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“Women are caught like this, too, by networks of forces and barriers that expose one to penalty, loss or contempt, whether one works outside the home or not, is on welfare or not, bears children or not, raises children or not, marries or not, stays married or not, is heterosexual, lesbian, both, or neither. Economic necessity; confinement to racial and/or sexual job ghettos; sexual harassment; sex discrimination; pressures of competing expectations and judgments about women, wives and mothers (in the society at large, in racial and ethnic subcultures, and in one’s own mind); dependence (full or partial) on husbands, parents or the state; commitment to political ideas; loyalties to racial or ethnic or other “minority” groups; the demands of self-respect and responsibilities to others. Each of these factors exists in complex tension with every other, penalizing or prohibiting all of the apparently available options. And nipping at one’s heels, always, is the endless pack of little things. If one dresses one way, one is subject to the assumption that one is advertising one’s sexual availability; if one dresses another way, one appears to “not care about oneself” or to be “unfeminine.” If one uses “strong language,” one invites categorization as a whore or slut; if one does not, one invites categorization as a “lady” – one too delicately constituted to cope with robust speech or the realities to which is presumably refers. ”The experience of oppressed people is that the living of one’s life is confined and shaped by forces and barriers which are not accidental or occasional and hence avoidable, but are systematically related to each other in such a way as to catch one between and among them and restrict or penalize motion in any direction. It is the experience of being caged in: all avenues, in every direction, are blocked or booby trapped. Cages. Consider a birdcage. If you look very closely at just one wire in the cage, you cannot see the other wires. If your conception of what is before you is determined by this myopic focus, you could look at that one wire, up and down the length of it, and unable to see why a bird would not just fly around the wire any time it wanted to go somewhere. Furthermore, even if one day at a time, you myopically inspected every wire, you still could not see why a bird would have trouble going past the wires to get anywhere. There is no physical property of any one wire, nothing that the closest scrutiny could discover, that will reveal how a bird could be inhibited or harmed by it except in the most accidental way. It is only when you step back, stop looking at the wires one by one, microscopically and take a macroscopic view of the whole cage, that you can see why the bird does not go anywhere; and then you will see it in a moment. It will require no great subtlety of mental powers. It is perfectly obvious that the bird is surrounded by a network of systematically related barriers, no one of which would be the least hindrance to its flight, but which, by their relations to each other, are as confining as the solid walls of a dungeon.” (1.15)
 [Frye, Marilyn. Former professor of philosophy at Michigan State University and feminist theoriest “The Politics of Reality: essays in feminist theory”. Crossing Press. 1983.]

The resolution asks us a question about the specifics of “democracy.” The problem is that “democracy” has never existed. The feminine and the individuals that symbolize it are always already excluded from the political calculations of “democracy.” The nature of “democracy” is a prior question to the debate they want to have.
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[Vickers, Jill PhD, professor of political science at Carleton University. “When Women Are Allies: Can We Make ‘Women-Friendly’ Democracies Out of Patriarchal Nation-States?”. 2006.]
The millennia-long link between states and systematic male dominance (patriarchy) legitimized women’s exclusion from governing and citizenship to Enlightenment-influenced  founders of the first modern nation-states. Political theorists defended women’s exclusion  (Dahl 1989; Mendus 1992; Vickers 1997). Although women’s movements successfully  challenged their exclusion from citizenship, women’s marginalization in most democratic governments persists. This under-representation of half of each democracy’s citizens threatens democracy’s legitimacy as a just system of government because it is combined with women’s greater poverty, unemployment and physical safety. This has led many feminist theorists to declare democracy “a false faith” (Medus 1992). Carole Pateman maintains democracy never existed because women have never been “admitted as full and equal members in any country known as a ‘democracy’” (1989:210). These theorists generalize experiences in the least ‘women-friendly’, ‘old ‘democracies, especially the United States, France and the United  Kingdom. But they are silent on any lessons we might learn from more ‘women friendly’ governments. I compare ten ‘western’ democracies from to determine if the factors which lessen  women’s marginalization and make some governments more ‘women-friendly’ are unique, or if they can be replicated elsewhere. 
This makes the question of the resolution a sort of cruel joke. This thing known as democracy is, in and of itself, a form of structural violence rigged against females from the beginning because citizenship and government processes are constructed in a masculine light, and everything else follows from that construction. The foundation of the political is in the social, so all change must begin in a restructured view of social relations

