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Chapter 9 
 

Feminism 
 
JACQUI TRUE 
 
 
 
Breaking with the powerful bond among manly men, states and war, feminist theories 
of international relations have proliferated since the early 1990s. These theories have 
introduced gender as a relevant empirical category and analytical tool for 
understanding global power relations as well as a normative position from which to 
construct alternative world orders. Together with a range of new perspectives on 
world politics, including postmodernism, constructivism, critical theory and green 
politics, feminist theories have contested the power and knowledge of mainstream 
realist and liberal International Relations. Like these other contemporary theories, 
feminism shifts the study of international relations away from a singular focus on 
inter-state relations toward a comprehensive analysis of transnational actors and 
structures and their transformations in global politics. Arguably, the political rupture 
created by the magnitude and significance of the events of September 11, 2001 has 
given new impetus to feminist perspectives on international relations. With their focus 
on non-state actors, marginalized peoples and alternative conceptualizations of power, 
feminist perspectives bring fresh thinking and action in the post-9/11 decentred and 
uncertain world. 

Until relatively recently, the field of International Relations studied the causes 
of war and conflict and the global expansion of trade and commerce with no 
particular reference to people. Indeed the use of abstract categories such as `the state', 
`the system', strategic security discourses such as nuclear deterrence and positivist 
research approaches effectively removed people as agents embedded in social and 
historical contexts from theories of international relations. This is ironic since the 
scholarly field emerged, following the end of the First World War, to democratize 
foreign policy making and empower people as citizen-subjects rather than mere 
objects of elite statecraft (Hill 1999). So where does the study of people called 
`women'  and `men'  or the social construction of masculine and feminine 
genders fit within International Relations? How is the international system and the 
International Relations field gendered? To what extent do feminist perspectives help 
us to explain, understand 
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and improve international relations? This chapter explores these questions as they have 
been addressed by a diverse range of feminist scholars in and outside the IR field. 

The chapter starts with a brief overview of the development of feminist 
International Relations. It differentiates three overlapping forms of feminist International 
Relations that represent a useful heuristic for discussing the varied contributions to the 
field. These are: (1) empirical feminism, that focuses on women and/or explores gender 
as an empirical dimension of international relations; (2) analytical feminism, that uses 
gender as a theoretical category to reveal the gender bias of International Relations 
concepts and explain constitutive aspects of international relations; and (3) normative 
feminism, that reflects on the process of theorizing as part of a normative agenda for 
social and political change. These forms do not prefigure or suggest any particular 
feminist epistemology. For example, Berman's (2003) analysis of the way in which 
European states secure their borders through anti-sex trafficking policies is an example of 
an empirical feminist approach using a poststructuralist epistemology. Empirical, 
analytical and normative feminist approaches that challenge the assumptions of 
mainstream International Relations and help to construct new theories of global politics 
are discussed in the second, third and fourth sections of the chapter. 

Since the 1980s, feminist International Relations scholars have offered fresh and 
intriguing insights on global politics. International relations have had great significance 
for patterns of gender relations, just as gender dynamics have influenced global processes 
of militarization and economic globalization, for instance. Following on the wave of the 
worldwide feminist revolution, Cynthia Enloe dared to suggest that `the personal which is 
political' is also, quite likely, `international'. In Bananas, Beaches and Bases (1989), she 
exposed how international politics frequently involves intimate relationships, personal 
identities and private lives. These informal politics are altogether less transparent than the 
stuff of official politics and they are typically ignored by International Relations scholars. 
Taking the view from below, feminists have sought to demonstrate that gender relations 
are integral to international relations. Diplomatic wives smooth over the workings of 
power among states and statesmen; opaque but trustworthy marital contracts facilitate 
transnational money laundering and sex trafficking; global Icons such as C1os1mholilatr 
conquer foreign cultures and prepare them for the onslaught of Western capitalism; and 
women and men organize in kitchens, churches and kin-communities to overthrow 
authoritarian regimes and make peace in the face of brutal conflict (Cockburn 1998; True 
2003). 

Focusing on politics at the margins dispels the assumption that power is what 
comes out of the barrel of a gun or ensues from the declarations 
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of world leaders. Indeed, feminist efforts to reinterpret power suggest that 
International Relations scholars have underestimated the pervasiveness of power and 
precisely what it takes, at every level and every day, to reproduce a grossly uneven 
and hierarchical world order (Enloe 1997). Feminist reconceptualizations of power 
and attention to the margins of global politics could seriously help International 
Relations scholars to~ recognize and comprehend new political phenomena such as 
the antisystemic acts of the 9/11 martyrs and transnational terrorism in general. 
A first generation of feminist International Relations in the late 1980s sought to 
challenge the conventional ontological and epistemological focus of the field by 
engaging in what was called the `third debate' among positivist and post-positivist 
International Relations scholars discussed in the previous chapters. In this debate, 
feminist scholars contested the exclusionary, state-centric and positivist nature of the 
discipline primarily at a meta-theoretical level. Many of these feminist contributions 
sought to deconstruct and subvert realism, the dominant `power politics' explanation 
of post-war International Relations. Often implicit in their concern with gender 
relations was the assumption of a feminist standpoint epistemology. Such a standpoint 
maintains that women's lives on the margins of world politics afford us a more critical 
and comprehensive understanding of international relations than the objectivist view 
of the realist theorist or foreign policy lens of the statesman since they are less 
complicit with and/or blinded by existing institutions and elite power (Keohane 
1989a: 245; Sylvester 1994a: 13; see also Harding 1986; Tickner 1992; Zalewski 
1993). 

The first-generation preoccupation with meta-theory obviously had its limits 
given feminism's normative claim to provide a radical alternative to realism (Runyan 
and Peterson 1991). As Richard Price and Christian Reus-Smit (1998: 263) argued 
`the third debate was inward looking, concerned primarily with undermining the 
foundations of dominant discourses in International Relations'. While feminist 
challenges to International Relations opened the space for critical scholarship, they 
begged the question of what a feminist perspective on world politics would look like 
substantively, and how distinctive it would be (Zalewski 1995). Seventeen years after 
the first journal in the field devoted a special issue to `women and international 
relations' (Millennium 1988) much has also been accomplished by feminist 
International Relations scholars, short of transforming the often gender-blind study of 
international relations. Most courses on International Relations theory worldwide now 
consider gender issues or feminist perspectives due to the publication of several 
exemplary texts and monographs by feminist International Relations scholars 
(Tickner 1992, 2001; Sylvester 1994a; Pettman 1996; Steans 1998; Peterson and 
Runyan 1999). Several key 
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disciplinary journals have published whole issues on the subjects of women, 
gender and feminism in international relations, and in 1999 the International 
Feminist Journal o f Politics was established to promote dialogue among scholars 
of feminism, politics and International Relations. 

