationship between militarism and structural violence. 

AT: Essentialism/Identity Politics

1. They mischaracterize our argument – women aren’t inherently peaceful or caring; these attributes are entirely constructed and forced upon women. However, ignoring the social reality of gender normativity defeats any project that seeks to overcome them. Our argument is only that the rigid binary international relations upholds is destructive and should be rejected.

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 136-7

If characteristics associated with hegemonic masculinity are not serving to increase security in our contemporary world, do more secure futures depend on the substitution of values or characteristics more typically associated with femininity? Certain contemporary feminists have celebrated gender difference and hypothesized a special female world superior to and separate from the world of men. In her book entitled Is The Future Female?, Lynne Segal claims that this type of thinking is dangerous and divisive and unlikely to achieve the major goal of feminism, which should be to work for the equality of women.3 Segal argues that women, whose many gendered identities are constructed in terms of race, class, culture, and historical circumstances, cannot be characterized in these essentialist categories. Contemporary characterizations of women in terms similar to the Victorian ideal of the "good woman" serve only to make men more powerful. The celebration of female virtues supports the view of males as protectors and reinforces the separation between public and private spheres, relegating women to the latter. It also diverts attention from the agenda of working toward women's political, economic, and social equality, an agenda necessary for the achievement of genuine security. Characteristics that have typically been associated with femininity must therefore be seen not in essentialist terms but as characteristics that women have developed in response to their socialization and their historical roles in society. The association of women with moral virtues such as caring comes not from women's innate moral superiority but from women's activities in the private sphere where these values are accepted in theory, if not always in practice. Since they are linked to women and the private sphere, however, these feminine characteristics have been devalued in the public realm, particularly in the world of international politics. The question then becomes how to revalue them in public life in ways that can contribute to the creation of a more just and secure world. Taking care not to elevate these feminine characteristics to a position of superiority, we can regard them as an inspiration that can contribute to our thinking about ways to build better futures. Even if the better future is not female, a human future that rejects the rigid separation of public and private sphere values and the social distinctions between women and men requires that the good qualities of both are equally honored and made available to all. 
2. Their argument is a reason to reject social constructions starting with the patriarchal representations of the 1AC.

3. We think peaceful strategies are good – that society happens to construct this view as ‘feminine’ is the only reason we argue about gender hierarchies

J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 60-1
Discarding the association between women and pacifism allows us to think of women as activists for the kind of change needed to achieve the multidimensional security I have already discussed. Even if not all women are pacifists, peace is an issue that women can support in their various roles as mothers, war victims, and preservers of states' and the world's good health.84 Women at Greenham Common demonstrating against the installation of cruise missiles in Britain in 1981 came to see themselves as strong, brave, and creative-- experiences frequently confined to men.85 The Madres de la Plaza de Mayo, demonstrating during the1980s in support of those who had disappeared in Argentina during the military dictatorship, experienced similar empowerment. Sara Ruddick suggests conscripting women in the interests of peace; Ruddick claims that while caring for children is not "natural" for women, it has been a womanly practice in most societies and one that she believes is an important resource for peace politics.86 Ruddick defines maternal thinking as focused on the preservation of life and the growth of children. Maternal practice requires the peaceful settlement of disputes; since she feels that it is a mode of thinking to be found in men as well as women, it is one that could be useful for a politics of peace were it to be validated in the public realm.

AT: Race/Ethnocentrism Turn

1. Feminism focuses on excluded groups

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 31.