Mazurana and McKay 01

[Mazurana, Dyan associate research professor at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy; Tufts University research director of gender, youth and community at the Fenstein International Center; Cathy Cohen Lasry visiting professor of comparative genocide studies at the Strassler Center for Holocaust and Genocide Studies. McKay, Susan professor of gender and women’s studies at the University of Wyoming. “Women, Girls, and Structural Violence: A Global Analysis”. Pg 130-138ish. Peace, Conflict & Violence. 2001.]

Politics and legal systems in non-democratic countries often maintain and perpetuate structural, as well as direct, violence. Consequently, many liberation struggles are fought to enact changes towards democratic systems. With the collapse of the Eastern Bloc and the Soviet Union, and struggles for independence and justice throughout Africa and Latin America, the world has recently seen an unprecedented number of emerging democracies. Unfortunately, democratic systems also have ways of perpetuating structural violence, wherein women and minorities are particularly impacted. Despite the potential of democratic governance, patriarchal structural violence is often embedded in democracy. In the eighteenth century, democracy meant not merely a form of government but a principle of social equality (Arblaster, 1987). However, even the most vocal advocates of social equality in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries could only ever conceive of equality among propertied white men. Indeed, “it was their interests that government had been created to serve,” and the idea that men could and should represent women was widely accepted and promoted (Phillips, 1992, p. 25). Citizenship was created in the male image. Even today, democracy as a political ideology too often normalizes the male image as “citizen” and encourages other to deny aspects of themselves to conform to some unitary norm, which itself was never gender-neutral. For example, many South African feminists working in the early 1990s to reconstruct their nation were acutely aware that “the universal standing in society which we have been fighting for is that of a ‘being with masculine characteristics engaging in masculine activities” (Bazilli, 1991, p. 11). Clearly, the gendering of democracy and citizenship must be on the agenda if women are to truly benefit from democratic systems of governance. The male bias inherent in (patriarchal) democracy has led to forms of patriarchal structural violence that relegate “women’s issues” to the “private” realm where they become “private matters” that the state does not address. This bias is perhaps nowhere clearer than in the issue of domestic violence, where male bias greatly impairs the ability of police, judges, and lawmakers from recognizing the violent behavior in the family. “The view that ‘as a family matter’ battery is less important, is based on men’s, not women’s perceptions” (Murray & O’Reagan, 1991, p. 45). The multiple forms of domestic violence that women suffer have profound physical and psychological effects (Herman, 1992; Kelly, 1993), prompting international calls for domestic violence to be recognized as a form of torture (Copelon, 1993). Governmental support of patriarchal structural violence through its attention to “private” matters is apparent throughout the world. Until 1991, the murder of a wife in Brazil was legal – it was considered an honor killing and was done to preserve the family’s honor because of a woman’s transgression. In many areas of the world, men are free to rape their wives with no threat of legal repercussion (Metrus, 1995). Other examples of government-sponsored patriarchal structural violence include laws and systems that condone particular forms of violence against women, deny women control over their bodies, provide no assistance with child care and maternity leave, make no attempt to remedy child support defaults, and fail to provide unemployment protection to women who work within the “private” realm in domestic service or farm work (Waring 1988; Murray & O’Reagan, 1991). Because governments rarely address patriarchal structural violence or fight for women’s rights, progress for women is largely made by women working for the recognition and enforcement of women’s reights. As a result, in countries such as Australia, Brazil, Britain, Columbia, India, Sri Lanka, and the United States, violence against women in the home has been identified and some forms of it criminalized (Fineman & Mykitiuk, 1994). Women must actively participate in creating, executing, and enforcing the laws (Zama, 1991). Feminists continually acknowledge the necessary steps between theory and practice, urging that action must follow critiques and