A second generation of feminist research promises a new phase in the 
development of feminist International Relations. This emerging body of 
scholarship seeks to make gender a central analytic category in studies of foreign 
policy, security, global political economy through an exploration of particular 
historical and geographic contexts (Moon 1997; Chin 1998; Hooper 2000; 1'rugl 
2000; True 2003; Whitworth 2004; Stern 2005). More cautious and precise in its 
analytic use of the concept of gender, and more closely tied to developments in 
critical international theory, constructivism, post-Marxist political economy, 
feminist historical and anthropological methods, the newest feminist scholarship 
provides empirical support for first-generation challenges, while also generating 
new theoretical insight on the gendering of global politics, as the rest of the 
chapter illustrates. 
 
 
Empirical feminism 
 
Empirical feminism turns our attention to women and gender relations as empirical 
aspects of international relations. Feminist challenges to International Relations 
contend that women's lives and experiences have been, and still are, often 
excluded from the study of international relations. This sexist exclusion has 
resulted in research which presents only a partial, masculine view in a field in 
which the dominant theories claim to explain the reality of world politics 
(Halliday 1988b). Empirical feminism corrects the denial or misrepresentation of 
women in world politics due to false assumptions that male experiences can count 
for both men and women, and that women are either absent from international 
political activities or not relevant to global processes. It is not that women have 
not been present or their experiences relevant to international relations. Rather, as 
Cynthia Enloe's (1989, 1994, 2000) scholarship demonstrates, women are and have 
always been part of international relations - if we choose to see them there. 
Moreover, it is in part because women's lives and experiences have not been 
empirically researched in the context of world politics, as Grant and Newland 
(1991: 5) argue, that International Relations has been `excessively focused on 
conflict and anarchy and a way of practising statecraft and formulating strategy 
that is excessively focused on competition and fear'. Studies of the norms and 
ideas that make the reproduction of the state-system possible and of the structural 
violence (poverty, environmental 
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injustice, socio-political inequality) that underpins direct state-sanctioned violence are 
seen as secondary to the manly study of war and conflict in International Relations due to 
their association with domestic `soft' (read: feminine) politics. As a result, neo-realist and 
neo-liberal International Relations scholars theorize politics and the international realm 
`in a way that guarantees that women will be absent from their inquiry, and that their 
research agendas remain unaltered' (Steurnagel 1990: 79-80). 

Feminist research is not a form of empiricism since feminist scholars often need 
greater conceptual clarity than is necessary for theoretical critique in order to conduct 
empirical research. For instance, to make abstract concepts and relationships amenable to 
empirical exploration the feminist researcher must identify those which can be seen to 
exist and are the most important for closer study, while also developing a research 
methodology for translating and analysing them empirically (see Caprioli 2004; Ackerly, 
Stern and True forthcoming). 

Since the 1990s, empirical feminist research has taken a variety of methodological 
and substantive forms in International Relations. Studies under the rubric of `women in 
international development' (WID), and more recently gender and development (GAD), 
have documented how male bias in the development process has led to poor imple-
mentation of projects and unsatisfactory policy outcomes in terms of eradicating poverty 
and empowering communities (Newland 1988; Goetz 1991; Kardam 1991; Kabeer 1994; 
Rathergeber 1995). This scholarship makes visible the central role of women as 
subsistence producers and providers of basic needs in developing countries (Beneria 
1982; Charlton, Everett and Staudt 1989). Empirical studies reveal that the most efficient 
allocation of development assistance is often to provide women with appropriate 
agricultural technology, credit financing, education and health resources. For example, 
the United Nations (2000) estimates that while women's farming accounts for one-half of 
the food production in the developing world, it provides three-quarters of domestic food 
supply for family households. Gender sensitive researchers have found that investing in 
girls' education is one of the most cost-effective development policies, resulting in 
positive gains for a whole community by raising incomes and lowering population rates 
(see Sen 2001). 

Economic globalization has intensified social and economic polarization, both 
within and across states. Feminist scholars document how this globalization process has 
increased the world-wide inequality between men and women, with disproportionate 
numbers of women in poverty - frequently referred to as the `feminisation of poverty' - 
due to Third World debt crises, structural adjustment policies (SAPs) in the South and 
state restructuring in the North (Afshar and Dennis 1992; Sparr 1994; 
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Porter and Judd 2000). As economic policy has become increasingly governed by 
the global imperatives of export earnings, financial markets and comparative 
labour costs, states have struggled to meet their commitments to full employment 
and citizen well-being. Empirical feminist research shows how this shift from a 
largely domestic state to global market provision of services has imposed a 
disproportionate burden on women to pick up the slack of the state (Bakker 1994; 
United Nations Development Programme 1999; Marchand and Runyan 2000). 

In the global context also, a gendered international division of labour has 
emerged as migrant Third World women become a cheap and flexible source of 
labour for MNCs in free trade zones (Mitter 1986; Standing 1992; Ong 1997). 
Saskia Sassen's (1991, 1998) research shows how global cities, the nodal points 
for global financial markets and economic transactions, are dependent on a class 
of women workers. Like `intimate others' of economic globalization, domestic 
workers, typically immigrant women of colour, service the masculinized 
corporate elite in these urban centres (Boris and Prugl 1996; Stasilius and Bakan 
1997; Chin 1998; Chang and Ling 2000). Empirical feminist research reveals an 
even darker `underside' of globalization, however, in the phenomenal growth of 
sex-tourism, 'male-order' brides and transnational trafficking of women and girls 
for prostitution (Pettman 1996; Prugl and Meyer 1999; Berman 2003). For 
subordinate states in the world system, these economic activities are key sources 
of foreign exchange and national income (Jeffrey 2002; Hanochi 2003). For 
example, Chin (1998) shows how Malaysian political elites maintained the 
legitimacy of their export oriented development strategy in the 1980s and 1990s 
by importing female domestic servants from the Philippines and Indonesia. 