Critical Theory Critical theory played a central role in motivating the third debate. Critical theory comes out of Marxism as well as Hegelian and Kantian Enlightenment traditions.90 Like historical sociologists, critical theorists examine the historical development of society with the intent of understanding various forms of domination in order to overcome them. Critical theory views the prevailing order of social and political relations as a historical production that must be explained. In order to explain injustice, it is necessary to understand the world as it is. In this sense, critical theory accepts the realist description of world politics, but it seeks to change it. Critical theorist Robert Cox uses a hermeneutic approach that conceives of social structures as having an intersubjective existence; however, making the claim that structures are socially constructed does not deny that they have real concrete effects: humans act as if the structures are real. This is quite a different concept of theory from positivism, and it is one that many IR feminists find compatible with their orientations. Feminists claim that gender structures are socially constructed, historically variable, and upheld through power relations that legitimize them. Like critical theorists, most feminists would claim an emancipatory interest in seeking to overcome these structures of domination. Most feminists would also agree with critical theorists that knowledge reflects certain interests of the society from which it is produced; in IR, knowledge has generally been produced by and for men, particularly elite men. Feminists are particularly concerned to examine and explain why certain kinds of knowledge have been left out of the discipline. Like many critical theorists, they, too, question the subject matter of conventional IR. Often focused on the lives of people at the margins of global politics, they raise issues not normally considered part of the discipline and ask questions about them in new ways. As Sandra Harding tells us, an important task of feminist theory is to make strange what has previously appeared familiar, or to challenge us to question what has hitherto appeared as "natural." A reexamination of the meaning of security in chapter 2 is an example of how feminists are expanding the subject matter of IR. 

2. Our alternative rejects the social construction of patriarchy represented in the 1AC- racism, ethnocentrism and most other isms are social constructions as well.

3. Even if they win this argument, they don’t- by not solving for ethnocentrism the argument applies just as much to the aff as it does to the neg.

AT: We Help Women

1. Feminist issues cannot be resolved within masculine structures

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 119-120.
The tensions and contradictions to which Stienstra has pointed are evident in the successes and failures of women's organizing. While the internationalization of feminism has been very successful in raising issues of discrimination and has made considerable strides in getting gender issues recognized by international organizations, in concrete terms women are doing less well than men in all societies. There was a recognition at the Beijing Conference that, in spite of the attention to these issues over the twenty years since the beginning of the UN Decade for Women women’s global status was not improving significantly. A significant reason for these inequalities, which continue, is that women must operate within "masculinized" organizations and structures.76 Since global organizing is far removed from the realities of many women's lives, there is a sense that although social movements are used to promote solutions that criticize' the state, a return to the state is probably necessary to meet the dislocations and poverty generated by the economic globalization of the late twentieth century."  

2. The affirmative appropriates women to justify the us/them dichotomy and masculine solutions

Jan Jindy Pettman, Director of Centre for Women’s Studies at Australian National University, Spring 2004, pg. 92
Such moves, meant to complicate, internationalize, and gender the account, relate to long-held feminist anxieties about the "unitary masculine actor" problem in IR that "turns a complex state and set of forces into a singular male opponent." This personification of enemy states makes their demonization easier. It also facilitates America's translation into victim/redeemer, reproducing bounded state identities that suppressed connections across and divisions within the different player states. Such constructions unleashed competitive masculinities into action: hence the 'hard masculinity' privileged in the dominant national/alliance mode.41 Feminists resisted the ways that 9/11 and its aftermath privileged the military solution and deployed 'women' in the war story as a method of legitimization. Feminists pointed to the use of women in the culture wars that lurked within the war talk, and shored up the binary Them vs. Us yet again.42 They also resisted the effect of masculinized responses in removing women as agents of knowledge. This in turn prompted the constant reassertion 'not in our name,' lest women's plight/danger became grounds for masculinized action yet again.

3.  The aff is still locked in the social construction of patriarchy- they only mask the systemic problem of patriarchy by use of the state. They only address the content of the discourse, not the structure

Discount the Aff’s Evidence

Purely empirical epistemologies are flawed – feminist perspective key

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 4-5. 

These different realities and normative agendas lead to different methodological approaches. While IR has relied heavily on rationalistic theories based on the natural sciences and economics, feminist IR is grounded in humanistic account of social relations, particularly gender relations. Noting that much of our knowledge about the world has been based on knowledge about men, feminists have been skeptical of methodologies that claim the neutrality of their facts and the universality of their conclusions. This skepticism about empiricist methodologies extends to the possibility of developing causal laws to explain the behavior of states. While feminists do see structural regularities, such as gender and patriarchy, they define them as socially constructed and variable across time, place, and culture; understanding is preferred over explanation. These differences over epistemologies may well be harder to reconcile than the differences in perceived realities discussed above. 
Aff evidence is biased - women’s subordinate status means our kritik is based on a more accurate view of the world