recommendations. A law may concede a right to freedom from violence, decent health care, legal representation, a clean environment, or a living wage, but if the state refuses to fund or enforce these politics then the right exists only on paper (Bazilli, 1991). The question then becomes, to what extent do women  have access to, and control over, the state, its policies, [and] laws, and coffers? Relative to the proportion of the population they comprise, women are consistently underrepresented, not absent from positions of political power, all over the world. For example, only recently has women’s representation at the national level in the United States climbed to 11 percent, ranking it will below Seychelles (46 percent), Finland (39 percent), Norway (36 percent), Sweden (34 percent), Cuba (23 percent), China (21 percent), and others, and about on par with Angola (15 percent), and Italy (13 percent), both of whose proportions of women in parliament recently fell by 5 percent to reach these numbers. In Australia, Costa Rica, and Greece, as elsewhere, when women are elected and given cabinet posts, their appointments tend to be in the more feminized (and devalued) arenas of family or community concerns, and not in the more masculinized, powerful, and prestigious 
departments of finance, treasury, foreign affairs, and defense (Watson, 1990). Such consistent underrepresentation of women in the upper-levels of government cannot be accidental (Phillips, 1991). Likewise, in the newly democratic nations of East Central Europe, “women’s citizenship rights are deemed to be of secondary importance in the current democratization process” (Einhorn, 1993, p. 149). Not only are women forced to take a back seat, but the total number of women in governmental positions is dramatically decreasing because there are no longer party quotas that specify how many women should hold office. In former socialist parliaments, where women once occupied up to 30 percent of the seats, they now hold as little as 7 percent in the new democratic parliaments as a result, women are almost completely invisible at the highest levels of government, and at the parliamentary level little discussion takes place about the protection or enhancement of women’s rights (Einhorn, 1993; Renne, 1997). The exclusion of women from national decision-making bodies is a form of patriarchy. The men who benefit from their monopoly on power often meet challenges to the status quo of government power with strong resistance. For example, the women’s movement in India has been pushing for a bill to set a quota of 30 percent for women’s representation at the national level. On July 15, 1998, it appeared the bill’s supporters had the two-thirds majority needed to pass, and supportive women members of parliament (MPs) attempted to bring it to a vote. Opposing male [members of parliament] MPs caused such disruptions, including grabb[ed]ing the bill from the speaker’s hand and [tore] tearing it up, that the seaker shelved it for a later vote. Supporters of the bill protested, and failing, tried to have a date set for the bill to be reintroduced ,but the speaker would not recognize the women MPs. When a male MP supporter tried to push the case, he was beaten by opposing male [parliament members] MPs, removed from the floor by security officers, and taken away bleeding in an ambulance (Sullivan, 1998). In this case and others, supporters of a patriarchal status quo literally fight to keep women out. Electing women who will strive for women’s empowerment by dismantling patriarchal structures and effectively participate in government is a necessary, though not sufficient, condition. Male bias in political structures also perpetuates obstacles to women’s political involvement based on access to and control of wealth, sexual divisions of labor in the household, divisions of “public” and “private,” and a lack of governmental programs to support working mothers. In the highest levels of government, such obstacles include, but are not limited to, working hours, the conditions of assemblies and councils and, particularly in the United States, the financial burden of running for election (where the average U.S. Senate seat now costs five million dollars). Discrimination that limits women from political participation is a form of patriarchal structural violence against women, and these barriers should be addressed and removed by the state. While governmental efforts are critical, the civil and domestic spheres must be challenged as well. Because constraints on women’s political activity result from psychosocial, economic, and political structures, equal representation in legislature or parliament without considerable transformation in social relations is impossible (Phillips, 1991). 