But women are not only victimized by the global process of structural 
change; in many cases, they are empowered by it. Feminist researchers explore 
how global capitalism shapes women's subjectivities and transforms local gender 
relations. These researchers highlight how new credit and employment 
opportunities have brought cultural changes in the lives of poor women in rural, 
developing areas (Gibson, Law and McKay 2001). Naila Kabeer (1994), for 
example, has investigated how changing material incentives provided by the re-
siting of TNCs' garment production, opened up possibilities for young 
Bangladeshi women to make a better living and at the same time to challenge 
patriarchal gender arrangements. Jacqui True (2003) shows how the spread of 
global consumption, culture and information after the end of communism has 
enabled Czech women to create new feminist identities. 

Feminist empirical studies reveal the gendered construction of interna-
tional organizations (IOs) which to an even greater extent than national 
institutions are dominated by elite men (Prugl and Meyer 1999). Gender 
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mainstreaming initiatives have allowed more women to join their policy making ranks 
(True and Mintrom 2001). For instance, women now head many of the United 
Nations' agencies, including the World Health Organisation (WHO), the United 
Nations Children's Fund, the Office of the High Commissioner for Refugees, the 
World Food Programme and the World Population Fund. The Deputy Secretary 
General and the High Commissioner for Human Rights are also both women. Yet, as 
feminist studies point out, in institutions like the United Nations, women continue to 
be ghettoized in less powerful agencies and as secretarial helpmates, and are only 
gradually coming to have influence over the global security and development agenda 
(Pietila and Vickers 1996; Reanda 1999; Whitworth 2004). 

IOs also institutionalize gender-based policies and priorities. In her study of 
the International Labour Organization (ILO) Sandra Whitworth (1994) shows how 
assumptions about gender relations shaped ILO policies that have had discriminatory 
effects in national and international labour markets, reinforcing women's inequality. 
Catherine Hoskyns (1996) shows how women's movements in member states have 
successfully used the European Union's supranational body of equal opportunities law 
and policy to address gender disparities at the national level. Hoskyns' gender-
sensitive analysis shows how the process of European integration has had the effect of 
extending women's social citizenship rights in member states. 

In the realm of foreign policy, feminist analyses have revealed the dominant 
masculine gender of policy makers and the gendered assumption that these policy 
makers are strategically rational actors who make life and death decisions in the name 
of an abstract conception of the `national interest'. As Nancy McGlen and Meredith 
Sarkees (1993) have assessed in their study of the foreign policy and defence 
establishment, women are rarely `insiders' of the actual institutions that make and 
implement foreign policy and conduct war. In 2004, the fact that twelve women were 
foreign ministers suggests that this male dominance is undergoing some change. In 
addition, feminists analyse the persistent `gender gap' in the foreign policy beliefs of 
men and women foreign policy making elites and citizens; women leaders and 
citizens in Western states are consistently more likely to oppose the use of force in 
international actions and are typically more supportive of humanitarian interventions 
(Rosenau and Holsti 1982; Tessler, Nachtwey and Grant 1999). Attitudes toward 
gender equality and sexual liberty shape attitudes toward tolerance, human rights and 
democracy and are good predictors of more pacific attitudes to international conflict 
(Tessler and Warriner 1997). 

Feminist research shows that those states with greater gender inequality are 
also more likely to go to war or to engage in state-sanctioned violence 
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(Goldstein 2001). Domestic gender equality also reduces the likelihood that a state 
will use force first in inter-state disputes, limits the escalation of violence and 
decreases the severity of violence during international crises (Caprioli 2000; 
Caprioli and Boyer 2001). By the same token, those states that come closest to 
gender parity tend also to be more pacific in their relations, more generous aid 
donors and generally good citizens in the international realm (Regan and 
Paskeviciute 2003). However, our preoccupation with states prevents us from 
seeing the multiple non-state actors who also play significant roles in foreign-
policy making. Feminist researchers such as Enloe (1989, 2000) make visible the 
women who provide support services for military activities (domestic, 
psychological, medical and sexual). If we see militarization as a social process 
consisting of many gendered assignments that make possible those ultimate acts of 
state violence then, she argues, the official provision of sexual services on military 
bases for instance can be seen as a central factor in a foreign intervention. In Sex 
Among Allies, Katherine Moon (1997) argues that the exploitative sexual alliances 
between Korean prostitutes (kijich'on women) and US soldiers defined and 
supported the similarly unequal military alliance between the United States and 
South Korea in the post-war era. Among other things, under the Nixon Doctrine 
kijich'on women as personal ambassadors became the main indicator of Seoul's 
willingness to accommodate US military interests. 

Women are more likely to be among the group of non-state actors in global 
politics. Feminist empiricists highlight the activism of women, who are often 
marginalized, poor and vulnerable: whether in networks of sex-workers, home-
workers, mothers or civil activists, in countercultural campaigns and 
performances. As well as highlighting local activism, however, feminist 
researchers have observed new forms of cross-border solidarity and identity 
formation. In recent years, women have played key roles in the global movement 
to ban landmines, the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND), the feminist 
network protesting violence against women globally and in anti-Western terrorist 
groups (Stienstra 1994; Friedman 1995; Rupp 1997; Clark, Friedman and 
Hochstetler, 1998; Williams and Goose 1998; True and Mintrom 2001). For 
example, in two troubled conflict zones of the world, Israel/Palestine and the 
former Yugoslavia, groups known as 'Women in Black' have protested against the 
escalation of militarism, weaponry and war, and men's violence against women 
and children (Sharoni 1993; Cockburn 1998; Korac 1998; Jacohy 1999). Feminist 
researchers highlight peace activists and mothers protesting against their sons 
being conscripted in international conflicts but also female suicide bombers who 
transgress gendered social norms to take their own lives and others with them as a 
global political statement. 
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Noting how new female subjectivities create the momentum for new forms of 
collective action, feminist researchers trace the growth of transnational women's 
networks, the alliances forged between women's organizations, governments and 
inter-governmental actors, and the development of international legal and policy 
mechanisms promoting gender justice. For example, due to these alliances human 
rights instruments and global declarations increasingly acknowledge the gender 
specificity of human rights (Peters and Wolper 1995; Philapose 1996; Ackerly 
and Okin 1999; Ackerly 2000). In 1990, Amnesty International, the global 
human rights NGO recognized women's human rights by adding gender 
persecution to its list of forms of political persecution. Governments and 
international organizations have followed suit. For example, until the 1990s 
Yugoslav conflict, states and international agencies interpreted the persecution 
of women as a matter of personal privacy and cultural tradition (Rao 1995). 
However, as a result of the lobbying of transnational feminist networks and the 
widespread media coverage of rape as a specific war strategy in Yugoslavia, rape 
is now considered a war crime under the Geneva Convention Against War 
Crimes to be prosecuted by the new ICC (Niarchos 1995; Philapose 1996). 