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 17.
Although all of these postliberal/postempiricist approaches have introduced the idea of women's ways of knowing, feminist standpoint as an epistemology was most highly developed in socialist feminism. Based on its Marxist roots, socialist feminists define standpoint as a position in society from which certain features of reality come into prominence and from which others are obscured.26 Standpoint feminism presupposes that all knowledge reflects the interests and values of specific social groups; its construction is affected by social, political, ideological, and historical settings. Women’s subordinate status means that women, unlike men (or unlike some men), do not have an interest in mystifying reality in order to reinforce the status quo; therefore, they are likely to develop a clearer, less biased understanding of the world. Nancy Hartsock, one of the founders of standpoint feminism, has argued that material life structures set limits on an understanding of social relations so that reality will be perceived differently as material situations differ. Since women's lives differ systematically and structurally from men’s, women can develop a particular vantage point on male supremacy.  However, this understanding can be achieved only through struggle, since the oppressed are not always aware of their own oppression; when achieved, it carries a potential for liberation. Hartsock argued that women's liberation lies in a search for the common threads that connect diverse experiences of women as well as the structural determinants of these experiences.27 Similarly, Sandra Harding has argued that while women's experiences alone are not a reliable guide for deciding which knowledge claims are preferable because women tend to speak in socially acceptable ways, women’s lives are the place from which feminist research should begin.28 Harding explores the question as to whether objectivity and socially situated  knowledge is an impossible combination. She concludes that adopting a feminist standpoint actually strengthens standards of objectivity. While it requires acknowledging that all human beliefs are socially situated, it also requires critical evaluation to determine which social situations tend to generate the most objective claims.29 Susan Heckman avers that feminist standpoint is rooted in a concrete "reality" that is the opposite of the abstract, conceptual world inhabited by men, particularly elite men, and that in this reality lies the truth of the human condition30  

  AT: Alt Double Bind

1. Challenging our epistemological approach to understanding the nature of patriarchy as a social construction comes before both essentialism and genderless beings. Understanding what knowledge is and where it comes from is important in preventing both in that we can understand the cause and effect of them both. 

2.  We don’t link to either- both are radical extremes from the alternative. By the challenging discourse of international relations, we free up space in the middle of both. The alt’s discourse accepts women for who they naturally are through rejection of social constructions. 

AT: Democracy Turn

1. This argument is exactly what we are kritiking- the discourse of excluding women from international relations creates patriarchal binaries. 

2. We must rethink democracy from a feminist perspective

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 110.

In order to understand the role of gender-the effects of democratic transitions on women and their activities in these transitions-we need a redefinition of democracy that starts at the bottom. Generally women are better represented in local politics; often they are working outside regular political channels. Georgina Waylen has claimed that any analysis of democratization that fails to incorporate a gendered perspective - ignoring the actions of certain groups-will be flawed. Therefore, the liberal democratic state must be reexamined for its gender biases, as well as its class and racial biases; definitions of representation and citizenship in the spaces in which political life occur need to be rethought. Arguing that patriarchal structures are deeply embedded in most types of political regimes, democratic and otherwise certain internationalist feminists have looked beyond the state to build institutions and networks that are more likely than the state to diminish gender and other social hierarchies. Given the barriers to formal political office that exist for women in most states, including democracies, women activists frequently bypass the state by working either at the grassroots level or by joining forces transnationally to work for women's rights at the global level.  
AT: State Key

1. Can’t work within the state 3 reasons-

A. Engraved epistemology- the epistemological stance the government adopts maintains the gender binaries because it acknowledges social construction of patriarchy

B. Realism- the social construction of realism prevents us from escaping the patriarchal binaries. Conceptions of realism are masculine and avoid feminine under representation.

