Towson University Journal of
International Affairs

CONTENTS

VOLUME XXXTI FALL 1997 NUMBER 1
Women In International Affairs - An Introduction

James C. RODEIES ..ottt b sisesteeesamssnsssssenes 1
Dichotomies, Debates, and New Thinking Spaces

SPIke PELEISOM ..ottt 3
Insiders or Bystanders? Women In International Policy-making

Car0l WEIL......oeeeeeecececicccieieieenseeeeeeeeee ettt st st b s e b s e e sems s 15
The Effects of Kenyan Land Policies on Female Headed Households

ESther WanGari .......ccocevvervrmerereenerreecerecsreecsesesctsenrerersasocsnssrmssesssasmssessssesssesaens 29
The Political and Ethical Dilemmas of the Post-Cold War Era:
The Case of Military Intervention

Mahmood Monshipouri & Rodger L. Jackson .........ccviniiccriinninnicnsnnnnenne 36

FALL 1997} DICHOTOMIES, DEBATES, AND NEW THINKING SPACES
Dichotomies, Debates, and New Thinking Spaces
Spike Peterson*

Reality, it seems, is not what it used to be in International Relations'

We confront a world of complementary, conflictual, and contradictory systems of
differential power: there is no simple or “essential” relationship among an ever expand-
ing global capitalism, turbulent centralization and decentralization of states, hicrarchies
of gender, class and race/ethnic oppression, and the threatened biosphere upon which all
else ultimately depends. These interlocking systems of power develop differentially
(they are not reducible to each other) yet inextricably (they are mutually constituted
through historical process). In this turbulent context, International Relations theory is
contested terrain. As an exploration of that terrain, this paper considers the discipline’s
dichotomies, debates, and how gender-sensitive work opens new thinking spaces. In
particular, I argue that the latter is crucial for adequate International Relations (IR) theo-
rizing of power/politics, states, and globalization.?

Diehard Dichotomies and Reasons Why

The dominant stfand of IR theory, Realism, requires little elaboration for the audience
of this journal. Typically, both Realism and NcoRcalism are distinguished from alterna-
tive theoretical apa:oaches by reference to their focus on states (understood as unitary,
rational, and self-interested actors) and power politics (understood as the inescapable
struggle for national security under conditions of inter-state anarchy). This vantage
point is informed (historically and conceptually) by liberal and positivist commitments -
that assume a separation of politics, as power relations, from economics, as market/
exchange relations.. In most Realist accounts, the latter has been secondary to a focus on
power politics as (however regrettably) the sine qua non of inter-state relations.

This tendency to separate the state’s power politics from cconomic relations is exacer-
bated by other dynamxcs First, the climate of super-power hostility during which Real-
ism flourished, lent itself to a narrative of power-hungry states, competing in a deadly
game where nationpl security was aptly measured in terms of diplomatic and, especially,
military power. In the Cold War scenario, economics were subordinate to the definitive
power politics and military capabilities of states locked in an adversarial mode.

Second, although Realists identify states as the principal units of analysis, they have
failed to adequately theorize (or historicize) this key construct.® It seems likely that a
richer account of states would expose the fallacy of categorically separating political and
economic power, and compel an acknowledgment and analysis of their interaction. Asa
corollary, ahistorical Realism masked, even as it fueled, Eurocentric (and androcentric)
bias in IR’s understanding of states and the inter-state system.

* Spike Peterson is an Associate Profcssor in the department of Political Science at the University of Arizona. She is the author
or co-guthor of three major books and many articles on gender in intemational relations.
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Third, liberal characterizations of states and capitalism posit contrasting “pictures” of
the agents and power of each. Promoted by images of “self-regulating markets” and
“invisible hands,” we tend to think of capitalism in abstract terms--as a disembodicd
framework or “system,” a set of rules or principles that can be invoked to explain eco-
nomic decision-making. When imagined in abstract terms, capitalism’s power is ren-
dered invisible; it appears to be “agentless,” to lack institutional structures or particular
ideological commitments. In this picture, power is understood as threat, coercion ap-
pears irrelevant, and questions of legitimacy and accountability are inappropriate.

In contrast, the state’s power is casy to picture (if not to theorize). We readily imagine
the state’s agents (public officials, police, military), its institutional structures (Congress,
bureaucracics, courts, schools), and its ideological claims (to provide socially necessary
order and security). Here, power is embodied in the state’s monopoly of legitimate
force, and questions of legitimacy and accountability appear unavoidable.