Bringing women's lives and gender relations into view through empirical 
research has policy-relevant and material effects. Indeed, feminists argue that 
only when women are recognized as fundamental players in economic and 
political processes will they share an equal role in societal decision-making. By 
redressing the empirical neglect of women and gender relations, feminist 
scholars both improve our understanding of global politics and help to put 
women's voices and concerns on the global agenda. But in order to make gender 
an important dimension of the study of international relations, it is necessary to 
challenge the conceptual framework which has excluded women from this study 
in the first place. Empirical feminism is thus complemented by analytical 
feminism that reveals the theoretical exclusions of the International Relations 
field and seeks to revision International Relations from a gender-sensitive 
perspective. 
 
 
Analytical feminism 
 
Analytical feminism deconstructs the theoretical framework of International 
Relations, revealing the gender bias that pervades key concepts and inhibits an 
accurate and comprehensive understanding of international relations. The 
feminist concept of gender refers to the asymmetrical social constructs of 
masculinity and femininity as opposed to ostensibly `biological' male-female 
differences (although feminist 
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postmodernists contend that both sex and gender are socially constructed categories, 
see Butler 1990; Gatens 1991). The hegemonic Western brand of masculinity is 
associated with autonomy, sovereignty, the capacity for reason and objectivity and 
universalism, whereas the dominant notion of femininity is associated with the absence 
or lack of these characteristics. For example, the routine practices of militaries replicate 
these hegemonic gender identities by training soldiers both to protect `womenchildren' 
through killing and to suppress (feminine) emotions associated with bodily pain and 
caring. Military training, in Barbara Roberts' (1984) words is `socialization into 
masculinity carried to the extremes'. A common assumption is that gender identities are 
natural or `human nature' and not subject to social constitution or human agency. When 
this assumption about gender is applied to other social and political phenomena, 
however, it has political effects in terms of reproducing the status quo or existing power 
relations. As Joan Scott (1988: 48) has stated, `the binary opposition and the social 
process of gender relationships [have] both become part of the meaning of power itself' 
and, `to question or alter any aspect of it, threatens the entire system'. 

International Relations' key concepts are neither natural nor gender neutral: they 
are derived from a social and political context where masculine hegemony has been 
institutionalized. Feminist scholars argue that notions of power, sovereignty, autonomy, 
anarchy, security and the levels of analysis typology in International Relations are 
inseparable from the gender division of public and private spheres institutionalized 
within and across states. These concepts are identified specifically with masculinity and 
men's experiences and knowledge derived from an exclusive, male-dominated public 
sphere. Theorizing, as Burchill and Linklater state in the Introduction to this volume, 
(Chapter 1) is `the process by which we give meaning to an allegedly objectified world 
"out there" ' . A feminist analysis reveals International Relations' conceptual framework 
as but one, partial attempt to make sense of world politics. 

The discursive separation of domestic and international politics, together with 
the neo-realist aversion to domestic explanations for interstate relations, obscures the 
prior gendered public-private division within states and masculine aversion to the 
latter's association with emotion, subjectivity, reproduction, the body, femininity and 
women. Both mainstream and critical theories of world politics overlook this private 
sphere because it is submerged within domestic politics and state forms (Walker 1992; 
Sylvester 1994a). The ontology of mainstream International Relations theory 
conceives the private sphere like the international sphere as natural realms of disorder. 
The lower being, represented by women, the body and the anarchical system, must be 
subordinated to the higher being, represented by men, the rational mind and state 
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authority. Jean Elshtain (1992) insists that the realist narrative of International Relations, 
in particular, pivots on this public-private division and its essentialist construction of 
femininity and masculinity as the respective cause of disorder and bringer of order. 

For feminist analysts, the independence of domestic politics from international 
politics and the separation of public from private spheres cannot be the basis for a 
disciplinary boundary, since anarchy outside typically supports gender hierarchy at home 
and vice versa. Throughout modern history, for example, women have been told that they 
will receive equality with men, after the war, after liberation, after the national economy 
has been rebuilt and so on: but after all of these `outside' forces have been conquered, the 
commonplace demand is for things to go back to normal, and women to a subordinate 
place. As Cynthia Enloe (1989: 131) has observed `states depend upon particular 
constructions of the domestic and private spheres in order to foster smooth[er] 
relationships at the public/international level'. 

In spite of feminist efforts to theorize the relationships between gender, domestic 
and international politics, International Relations' conventional levels of analysis 
mystifies them by treating the individual, the state and the international system as distinct 
analytic units. This theoretical schema has become `the most influential way of 
classifying explanations of war, and indeed of organising our understanding of inter-state 
relations in general' (Walker 1987: 67). Toward the end of a relational, gender-sensitive 
theory of world politics feminist scholars deconstruct each level of analysis (Tickner 
1992; Sylvester 1994a; Peterson and True 1998). Gender analysis undermines the 
divisions between the individual, state and international system by showing how each 
level is preconditioned by an image of rational man that excludes women and femininity. 