C. Focusing on the state reinforces the public-private dichotomy

Jill Steans March 1999, “The Private is Global: Feminist Politics and Global Political Economy,” New Political Economy, Vol. 4, Issue 1.
The main implications of feminist critiques of existing scholarship in GPE is that the public/private divisions which underpin such conceptions of economic and political activity render invisible what Youngs describes as deep social relations of power.(n6) That is, personal, familial and domestic relations and social reproduction do not appear in public statistics, but they nonetheless constitute a world in which significant economic production and servicing takes place--a world characterised by particular forms of power relations.(n7) As Benhabib has argued, along with the development of commodity relations in capitalism, the socialisation of the economy, the decline of the subsistence household and the emergence of national and global markets, there has been a privatisation of the intimate sphere (the production of daily necessities, reproduction and care of the young, the old and the sick).(n8) Whitworth has lamented the failure of critical theorists to theorise gender, precisely because critical theory claims to understand social and political complexes as a whole rather than as separate parts.(n9) GPE neglects the degree to which states, for example, are involved in the social and political institutionalisation of gendered power differences by confirming and institutionalising the arrangements that distinguish the public from the private. Goetz argues that 'part of the definition of the state and the delimitation of the state's proper sphere involves the active codification and policing of the boundaries of the public and the private' which 'delineate gendered spheres of activity, where the paradigmatic subject of the public and economic arena is male and that of the private and domestic is female'.(n10) According to Goetz, states set the parameters for women's structurally unequal position in families and markets by condoning gender-differential terms in inheritance rights and legal adulthood, by tacitly condoning domestic and sexual violence, or by sanctioning differential wages for equal or comparable work.(n11) Feminists have challenged the conceptual boundary between the public and private realms and demanded that GPE scholars devote critical and sustained attention to the connections between the two realms. As Youngs notes, political and economic relations do not operate on either side of public and private, but across them.(n12)

2. Politics is inherently masculine, cross apply our Dricoll and Krook ‘8 evidence. This means that the state will inevitably reproduce patriarchal thought

3. We must escape the nation-state paradigm for an adequate critical framework

Jill Steans March 1999, “The Private is Global: Feminist Politics and Global Political Economy,” New Political Economy, Vol. 4, Issue 1.
The GPE conception of historically constituted structures and practices within which political and economic activity takes place is helpful to feminists.(n15) A feminist critical political economy requires a theoretical and conceptual framework which allows us to think about gender relations beyond the realm of the nation-state. Critical global political economy provides a sophisticated understanding of the driving force of globalisation--global capitalism. The phenomenon of globalisation has fostered a view of the state as a particular territorial and political space in which a distinct mixture of wider and more local social relations, layer upon layer of different linkages, local to world-wide, exists.(n16) This is welcomed by many feminist scholars who are interested to identify 'global gender issues',(n17) and to map the global dimensions of feminist politics.(n18)
4. The feminine use of politics will culminate in co-option, cross apply our Tickner ’01 evidence from the perm flow.

BQ - Prostitution

Links-

First, the affirmative’s view of gender essentializes men and women into the dominator/subservient dichotomy reinforcing the epistemology based exclusively on the male experience

Witworth, prof of political science and female studies @ York U, 94 (Feminism and International Relations, pg 20, 1994)

Even when not concerned with mothering as such, much of the politics that emerge from radical feminism within IR depend on a ‘re-thinking’ from the perspective of women.  What is left unexplained is how simply thinking differently will alter the material realities of relations of domination between men and women.  Structural (patriarchal) relations are acknowledged, but not analysed in radical feminism’s reliance on the experiences, behaviours and perceptions of ‘women’.  As Sandra Harding notes, the essential and universal ‘man’, long the focus of feminist critiques, has merely been replaced here with the essential and universal ‘woman’.  And indeed, that notion of ‘woman’ not only ignores important differences amongst women, but it also reproduces exactly the stereotypical vision of women and men, masculine and feminine, that has been produced under patriarchy.  Those women who do not fit the mould – who, for example, take up arms in military struggle – are quickly dismissed as expressing ‘negative’ or ‘inauthentic’ feminine values (the same accusation is more rarely made against men).  In this way, it comes as no surprise when mainstream IR theorists such as Robert Reohane happily embrace the tenets of radical feminism.  It requires little in the way of re-thinking or movement from accepted and comfortable assumptions about stereotypes.  Radical feminists find themselves defending the same account of women as nurturing, pacifist, submissive mothers as men do under patriarchy, anti-feminists and the New Right.  As some writers suggest, this in itself should give feminists pause to reconsider this position.
*Note- Their Kirk and Feffer ‘8 evidence is an indication of this- the first line and the basically the card essentializes the experience of  south korean prostitutes and masculine soldiers that ‘dehumanize’.