On the one hand, this contrast between capitalism and states is appropriate to the
extent that the states and market forces exercise different forms of power and authority,
as well as to the extent that the state’s agents and institutional structures do appear more
visible in our everyday lives, and that states do claim to provide (public) goods and to be
accountable to their citizens. On the other hand, the contrast is false because capitalism,
like all operationalized systems, involves embodied agents (capital owners, bankers,
managers), institutional structures (the stock exchange, transnational corporations, the
Intcrnational Monetary Fund), power dynamics (inequalities, constrained choices), and
ideological commitments (accumulation, competition, individualism). When left unrec-
ognized, Capitalism’s power is unbridled, unaccountable, and always dangerous. It seems
that ideological mystification and everyday practice combine to make the power of mar-
ket forces less apparent--though no less potent--than the power and authority of states.

These points suggest how the dichotomy of politics-economics is encouraged and
they provide context for the discussion later in this paper insofar as the power relations
effected by positivist dichotomies and patriarchal systems also remain invisible until
their agents, structures, and ideological commitments are pointed out.

Disciplinary Debates and Contemporary Dilemmas

The conventional story of IR theory holds that the disciplinc has “developed” through
phases marked by discipline-defining debates, the first of which purportedly engaged
post-war realists against liberal, peace-smitten idealists. Cast in a litany of hierarchical
oppositions (real-ideal, reason-emotion, hard-soft, objective-subjective), it is no surprise
that the hard-core Realists won this round.

The sccond debate is conventionally understood as pitting Traditionalism’s emphasis
on historical methods against behavioralism’s claim to more scientific methodology.
Though the “hard,” objectivist side won this round as well, world events and conceptual
developments since the late 1960s have expanded the terrain of IR theory and posed
challenges to both behavioralist and Realist accounts. Viotti, Kauppi*, and Banks® char-
acterize “Pluralist” theories of IR as those that recognize the importance of non-statc

* Paul R. Viotti and Mark V. Kauppi, International Relations Theory: Realism, Pluralism, Globalism (New York: Macmillan,
1987).

$ Michael Banks. International Relati
Frances Printer, 1985).

A Handbook of Current Theory, ed. Margo Light and A.J.R. Groom. (London:
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actors, deny the state as a unitary and rational actor, and extend the agenda of IR to
include economic and other dynamics. New appreciation of psychological perception,
decision-making processes, interdependence, international political economy, regimes,
transnational identifications, and activities marked the emergence of Pluralist theories.

A third “paradigm” in IR theory (labeled “Globalism” by Viotti and Kauppi and “Struc-
turalism” by Banks) assumes a global context and a critique of domination as starting
points, historical analysis as a key method and economic factors as crucial (not second-
ary) to explanation. In common with Pluralists, Globalists/Structuralists (Neo-Marxists,
dependency theorists, world-system analysts) reject the ahistorical and mono-dimen-
sional orientation of Realists, deny that states are unitary and primary actors, recognize
that politics and economics are inextricable, recognize that non-state identities and
transnational activities are important, and that the study of IR must be dynamic across
levels of analysis.

These newer paradigms are attentive to history and context, address greater complex-
ity, and resist the dichotomization of politics and economics. In a comprehensive over-
view of IR theory, Stcve Smith notes six problems with “the inter-paradigm debate” as a
self-image of IR theory.® Primarily, he argues that: the divisions of the three are oversim-
plified; the triad reflects a particular (limited) “view of what IR theory consists of”; the
implication of actual “debate” is misleading, absence of actual engagement, character-
ization of this as “debate” works to marginalize, not acknowledge dissident voiccs; the
triad characterization “hides the extent to which most international theory is realist,” and
while the triad frafhing appears to suggest that “these are three accounts of the same
world” (in which case, Realism is set up to “win™), it raises the question of incommensu-
rability if the “three paradigms each see a different world” (in which case, “alternatives
to realism can be...[trivialized] as dealing with peripheral issues”). Students are, there-
fore, tempted to “pick and mix,” selecting from each paradigm to suit their interests,
“without realizing that [based on incompatible assumptions] the three cannot simply be
added together.”

More fundamental questions are posed if one considers the epistemological and onto-
logical bases of IR theory within IR’s third debate. In Yosef Lapid’s words:

“The demise of the empiricist-positivist promise for a cumulative behavioral science

recently has forced scholars from nearly all the social disciplines to reexamine the
ontological, epistemological, and axiological foundations of their scientific endeav-
ors. The “third debate” in the field of international relations parallels this intellectual
ferment and constitutes a still maturing disciplinary effort to reconsider theoretical
options in a “post-positivist” era.””?