Despite his advocacy of a systemic theory of international relations, Kenneth 
Waltz (1959: 188) frequently applies the analogy between man and the state as proof of 
the hostile reality that he observes in the anarchical system as a whole: `[a]mong men as 
among states there is no automatic adjustment of interests. In the absence of a supreme 
authority there is then the constant possibility that conflicts will be solved by force'. 
Reductionist arguments explaining international conflict through conceptions of `evil' 
human nature are frequently used in realist International Relations. Hans Morgenthau 
argued that the objective `national interest' is rooted deeply in human nature and thus, in 
the actions of statesmen (Tickner 1988). Even the neo-realist Waltz (1959: 238), who 
prefers systemic explanations, embraces Alexander Hamilton's polemic set forth in the 
Federalist Papers: `to presume a lack of hostile motives among states is to forget that 
men are ambitious, vindictive and rapacious.' The upshot of this man/state analogy for 
feminist analysis, 
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Christine Sylvester (1990) argues, is that rationality is equated with men's behaviour 
and the state as a rational actor bears a male-masculine identity. 

Feminist theorists interpret the state as the centralized, main organizer of 
gendered power, working in part through the manipulation of public and private 
spheres (Connell 1990). It is not a `coherent identity subordinate to the gaze of a 
single interpretative centre' as in neo-realist theories (Ashley 1988: 230). This notion 
reflects, rather, an idealized model of hegemonic masculinity and the patriarchal 
foundations of the state form. International Relations feminists argue that the state 
manipulates gender identities for its own internal unity and external legitimacy. Men 
are socialized to identify with constructions of masculinity which emphasize 
autonomy, male superiority, fraternity, strength, public protector roles and ultimately 
the bearing of arms. Women, on the other hand, are taught to defer, as wives and 
daughters, to the protection and stronger will of men, while providing the private 
emotional, economic and social support systems for men's war activities. Moreover, 
feminist analysts view states as implicated in a range of forms of violence against 
women. For instance, the liberal state supports violence against women through its 
stance of non-intervention in the private sphere, and its legal definition of rape from a 
male standpoint, which assumes that the absence of overt coercion implies female 
consent despite the context of gendered power relations (Pateman 1989; Peterson 
1992: 46-7). 

In conventional International Relations theories, the rational, self interested 
actor is a metaphor for state behaviour in an anarchical international system. 
Abstracted from a place in time and space, from particular prejudices, interests and 
needs, feminist theorists claim that the model of rational man cannot be generalized: 
he is a masculine agent derived from a context of unequal gender relations, where 
women's primary care work supports the development of autonomous male selves, 
making cooperation for them a daily reality and relieving men of these necessities. 
Consequently, the vast majority of people, social relationships, and institutions that 
cannot be interpreted as coherent rational selves are thus denied agency in 
international politics. International Relations theory, feminist analysts Grant and 
Newland (1991: 1) argue is `constructed overwhelmingly by men working with 
mental models of human activity seen through a[n elite] male eye and apprehended 
through a[n elite] male sensibility'. 

Some feminists posit an alternative female model of agency as connected, 
interdependent and interrelated (Gilligan 1982; Tronto 1989). However, most feminist 
International Relations scholars are sceptical of positing a nurturing account of 
feminine nature to correct the gender bias of Waltzian man/state (cf. Elshtain 1985: 
41). International 
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Relations feminists search for richer, alternative models of agency that take account of 
both production and reproduction, redefine rationality to be less exclusive and 
instrumental and respect human relationships (across all levels) as well as the 
interdependence of human beings with nature (Tickner 1991: 204-6). For example, 
some scholars look for emancipatory models of agency at the margins - among Third 
World women and human rights activists for instance (Ackerly 2000). Feminist 
alternatives to International Relations' levels of analysis do not resort to more universal 
abstractions, they demand greater historical and cultural contextualization in order more 
adequately to reflect the complexity and indeterminacy of human agency and social 
structure. 

Feminist scholars use gender analysis to uncover the bias of core International 
Relations concepts such as power and security. Such bias not only limits their theoretical 
application, it has detrimental consequences for international relations practice. Power in 
International Relations theory has been almost exclusively conceived of as 'powerover': 
the power to force or influence someone to do something that they otherwise would not 
(Jaquette 1984). An individual's power rests on his or her autonomy from the power of 
others. In this view, power cannot be shared nor can power be readily increased by 
relationships with others in the context of interdependent or common interests. The accu-
mulation of power capabilities and resources, according to Morgenthau, is both an end 
and a means to security. In the context of an anarchical state system which is interpreted 
as necessarily hostile and self-helping, states that act `rationally' instinctively deduce 
their national interests as their maximization of power-over other states. The Waltzian 
notion of power is only mildly different. Waltz conceptualizes power as a means for the 
survival of a state but not as an end-goal in itself, to the extent that a stable, bipolar, 
balance of power configuration exists between states. Consequently, in the Waltzian 
world-view, the only power that really matters is the power-capability of `Great Powers', 
whose bipolar or multipolar arrangement brings limited order to an anarchic international 
realm. 

How are International Relations' concepts of power gendered? In Tickner's 
(1988) critique of Morgenthau's six principles of power politics, the realist 
understanding of power is androcentric. It reflects male self-development and objectivist 
ways of knowing in patriarchal societies where men's citizenship and personal authority 
has traditionally relied on their head-of-household power-over women's sexuality and 
labour. This concept of power also rests on a particularly gender specific notion of 
autonomous agency that makes human relationships and affective connections invisible. 
If the human world is exhaustively defined by such gendered constructions of 'power-
over', as in realist 
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accounts, feminists ask, how do children get reared, collective movements mobilize and 
everyday life reproduced? Christine Sylvester (1992: 32-8) argues that it is incoherent to 
posit self-help as the essential feature of world politics when many `relations 
international' go on within households and other institutions. These relations include 
diplomatic negotiations, trade regimes and the socialization of future citizens, which are 
not based on self-help alone, but which take interdependent relations between self and 
other as the norm. The conventional International Relations' assumption that men and 
states are like units presents power politics as a self-fulfilling prophecy. Power politics, 
however, is a gendered and, therefore, biased account of world politics because its 
conceptualization of power depends upon the particular not the universal agency of 
rational man. 

When Cynthia Enloe (1997) writes that paying attention to women can expose 
how much power it takes to maintain the international political system in its present form 
she is not referring to the sheer coercive force of men and states. Rather, she is intimating 
that power is a complex phenomenon of creative social forces which shape our personal 
and sexual identities as men, women and national citizens. To understand the nature of 
power at the international or global levels, feminist and other critical theorists urge that 
we study the domestic and transnational social relations, which not only support the 
foreign policies of states but actually constitute the state as the territorial authority with a 
monopoly over the use of legitimate force. 