Second, the affirmative’s rape discourse is presented as an issue woman are meant to report trivializes the act to a woman’s problem- even if the plan solves the act, they can’t sever their labeling discourse

J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 114-115.
Despite these important advances, women's human rights have continued to face discrimination, As long as they are dealt with in special conventions and institutions, they tend to be labeled as "women's issues" and, consequently, be marginalized, allowing the mainstream to ignore them, women’s voices are still struggling to be heard by mainstream human-rights organizations, and the prioritizing of civil and political rights, reinforced by the liberal agenda, tends to obscure the discriminatory practices faced by  women, The institutions that deal with women's human rights are more fragile than those in the mainstream; they are underfunded and have weaker implementation possibilities. For example, when ratifying CEDAW states have attached more reservations than they have to any other UN conventions. Charlesworth has argued that even CEDAW is based on a male measure of equality since it focuses on women’s rights in public life, such as in the formal economy, the law, and education. Indeed, certain feminists have claimed that the whole notion of rights is based on a Western male norm and male experience; typically, rights do not respond to the risks that women face by virtue of being women. With certain exceptions, rights based discourse has generally ignored oppression in the private sphere, thus tending to reinforce the public/private distinction that, while it is defined differently in different societal contexts, is consistent in its devaluation of women’s rights. In other words, the definition of human manifests a male bias. 

*Note- Their Kirk and Feffer ‘8 evidence (1AC # indicates that women don’t report the rape because they’re scared. 

HO – Prostitution

First, the affirmative’s view of gender essentializes men as the ‘dominators’ and women as ‘victims’ perpetuating the dominator/subservient dichotomy  so women conform to the patriarchal epistemology.

Witworth, prof of political science and female studies @ York U, 94 (Feminism and International Relations, pg 20, 1994)

Even when not concerned with mothering as such, much of the politics that emerge from radical feminism within IR depend on a ‘re-thinking’ from the perspective of women.  What is left unexplained is how simply thinking differently will alter the material realities of relations of domination between men and women.  Structural (patriarchal) relations are acknowledged, but not analysed in radical feminism’s reliance on the experiences, behaviours and perceptions of ‘women’.  As Sandra Harding notes, the essential and universal ‘man’, long the focus of feminist critiques, has merely been replaced here with the essential and universal ‘woman’.  And indeed, that notion of ‘woman’ not only ignores important differences amongst women, but it also reproduces exactly the stereotypical vision of women and men, masculine and feminine, that has been produced under patriarchy.  Those women who do not fit the mould – who, for example, take up arms in military struggle – are quickly dismissed as expressing ‘negative’ or ‘inauthentic’ feminine values (the same accusation is more rarely made against men).  In this way, it comes as no surprise when mainstream IR theorists such as Robert Reohane happily embrace the tenets of radical feminism.  It requires little in the way of re-thinking or movement from accepted and comfortable assumptions about stereotypes.  Radical feminists find themselves defending the same account of women as nurturing, pacifist, submissive mothers as men do under patriarchy, anti-feminists and the New Right.  As some writers suggest, this in itself should give feminists pause to reconsider this position.

*Note- their Enriquez ’99 evidence is chalk full of warrants- “The same experiences continue to haunt our women.”, “The impact to women of sexual exploitation is hardly healed by time”. Best warrant- this hurts women p

Second, the instances the affirmative describes only victimize women into fitting into the patriarchal epistemology- the alternative solves.