Rather than follow the resolution’s unquestioning acceptance of the norm of democracy and the masculine trends it protects,
I advocate that as a prerequisite to evaluating any specific of democracy, the judge and all in the room must first “take a metaphorical step back” to see all wires of the bird cage and understand the hegemonic structures in work to liberate the feminine discourse which has always been marginalized and excluded.. 
The way we view the world and its connection to both the masculine and the feminine is directly dependent upon how we speak about these issues. Metaphor has the power to undermine hegemonic structures and restructure the social through the act of experience taking.
Kaufman 12

[Kaufman, Geoff F Postdoctoral researcher in psychology; PhD and MA in psychology from Ohio State University and BA in psychology from Carnegie Mellon University Libby, Lisa K Associate professor of psychology at Ohio State University. “ChangingBeliefs and Behavior Through Experience-Taking.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. PsycArticles.  2012.]

The present findings define experience-taking [is defined] as a mechanism by which narratives can 
AND

and the lives we lead in the worlds of narratives.
This is the only way to prevent violence as a product of the ideology of the resolution. The idea of a single, definable, static political, or a single, static idea of “democracy” is exactly what led to the marginalization of women and the minority Other in the first place. Failure to question the language and intent of the resolution results in xenophjobic violence and domination
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[Junn, Jane associate professor of political science at Rutgers. “Women Transforming Politics: An Alternative Reader – Assimilating or Coloring Participation? Gender, Race, and Democratic Political Participation”. Pg 387ish. NYU Press. 1997.]

the justification of more participation works if and only if two critical assumptions are met. First, more participation can help eradicate the ideology of domination only if the structures and institutions of democracy are indeed neutral. That is, for democracy to be better with more participation, the process itself must not favor some group or ideology. Second, more participation can help eradicate the ideology of domination only if the common understanding of agency and citizenship is fluid; the conception of democracy cannot uphold some a priori static definition of the model citizen. Competing visions of citizenship must be recognized and embraced, and the construction of the meaning of political being must reflect the composition of all within the political community, including those who differ systematically from the already existing cultural norm. As such, democracy cannot require assimilation to the current model; rather, the conception of the democratic citizen must itself be colored by the diversity of the population. Why are these two assumptions necessary in order for more participation to be good? If either assumption [this] is not met, more participation works in exactly the opposite direction from which it is intended. Instead of eradicating domination, more participation amid structures and institutions of democracy that replicate the already existing domination in society and economy will only reinforce and legitimate it. likewise, more participation in a polity where norms are constructed from a static conception of the political being forces groups who are different to choose between assimilation or existence. Instead of participation coloring democracy with a range of shades of diversity, the static understanding of agency and citizenship requires assimilating to the already existing norm. Thus, if either assumption of neutrality or fluidity is violated, more participation will reinforce and legitimate, rather than eradicate, domination as it already exists. One way to evaluate the extent to which these assumptions are realistic in the United States is to examine data about the “actually existing democracy.” Women, especially women of color, need look no further than our own experiences in political, social, and economic life to illustrate the fallacy of both of the assumptions. As Audre Lorde observed, “the master’s tools will never dismantle the master’s house.” Insofar as it is true that neither neutrality nor fluidity is present in American democracy, more participation by women – and in particular, more political activity among women of color – will not necessarily have its intended consequences.
To win their fairness or education impacts they must weigh them against the marginalization of the feminine; the only way to reflect on and reduce the causes and consequences of structural violence is to engage in conversation about such problems. Abstract debate about the resolution or a plan for some government policy does nothing. Further, having a values debate before recognizing the importance of structural violence is moot because structural violence causes us to divide others into categories that are worthy and unworthy of our values, making them meaningless.
Winter and Leighton 
Deborah DuNann Winter and Dana C. Leighton. Winter: Psychologist that specializes in Social Psych, Counseling Psych, Historical and Contemporary Issues, Peace Psychology. Leighton: PhD graduate student in the Psychology Department at the University of Arkansas. Knowledgable in the fields of social psychology, peace psychology, and ustice and intergroup responses to transgressions of justice) (Peace, conflict, and violence: Peace psychology in the 21st century. Pg 4-5)