Security, as conceived by mainstream International Relations theorists, is also a 
biased concept when seen from a feminist perspective and as such may not bring much 
actual security to women and men. Rather, security, as conventionally defined by 
conventional International Relations, amounts to a situation of stability provided by 
militaristic states whose nuclear proliferation, ironically, is seen to prevent total war, if 
not the many limited wars fought on proxy territory. Security is examined only in the 
context of the presence and absence of war, because the threat of war is considered 
endemic to the sovereign state system. Logically, then, this reactive notion of security is 
zero-sum and by definition `national'. It presupposes what Peterson (1992a: 47-8) terms a 
`sovereignty contract' established between states. According to this imaginary contract 
the use of military force is a necessary evil to prevent the outside - difference, 
irrationality, anarchy and potential conflict - from conquering the inside of homogeneous, 
rational and orderly states. States, in this feminist analysis, are a kind of `protection 
racket' that by their very existence as bully `protectors' create threats outside and charge 
for the insecurity that they bring to their `protected' population `inside'. In the name of 
protection, states demand the 
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sacrifice of gendered citizens, including that of soldiers - in most cases men - through 
military conscription and mothers who devote their lives to socializing these dutiful 
citizens for the sovereign state (Elshtain 1992; Goldstein 2001). 

Spike Peterson (1992a: 53) asks `through which gendered identities do we seek 
security'? Like the state which has a monopoly on legitimate force, she points out that the 
institution of marriage has a monopoly on legitimate reproduction and property 
inheritance and acts as a protection racket, specifically for women. Women seek security 
in marriage or marriage-like relationships and the protection of a husband from the 
violence of other men or males in general, and from the economic insecurity of an 
international division of labour which devalues work associated with women and locates 
females in the poorest-paid and least secure sectors of the labour force. In the post-9/11 
environment, citizens in the United States in particular looked for manly men - firemen, 
policemen, soldiers - to protect them from the unknown threats of angry, non-Westerners. 
American neoconservative discourse blamed feminism and homosexuality for pacifying 
the United States and weakening the resolve of the West to stamp out Islamic 
fundamentalism and other `threats' (Bar On 2003: 456). Thus, gender analysis reveals 
men and states, domestic and international violence, to be inextricably related. The 
limited security they provide allows them to consolidate their authority over other men 
and states, but importantly also over women and territory, on whom they depend for a 
source of exploitable resources, and for the socio-cultural and biological reproduction of 
power relations. 

Through their careful attention to women's as well as men's experiences, feminist 
analysts urge that security must be redefined. In particular, what is called `national 
security' is profoundly endangering to human survival and sustainable communities 
(Tickner 1992). State military apparatuses create their own security dilemmas by 
purporting androcentric control and power-over to be the name of the game; a game we 
are persuaded to play in order to achieve the absolute and relative gains of state security. 

A feminist analysis of security is particularly relevant in light of the events of 
9/11 and their aftermath. Beliefs about gender and sexual difference are behind 
contemporary terrorist acts of violence against the West. The World Values Survey 
reveals that differences in values/ attitudes about gender and sexuality divide Western 
from the non-Western world (Norris and Ingelhart 2003). The statements of Osama Bin 
Laden and the diary account left behind by the 9/11 terrorists suggest that their actions 
were directed not merely against the West but against the Western gender identities 
perceived to be so threatening to 
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their vision of an Islamic and/or pan Arabic culture (Tickner 2002). When Islamic 
fundamentalists deride the depraved morals of the West they are almost exclusively 
referring to gender norms. Their explicit rejection of Western gender relations, 
specifically relations of gender equality and women's individual rights, affects the 
relations between non-Western and Western states, heightening the possibility of conflict 
between them (True 2004). Gender, therefore, is not only a useful but a necessary 
analytical category for understanding post-9/11 international relations. 

Tickner (1991) argues that ideas and key concepts such as `rationality', `security' 
and `power' might be building blocks of explanation for a feminist theory of international 
politics. There is nothing inherent in the terms which suggests that they must be 
discarded, rather it is their narrow, gendered meanings in mainstream International 
Relations theory and practice which is problematic for feminist analysts. Runyan and 
Peterson (1991: 70) claim that dichotomous thinking - inside-outside, sovereignty-
anarchy, domestic-international - prevents International Relations theory from being able 
to `conceptualise, explain, or deliver the very things it says it is all about - security, 
power and sovereignty'. For International Relations feminists, these conceptual opposites 
reproduce the self-fulfilling security dilemma and reinforce masculine power politics, 
thus limiting the possibilities for feminist alternatives. 
 
 
Normative feminism 
 
Normative feminism reflects on the process of International Relations theorizing as part of 
a normative agenda for global change. `All forms of feminist theorising are normative, in 
the sense that they help us to question certain meanings and interpretations in IR theory' 
(Sylvester 2002: 248). Feminists are self-consciously explicit about the position from 
which they are theorizing, how they enter the International Relations field and go about 
their research. They view their social and political context and subjectivity as part of 
theoretical explanation. Empirical feminism and gender analysis are important 
contributions, but they are only starting points for feminist goals of transforming global 
social hierarchies (Persram 1994; Ship 1994; Hutchings 2000; Robinson forthcoming). 
Feminist theorists bring the insights of feminist praxis - for instance, care ethics and 
Third World women's social activism - to bear on debates about international ethics, 
humanitarian aid and intervention and human rights instruments (Cochran 1999; 
Robinson 1999; Hutchings 2000; Ackerly 2000). Gender is a transformative category, 
not because once we understand it at work we can deconstruct or do away with it, 
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but because once we understand it we can transform how it works at all levels of social 
and political life. 

Linklater (Chapter 4 in this volume) argues that the status of universalism is the 
key to the current debate between different modes of normative theory. Seen in this 
context, the different feminist epistemologies most commonly identified in International 
Relations' writings as feminist empiricism, feminist standpoint and feminist 
postmodernism are not autonomous or necessarily contradictory approaches to gender-
sensitive knowledge in International Relations (see Keohane 1989b; Weber 1994). On the 
contrary, these epistemologies are inter-related feminist challenges to the masculine 
authority and dominance of science itself (McClure 1992: 359). They share a normative 
struggle to sustain connections to practical feminist politics and the concrete workings of 
gendered power. For example, the authors of The `Man' Question in International 
Relations (1998) contend that international politics and institutions are themselves vital 
sites for the construction of masculinities and masculine identity (Zalewski and Parpart 
1998; see also Hooper 2000). 