Robert O. Keohane (Professor of Government at Harvard University) 1989, “International Relations Theory: Contributions of a Feminist Standpoint,” Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 18, No.2, pp. 245-253.
Nevertheless, emphasising the victimisation of women by 'the patriarchal state' or 'the interstate system' provides only limited insights into international relations. Some analysts succumb to the temptation to discuss. in sweeping terms. 'the patriarchal state' or 'the war system' without making distinctions among states or international systems. To do so commits the analytical error of reifying a stylised 'patriarchal state' or 'war system'. Furthermore, excoriating universal repression seems to lead more toward moralising about its iniquity than toward the analysis of sources of variation in its incidence. At a descriptive level, a valuable contribution of feminist empiricism would be to document the extent to which the interstate system depends on the under-rewarded labour of women or on gendered structures of society that disadvantage women. One can ask, as Cynthia Enloe has started to do, to what extent the interstate system is dependent on gendered roles (diplomat, soldier and so forth) that sharply differentiate, by gender, public and private realms.21 More ambitiously. feminist empiricism could seek to explore the conditions under which repression of women is more or less severe: what types of states, and ofinternational systems, have more adverse consequences for women's lives than others. To make a major impact on thinking about international relations, however, it will not be sufficient explicitly to point out that women have been marginalised in the state, and in interstate politics. This reality is well-known, even if conventional international relations theory has tended to ignore it. Feminist empiricism will be most significant, it seems to me, if it is used in conjunction with feminist standpoint reconceptualisations to re-examine central concepts of international relations theory by asking about their values for empirical research. Feminist empiricism, guided by feminist reconceptualisation, could go beyond the question of the role of women in international relations' to a critical analysis ofthe extent to which contemporary international relations theory helps us to understand what is happening in world politics today.

RT – Prostitution

First, the aff universalizes the weaker as feminine and the powerful as masculine- this creates a dichotomy used to make woman conform to the patriarchal epistemology

Witworth, prof of political science and female studies @ York U, 94 (Feminism and International Relations, pg 20, 1994)

Even when not concerned with mothering as such, much of the politics that emerge from radical feminism within IR depend on a ‘re-thinking’ from the perspective of women.  What is left unexplained is how simply thinking differently will alter the material realities of relations of domination between men and women.  Structural (patriarchal) relations are acknowledged, but not analysed in radical feminism’s reliance on the experiences, behaviours and perceptions of ‘women’.  As Sandra Harding notes, the essential and universal ‘man’, long the focus of feminist critiques, has merely been replaced here with the essential and universal ‘woman’.  And indeed, that notion of ‘woman’ not only ignores important differences amongst women, but it also reproduces exactly the stereotypical vision of women and men, masculine and feminine, that has been produced under patriarchy.  Those women who do not fit the mould – who, for example, take up arms in military struggle – are quickly dismissed as expressing ‘negative’ or ‘inauthentic’ feminine values (the same accusation is more rarely made against men).  In this way, it comes as no surprise when mainstream IR theorists such as Robert Reohane happily embrace the tenets of radical feminism.  It requires little in the way of re-thinking or movement from accepted and comfortable assumptions about stereotypes.  Radical feminists find themselves defending the same account of women as nurturing, pacifist, submissive mothers as men do under patriarchy, anti-feminists and the New Right.  As some writers suggest, this in itself should give feminists pause to reconsider this position.

Second, the instances the affirmative describes only victimize women into fitting into the same patriarchal epistemology- the alternative solves.

Robert O. Keohane (Professor of Government at Harvard University) 1989, “International Relations Theory: Contributions of a Feminist Standpoint,” Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 18, No.2, pp. 245-253.
Nevertheless, emphasising the victimisation of women by 'the patriarchal state' or 'the interstate system' provides only limited insights into international relations. Some analysts succumb to the temptation to discuss. in sweeping terms. 'the patriarchal state' or 'the war system' without making distinctions among states or international systems. To do so commits the analytical error of reifying a stylised 'patriarchal state' or 'war system'. Furthermore, excoriating universal repression seems to lead more toward moralising about its iniquity than toward the analysis of sources of variation in its incidence. At a descriptive level, a valuable contribution of feminist empiricism would be to document the extent to which the interstate system depends on the under-rewarded labour of women or on gendered structures of society that disadvantage women. One can ask, as Cynthia Enloe has started to do, to what extent the interstate system is dependent on gendered roles (diplomat, soldier and so forth) that sharply differentiate, by gender, public and private realms.21 More ambitiously. feminist empiricism could seek to explore the conditions under which repression of women is more or less severe: what types of states, and ofinternational systems, have more adverse consequences for women's lives than others. To make a major impact on thinking about international relations, however, it will not be sufficient explicitly to point out that women have been marginalised in the state, and in interstate politics. This reality is well-known, even if conventional international relations theory has tended to ignore it. Feminist empiricism will be most significant, it seems to me, if it is used in conjunction with feminist standpoint reconceptualisations to re-examine central concepts of international relations theory by asking about their values for empirical research. Feminist empiricism, guided by feminist reconceptualisation, could go beyond the question of the role of women in international relations' to a critical analysis ofthe extent to which contemporary international relations theory helps us to understand what is happening in world politics today.