In his compelling and comprehensive treatment of the philosophical bases of IR theo-
rizing, Jim George argues that “analytical progress inherent in this disciplinary narrative
[of developmental debates/stages] is largely illusory,” given the dominance of orthodox

¢ Ken Booth and Steve Smhith, cds., International Relations Theory Today (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1995) p. 18-21.
! Yosef Lapid, “The Third Debate: On the Prospects of International Theory in a Post-positivist Era.” Infernational Studies
Quarterly 33 (1989): 235.




TOWSON STATE JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS [Vol. XXXIII, Number 1
works that have “yltimately closed off our capacity to ask more profound questions.’”
Instead of responding to the challenges posed by cumulative epistemological critiques,
IR “remains fundamentally incarcerated in the positivist-Realist framework” of earlicr
decades.” Hence, on the one hand, the apparent multiplicity of theoretical approaches
(suggested by references to debates and multiple paradigms) masks the continued domi-
nance of Realism/Neo-Realism and its marginalization of alternative viewpoints. On the
other hand, empiricist-positivist commitments are not only alive and well in IR, but
critiques of positivism (which have irrevocably altered the philosophical bases of other
social disciplines) have received only superficial treatment by virtually all, but the
marginalized “dissidents” in IR.'

The Dichotomizing Problems of Positivism

As a description of IR theorizing, these comments highlighted the resilience of posi-
tivist commitments and the revitalization of state-centric power politics through the as-
cendancy of Neo-Realism. Yet even this inhospitable environment has not entirely si-
lenced critical voices. In the 1980s, two figures of particular importance were Richard
Ashley and Robert Cox.

Ashley’s “Political Realism and Human Interests” drew upon Habermas’s typology of
knowledge-constitutive interests to argue that post-war Realism had privileged only the
particular cognitive interest in technical knowledge (the instrumental rationality of em-
pirical-analytical/positivist science).!! This was at the expense of practical or emancipatory
interests, which could potentially find expression in earlier Traditionalist (more histori-
cal and interpretivist) versions of Realism. In “The Poverty of Neorealism,” he extended
this analysis, arguing that what emerges from Neo-Realism

“is a positivist structuralism that treats the given order as the natural order, limits
rather than expands political discourse, negates or trivializes the significance of vari-
ety across time and place, subordinates all practice to an interest in control, bows to
the ideal of a social power beyond responsibility, and thereby deprives political inter-
action of those practical capacities which make social learning and creative change
possible.” 2

In subsequent works (1987; 1988; 1989; 1990), Ashley draws increasingly on
Foucaultian and post-modern insights, bringing them critically to bear on the very “foun-
dations”--power politics, sovereign states, and the anarchy problematique--of IR. In
short, Ashley exposes the unself-consciousness of Realists, their failure to recognize the
interaction of subject (theorist) and object (world politics); that is, their failure to ac-
knowledge the role of (technical, instrumental, positivist) theory in (re)producing the
world which they claim is simply “out there.” While mainstream scholars have yet to
adequately address his extended critiques, a small army of closet dissidents have been
empowered by the boldness and brilliance of his work. The poverty of IR theory would
be considerably greater without his exciting (though often exasperating!) contributions.

* Jim George, Discourses of Global Politics: A Critical (Re)Introd: to International Rel
Press, 1994) p. 14.

? (George, p.14).

' Robert O. Keohane, “International Institutions: Two Approaches,” International Studies Quarterly 32 (1988): 4, 379-96.
" Richard K. Ashley, “Political Realism and Human Interest,” International Studies Quarterly 25 (1981): 204-236.

12 Richard K. Ashley, “The Poverty of Ni lism™ International Org 32(1984): 2, 225-286.

, (Boulder: Lynne Rienner
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A second significant voice of critical theory during this period was Robert Cox. His
“Social Forces, States and World Orders,” published initially in 1981 (reprinted in 1986),
parallels Ashley’s critique in accusing post-War realism of lapsing into (positivist,
ahistorical, conservative) “problem-solving” theory, which tends to reproduce the world
“as it finds it’"® Cox introduces the useful and now familiar distinction between “prob-
lem-solving” and (historical, dynamic) “critical” theory, whose purpose is not simply to
reproduce the world, but to investigate how the prevailing order came about.'* Empha-
sizing that “[theofy] is always for someone and for some purpose.” Cox reminds us that
theory is always and necessarily situated. Therefore, while absolute value neutrality is
not possible, “rigor in the development of concepts and in the appraisal of evidence”
remained objective for Cox.'s