Feminist scholars problematize the defining dichotomies of the International 
Relations field that are reinforced through their association with the masculine-feminine 
gender dichotomy: for example, the association of women with peace, cooperation, 
subjectivism and `soft' domestic politics and men with war, competition, objectivity and 
`high' international politics (Sylvester 1987, 1994a, 2002; Elshtain 1987). They question 
how these gender hierarchies are reproduced in International Relations theories and how 
they serve to naturalize other forms of power in world politics. From this normative 
perspective, gender difference is not merely about the relations between masculine and 
feminine, it is about the politics of knowledge: how and from what position in the 
hierarchy we can know. 

For example, Cynthia Enloe's research radically subverts conventional ways of 
knowing and doing International Relations. To make sense of international politics, Enloe 
analyses the (extra)ordinary lives of women from below - which the history of the 
discipline would tell us is the least likely place for `high politics'. Enloe reveals 
constructions of masculinity and femininity at the heart of international processes. She 
considers the withdrawal of Russian mothers' support for the Soviet army, due to the 
gross and unaccountable sacrifice of their sons in the USSR-Afghanistan war, as one of 
many personal expressions of gendered power that led to the delegitimization of the 
Soviet regime and the end of the Cold War (Enloe 1994). Her method encoura1;es us to 
broaden conventional ways of knowing `the truth' of international politics, and to question 
from whose perspective inter-state `legitimate' force is the most significant expression of 
violence and potent explanation for war. 
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However, if asking questions about women's location in world politics, addressed 
by empirical feminism in International Relations, is dependent upon bringing gender in as 
an analytical construct in order to account for women's marginalization in International 
Relations, then normative feminist theory questions the binary concept of gender. The 
mutually exclusive opposition of masculinity and femininity is not `the essence from 
which social organization can be explained' (Scott 1988: 2) rather it is a social 
construction which must be transformed. While analytical feminist theories created the 
category of gender to explain the social construction of women's oppression, normative 
feminist theories contextualize gender as an analytical device that harbours its own 
exclusions and, like International Relations theories, must also be deconstructed 
(Sylvester 2002). 

Since the 1990s there has been some controversy over the application of gender 
in International Relations, and in feminist studies generally. In International Relations, 
two main criticisms of gender as a concept have arisen. The first criticism is that the 
analytic use of gender masks other forms of oppression prevalent in global politics. 
Speaking to a Western women's studies' audience in the 1980s from a Third World 
feminist standpoint, Chandra Mohanty (1991) criticized Western feminism for 
constructing the victimized `Third World woman' based on universal, Western 
assumptions of gender, emptied of all historical, cultural and geographical specificity, 
including realities of race and class oppression. As in the adage, `the master tools won't 
bring down the master's house', Mohanty made the point that Western categories cannot 
be used to challenge the imposition of Western categories and imperialist structures in 
non-Western societies. 

The implications of this Third World feminist challenge for feminist International 
Relations is that gender-like International Relations concepts are a biased construct which 
cannot be easily applied globally. Indeed, if, as feminist scholars argue, gender relations 
are culturally and historically constructed, then it also follows that they cannot be the 
same everywhere. Nonetheless, there is a tendency in feminist International Relations to 
focus on gender constructions at the global level (Miller 1998; Baines 1999: 251; Prugl 
2000). To be sure, the social and cultural practices which construct gender ire now 
increasingly global, but they are altered at local levels and in specific historical and 
discursive contexts. Thus, even while feminist International Relations scholars are 
concerned primarily with world politics, their applications of gender must be grounded in 
local analysis. 
Recognizing the Western imperialism behind universal categories of `woman' or `man', 
the newest feminist scholarship explores a dynamic intersectional relationship between 
the global political economy, the 
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state and culturally, geographically, race- and class-specific gender relations rather than 
seeking to explain international and global processes through universal concepts of a 
patriarchy or gender hierarchy (Chan-Tierbergien 2004). For example, feminist scholars 
analysing the global sex trade address the complexity of global power relations (Berman 
2003; Agathangelou 2004; Mackie 2001; Whitworth 2001). They explore the specific 
cultural and historical constructions of gender and sexuality in the sending and receiving 
countries, which in turn depend upon particular constructions of class, ethnicity, 
nationality, race and so on. Feminist scholars begin their research on the sex trade with 
the observation that women are the core labourers in this multibillion-dollar business. 
However, as they engage in further research, drawing on non-elite knowledge and 
practice (such as that of the sex workers themselves) they are led to an understanding of 
the multiple and interlocking nature of oppressions, and of women's agency even in 
situations of physical coercion and other, more structural, forms of violence. 

Normative feminism recognizes that there is no feminist `high ground' from 
which to theorize about international relations. For instance, Christine Sylvester (1994a: 
12) argues that `all places to speak and act as women are problematic', because they are 
socially and historically constructed and exclude other identities. Effectively, Sylvester 
relinquishes the feminist standpoint position that women's experience can constitute the 
ground(s) for a more critical and universal theory of international relations, in favour of 
multiple feminist standpoints that question the discipline's hegemonic knowledge. 
Feminism, `is the research posture of standing in many locations, illuminating important 
relations and practices darkened by the long shadows of official IR, of painting 
International Relations differently ... Feminism has many types and shifting forms. It is 
non-uniform and non-consensual; it is a complex matter with many internal debates' 
(Sylvester 2002: 269). International Relations feminism demonstrates that it is possible to 
do research and make normative claims, despite there being no given ontological starting 
points for theories of international relations (Sylvester 1994b: 317). 