SS – Prostitution (Japan and SoKo)

First, the aff universalizes the weaker as feminine and the powerful as masculine- this creates a dichotomy used to make woman conform to the patriarchal epistemology

Witworth, prof of political science and female studies @ York U, 94 (Feminism and International Relations, pg 20, 1994)

Even when not concerned with mothering as such, much of the politics that emerge from radical feminism within IR depend on a ‘re-thinking’ from the perspective of women.  What is left unexplained is how simply thinking differently will alter the material realities of relations of domination between men and women.  Structural (patriarchal) relations are acknowledged, but not analysed in radical feminism’s reliance on the experiences, behaviours and perceptions of ‘women’.  As Sandra Harding notes, the essential and universal ‘man’, long the focus of feminist critiques, has merely been replaced here with the essential and universal ‘woman’.  And indeed, that notion of ‘woman’ not only ignores important differences amongst women, but it also reproduces exactly the stereotypical vision of women and men, masculine and feminine, that has been produced under patriarchy.  Those women who do not fit the mould – who, for example, take up arms in military struggle – are quickly dismissed as expressing ‘negative’ or ‘inauthentic’ feminine values (the same accusation is more rarely made against men).  In this way, it comes as no surprise when mainstream IR theorists such as Robert Reohane happily embrace the tenets of radical feminism.  It requires little in the way of re-thinking or movement from accepted and comfortable assumptions about stereotypes.  Radical feminists find themselves defending the same account of women as nurturing, pacifist, submissive mothers as men do under patriarchy, anti-feminists and the New Right.  As some writers suggest, this in itself should give feminists pause to reconsider this position.

Second, the instances the affirmative describes only victimize women into fitting into the same patriarchal epistemology- the alternative solves.

Robert O. Keohane (Professor of Government at Harvard University) 1989, “International Relations Theory: Contributions of a Feminist Standpoint,” Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 18, No.2, pp. 245-253.
Nevertheless, emphasising the victimisation of women by 'the patriarchal state' or 'the interstate system' provides only limited insights into international relations. Some analysts succumb to the temptation to discuss. in sweeping terms. 'the patriarchal state' or 'the war system' without making distinctions among states or international systems. To do so commits the analytical error of reifying a stylised 'patriarchal state' or 'war system'. Furthermore, excoriating universal repression seems to lead more toward moralising about its iniquity than toward the analysis of sources of variation in its incidence. At a descriptive level, a valuable contribution of feminist empiricism would be to document the extent to which the interstate system depends on the under-rewarded labour of women or on gendered structures of society that disadvantage women. One can ask, as Cynthia Enloe has started to do, to what extent the interstate system is dependent on gendered roles (diplomat, soldier and so forth) that sharply differentiate, by gender, public and private realms.21 More ambitiously. feminist empiricism could seek to explore the conditions under which repression of women is more or less severe: what types of states, and ofinternational systems, have more adverse consequences for women's lives than others. To make a major impact on thinking about international relations, however, it will not be sufficient explicitly to point out that women have been marginalised in the state, and in interstate politics. This reality is well-known, even if conventional international relations theory has tended to ignore it. Feminist empiricism will be most significant, it seems to me, if it is used in conjunction with feminist standpoint reconceptualisations to re-examine central concepts of international relations theory by asking about their values for empirical research. Feminist empiricism, guided by feminist reconceptualisation, could go beyond the question of the role of women in international relations' to a critical analysis ofthe extent to which contemporary international relations theory helps us to understand what is happening in world politics today.