Finally, to recognize the operation of structural violence forces us to ask questions AND
 and normal social cognition) which feed structural violence, can also be used to empower citizens to reduce it.
This is specifically true in the context of patricharchy. The masculine fantasy is self-justifying and it is our compliance that allows it to live on. It’s the 21st century – issues of structural violence against female bodies still exist for a reason, and that is because they are hidden. To have any effect we must shake up the system, refuse to participate, and dismantle it.
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[Lazar, Michelle M. Associate professor of English language & literature at National University ofSingapore. “Feminist Critical Discourse Analysis: Articulating a Feminist Discourse Praxis”. Critical Discourse Studies Vol 4 Issue 2. Taylor & Francis.  2007.]

To claim that patriarchal gender ideology is structural is to say that it is enacted and renewed in a society's AND
government (Lazar, 1993, 2000), and various professional and organizational settings (Ehrlich,2001; Walsh, 2001; West, 1990; Wodak, 2005).

This is why my impacts come first. Patriarchy in the realm of the social sets the foundation for governmental systems grounded in masculine representations. It lies at the root cause of all forms of violence, totalitarianism, and exclusion, threatening humanity itself
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[Crane, Samantha JD. “Book Review: The Deepening Darkness: Patriarchy, Resistance, & Democracy’s Future”. Harvard Law School. 2009.]
Gilligan and Richards’s thesis is ambitious. Drawing on an analysis of history, psychology, and literature, the authors argue that patriarchal norms in the private sphere, such as sexual repression and family hierarchy, are the mechanisms by which patriarchy’s more public manifestations, such as violence and social inequalities, are perpetuated.2  Thus, patriarchy is not merely a matter of inequality between the sexes, but rather a broad-reaching social mechanism that perpetuates other social and political inequalities, and stifles dissenting calls for equality.3  Prospective autocrats, from Augustus Caesar to the Catholic Church to domineering fathers across societies, achieve moral dominion over others by breaking up loving relationships, especially those that are sexual in nature.4  These traumatic breaks have two related consequences. First, individuals suffer emotional disruption, including alienation from one’s own voice and memory, and loss of the ability to empathize with others. This alienation is “covered” by identification with the abuser—be it the State, the Church, or the father—and its value system,5 a loss of ethical independence that the authors refer to as “moral slavery.”6 The disruption and identification with those in power prime individuals for life within an autocratic, militaristic, and male-dominated society: their loyalty to the state and loss of ethical independence makes them ideal soldiers, stifles any dissenting voice they may have, and enables them to perpetuate their condition by sacrificing their own children to the same traumatic process.7  Moreover, patriarchal norms themselves favor autocracy over democracy—democracy “defines legitimate politics in terms of the equal voice of those subject to political power,” whereas patriarchy favors hierarchical structures that deny and suppress resisting voices.8 The Deepening Darkness takes care to frame patriarchy as a political issue, rather than merely as a domestic or personal one, that harms both men and women. For example, Gilligan and Richards stress that “[i]t is important to take seriously the suffering that patriarchy inflicts on men as well as women, in particular, highly sensitive, ethically demanding men who experience sex under its terms as lacking the companionship they associate with friendship and the affection of equals.”9  Gilligan and Richards’s feminist project is not simply about increasing women’s power (at the implicit expense of men), but about more profoundly altering how power works in society. Despite the passion with which the authors denounce patriarchy, their theory is refreshingly situationist:10 the root of violence, totalitarianism, and unfair discrimination lies not in the scheming minds of an evil misogynist, racist, totalitarian cabal, they claim, but in trauma caused by social institutions, particularly the “Love Laws” that “constrain whom and how much we may love.”11 Thus, the book’s treatment of some of the architects of patriarchal norms and institutions, from Augustus to Mussolini, is very humanizing.