Feminist identity and solidarity are problematic insofar as achieving feminism's 
normative goal of ungendering social and political relations depends on politically 
organizing on the basis of gender `as women'. Contrary to the tenets of 1970s radical 
feminisms, there is no easily realized, readily mobilized, global sisterhood. Rather, 
`feminist internationality', as Christina Gabriel and Laura Macdonald (1994) show in 
their analysis of women's transnational organizing in the context of NAFTA, must be 
created by acknowledging and confronting, not ignoring, the differences among women. 
The very tension between positivist and postpositivist epistemologies that has divided 
contemporary theorists, 
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including International Relations theorists is the source of contemporary feminism's 
theoretical dynamism and political relevancy. International Relations feminism 
acknowledges the lack of a foundational collective subject `woman', and a relatively 
bounded realm of the political, as well as the need to make a difference to women's daily 
lives, with the realization that gendered categories of 'woman/women and man/men' have 
historically served to marginalize women and some men. 

Empirical and analytical feminist approaches challenge given ways of thinking 
about and doing International Relations, especially the dominant rationalist approaches. 
Asking why we have typically only seen statesmen and soldiers in International Relations 
theories, however, leads us to question the normative status of International Relations, 
including the identity of the knowers and the particular ways of knowing institutionalized 
in the International Relations field. Introducing the world-views of women who are 
differently situated in the present world order exemplifies the normative feminist 
perspective that there are multiple standpoints from which to view global politics, and 
that each may reveal diverse realities and relationships. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The three forms of feminism discussed in this chapter - empirical feminism, analytical 
feminism and normative feminism - all suggest that the theory and practice of 
international relations has suffered from its neglect of feminist perspectives. Feminists 
argue that conventional International Relations theories distort our knowledge of both 
`relations' and the ongoing transformations of the `international'. These International 
Relations theories overlook the political significance of gendered divisions of public and 
private institutionalized within and by the state and state-system and, as a result, ignore 
the political activities and activism of women: whether they are mobilizing for war, 
protesting state abrogation of their rights or organizing for the international recognition of 
women's human rights. Moreover, the objectivist approach of much International 
Relations theory produces relatively superficial knowledge and tends to reproduce the 
dichotomies which have come to demarcate the field. These dichotomies are gendered: 
they define power as power-over `others', autonomy as reaction rather than relational, 
international politics as the negation of domestic, `soft' politics and the absence of 
women, and objectivity as the lack of (feminized) subjectivity. In sum, approaches to 
international relations that fail to take gender seriously overlook critical aspects of world 
order and abandon a crucial opening for effecting change. 
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Feminist International Relations contributes to expanding in strengthening existing 
theories and analyses including liberal, critical theory, postmodern, constructivist and 
green theories of international relations. For example, International Relations feminists 
advance constructivist International Relations approaches by uncovering the processes 
through which identities and interests, not merely of states but of key social 
constituencies, are shaped at the global level. Elisabeth Prugl (2000) exemplifies this 
feminist constructivist approach in her study of home-workers in the global political 
economy (see also Locher and Prugl 2001; Kardam 2004). Prugl (2000) shows how 
transnational rules and regimes of gender in international organizations such as the ILO 
and global solidarity networks have been powerful forces in determining the plight of 
these workers around the world. Similarly, feminist perspectives deepen the neo-
Gramscian international political economy (IPE) stress placed on culture and ideology as 
an integral part of the global political economy (Chin 1998; Ling 2001; True 2003). 

Integrating feminist perspectives with postmodern, critical theory and 
constructivist approaches, represents an important strategy for engaging with other 
International Relations scholars. Once we recognize the close connections between 
gender, ideas, identities and norms and aspects of international politics and economics, 
this becomes a relatively straightforward exercise. Nonetheless, it is an exercise that can 
have important payoffs in terms of generating new insights into the processes associated 
with local and global transformations. Yet an even more daunting task involves finding 
ways to alert proponents of mainstream International Relations to the illuminating effects 
that can come from viewing social and political processes from a gender perspective. To 
do this successfully, feminist scholars must be prepared to bring their theoretical and 
empirical strengths to bear on the study of a full range of issues, and definitely not cede 
key areas of study to scholars working in the realist and neo-liberal institutionalist 
paradigms. This agenda need not take a rationalist form, but rather, in line with 
feminism's reconstructive purposes, it calls for theory-driven empirical studies and more 
empirically grounded normative theory that reflexively explores and defends feminist 
approaches to international relations. 

This chapter began by asking what is distinctive about a feminist perspective on 
international relations. Although Harding (1987: 258) has argued that no distinctive 
feminist methodology exists because each methodology can contribute to feminist goals 
this should not lead us to conclude that there is no distinctive feminist International 
Relations perspective. The collective contribution of the diverse range of feminist 
International Relations inquiry - empirical, analytical and normative - is most 
significantly methodological (Ackerly, Stern and True forthcoming). 
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Through ongoing collective self-reflection feminists in and outside the field of 
International Relations are continually adding to our empirical and normative knowledge, 
while advancing the tools of gender analysis. It this self-reflexivity rather than any 
substantive approach or theory that makes feminist International Relations distinctive. 
Efforts to forge a unitary neo-feminist approach (Caprioli 2004) or non-feminist gender 
standpoint (Carpenter 2002) seek to mainstream empirical gender analysis without this 
self-reflexive methodology. Removing women from analysis of gender relations and 
bracketing out the normative perspective that gave rise to feminism in the first place is 
tantamount to throwing the baby out with the bathwater. It results in a senseless 
theoretical approach with no raison d 'e tre .  

International Relations as a discipline is currently in a state where the mainstream 
has been shown to have major blindspots with respect to social and political change. This 
conceptual blindness frequently leads to empirical blindness. It is not surprising then that 
International Relations analysts are often caught off-guard by events in world politics, 
most tragically those of `September 11'. Clearly, a re-thinking of the basic assumptions of 
this discipline remains urgent if scholars want to understand global politics in the twenty-
first century. Feminist scholarship of the sort reviewed in this chapter offers a way out of 
the darkness. If scholars want to gain fresh insights into the dynamics of world order, 
they need to take into account domestic social processes and non-elite subjects. Feminist 
perspectives reveal that, in many instances, the sites of global power and transformation 
are not just the domain of political and economic elites; such sites also exist in the 
invisible, underappreciated nooks and crannies of societies. Realist and liberal 
expectations about the nature of states and international relations are both disrupted when 
a feminist perspective is brought to bear. Feminist perspectives help us to recognize 
power shifts within nation-states that have ramifications for world order. Surely, 
observing and interpreting such power shifts as they arise in a variety of global and local 
venues constitute core functions of International Relations scholarship. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