Fem K 1NC – Prostitution (1/2)

<<<<< Insert Prostitution Link(s) >>>>>

This turns the case- the logic of patriarchy can only end in total annihilation
Betty Reardon, Director of the Peace Education Program at Teacher's College Columbia University, 93, “Women and Peace: Feminist Visions of Global Security,” p. 30-2

A clearly visible element in the escalating tensions among militarized nations is the macho posturing and the patriarchal ideal of dominance, not parity, which motivates defense ministers and government leaders to "strut their stuff" as we watch with increasing horror. Most men in our patriarchal culture are still acting out old patterns that are radically inappropriate for the nuclear age. To prove dominance and control, to distance one's character from that of women, to survive the toughest violent initiation, to shed the sacred blood of the hero, to collaborate with death in order to hold it at bay-all of these patriarchal pressures on men have traditionally reached resolution in ritual fashion on the battlefield. But there is no longer any battlefield. Does anyone seriously believe that if a nuclear power were losing a crucial, large-scale conventional war it would refrain from using its multiple-warhead nuclear missiles because of some diplomatic agreement? The military theater of a nuclear exchange today would extend, instantly or eventually, to all living things, all the air, all the soil, all the water. If we believe that war is a "necessary evil," that patriarchal assumptions are simply "human nature," then we are locked into a lie, paralyzed. The ultimate result of unchecked terminal patriarchy will be nuclear holocaust. The causes of recurrent warfare are not biological. Neither are they solely economic. They are also a result of patriarchal ways of thinking, which historically have generated considerable pressure for standing armies to be used. (Spretnak 1983) These cultural tendencies have produced our current crisis of a highly militarized, violent world that in spite of the decline of the cold war and the slowing of the military race between the superpowers is still staring into the abyss of nuclear disaster, as described by a leading feminist in an address to the Community Aid Abroad State Convention, Melbourne, Australia: These then are the outward signs of militarism across the world today: weapons-building and trading in them; spheres of influence derived from their supply; intervention-both overt and covert; torture; training of military personnel, and supply of hardware to, and training of police; the positioning of military bases on foreign soil; the despoilation of the planet; 'intelligence' networks; the rise in the number of national security states; more and more countries coming under direct military rule; the militarization of diplomacy, and the interlocking and the international nature of the military order which even defines the major rifts in world politics. (Shelly 1983)

It’s not enough to add women and stir – vote negative to fundamentally alter the way we approach international relations

Laura Sjoberg, assistant prof of political science @ University of Florida, 2008, "The Norm of Tradition: Gender Subordination and Women's Exclusion in International Relations”, p. 177-178. 
If what is “traditional” is endogenous, then the problem of women’s underrepresentation is structural rather than incidental. To argue that the problem is structural is to argue that adding women to the ranks of our faculties, our tenure rolls, and our journals is insufficient to redress women’s subordination. Even if women were numerically “equal” to men in terms of their participation and rank in the profession, they would still be participating in a men’s world. Nancy Hirschmann explains that “one cannot merely add women’s experience to the dominant discourse because the two utilize different ontological and epistemological frameworks” (1989, 1242). Maybe women’s experiences in life also color their preference for nonmainstream theories. I am not saying that there is one “woman’s perspective” or that all women necessarily have something in common (except, perhaps, some experience of gender subordination). But gender subordination is rampant throughout the world and even in the United States. J. Ann Tickner argues that women’s marginality in life helps them to see women’s marginality specifically and political marginality more generally in scholarship. This argument would help explain the difference of chosen areas of study. The argument is essentially that subordination alters perspective (Pettman 1996; Tickner 2001). Catharine MacKinnon argues that differences between women and men in task, perspective, and even physicality are the result of gender subordination rather than its cause, because subordinated people have different tasks and see the world differently (MacKinnon 1989). The incompleteness of gender subordination accounts for the exceptions, while the fact of gender subordination accounts for the norm. Spike Peterson argues that “the femininity and masculinity that inform our identification as women and men have pervasive implications for the lives we lead and the world(s) in which we live” (1999, 37).

Fem K 1NC – Prostitution (2/2)
The current system deems military prostitution as a woman’s problem, feminist international relations solves.
J. Ann Tickner (professor of international relations at USC) 2001, Gendering World Politics. Pp. 143.

While IR feminists have employed ethnographic methods, often with these emancipatory goals in mind, they are not using ethnography only to narrate and understand people's lives at the local level. IR feminists provide multilevel, mutually constituted constructions. Importantly, their investigations link everyday experiences with wider regional and global political and economic structures and processes. As discussed in chapter 2, Moon's work demonstrates that military prostitution is not simply a women's issue, but a matter of national security and international politics. The challenge of her work is to analyze the interaction between foreign governments and among governments and local groups." This type of understanding may reveal possibilities for social change.  
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