In “Gramsci, Hegemony and International Relations™ (1983) and Production, Power,
and World Order (1987), Cox further develops Gramscian themes and their implications
for IR. Specifically, he argues that Realism is incapable of dealing with new configura-
tions of world order; remaining positivist, it lacks an adequatc conceptualization of change
and of the unity of the subjective-objective.'” In contrast to Realism, Cox’s discussion of
historical structures (the reciprocal interaction of social forces, forms of state and world
orders) promotes an awareness of, and agency within, the processes of change. More-
over, under condiions of increasing global interdependence, emancipatory transforma-
tions are possible (though not inevitable). Informed by Gramscian insights, hegemony
is ot simply a mptter of power politics, but a more complex inter-weaving of consent
and coercion. This construction expands our understanding of power, giving it “a wider
applicability to relations of dominance and subordination” and forcing our attention to
socio-cultural as well as political and economic forms.'®

In more recent publications (1989; 1991; 1994) and in his important work through the
‘United Nations University (MUNS), Cox has continued to develop critical theory based
on dynamic relationships between production (as “both a social process and a power
relationship,” state forms, and world order).” IR theory in general and contemporary
critical work on the global political economy in particular, bave benefited tremendously
from Cox’s pioneering work and sophisticated contemporary analyses.?

“What the preceding suggests is that a plurality of theoretical approaches are available
inIR. In panicuﬁir, Ashley offers a well-developed epistemological alternative, while
Cox provides a well-developed critical (emancipatory) alternative to orthodox theory.
Yet, all alternatives to Realism are effectively marginalized by the dominance of the
latter’s positivist epistemological and ontological commitments. In short, Realism

'3 Robert W. Cox, “Social Forces, States and World Orders: Beyond International Relations Theory,” In Neorealism and lts
Critics, ed. by R. O. Keohane. (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986) p. 208.

" (Cox, p. 207-210).

¥ (Cox, p. 207).

' Ibid, Postscript p. 247.

V" Robert W. Cox, Production, Power and World Order: Social Forces in the Making of History, (New York: Columbia Univer-
sity Press, 1987) p. 395.

'* Robert W. Cox, “Gramsci, Hegemony and Intcrnational Relations: An Essay in Method,” Millennium 12 (1983): 2, 164.

' Emst-Otto Czempiel and James Rosenau, cds., Global Challenges and Theoretical Challenges, (Lexington, Ma: D.C. Heath,
1989) p. 39.

 Recent examples include: Stephen Gill, American Hegemony and the Trilateral Commission (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1990), Stephen Gill, ed, Gramsci, Historical Materialism and International Relations (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1993), Stephen Gill and David Law, The Global Political Economy (New York: Harvester, 1988),
James H. Mittleman, “The Globalization Challenge: Surviving at the Margins,” Third World Quarterly 15 (1994); 3, 427-
443,
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trivializes contending theories by maintaining a closed system of ontological assump-
tions regarding the nature of reality. It insists on a world “out there,” an objective “real-
ity” that is independent of (subjective) theorizing. Moreover, and purportedly in con-
trast to the rational capacity and progressivist desires of theorists, the world “out there”
is an anarchical realm of inevitable risk, danger, and threat. In George’s words,

“Realism...constructs its explanatory agenda upon one variant or another of a “specta-
tor” theory of knowledge, in which knowledge of the real world is gleaned via a realm
of external facts (e.g., of inter-state anarchy) that impose themselves upon the indi-
vidual scholar-statesman, who is then constrained by the analytic/policy “art of the
possible.”?

With this orientation dominating the study of world politics, it is no surprise that philo-
sophical critiques are silenced (by privileged claims to “know” the one true “reality™)
and emancipatory critiques are dismissed (by claims that such idealism is unrealizeable/
unrealistic). With this orientation, Realists arc unable to scc, acknowledge, and criti-
cally reflect upon the power relations of their knowledge claims. Without such critical
reflection, positivism’s agents (“scientific” authorities, “experts,” academics, publish-
ers), its institutional structures (scientific laboratories, research institutes, schools), and
its ideological commitments (instrumental reason, reductionism, binary logic) remain
invisible.

In the remainder of this essay, I choose to move beyond the (non?-)debates of main-
stream IR theory and explore the newer thinking spaces of feminist IR. My purpose here
is two-fold: to render visible the agents, institutions, and ideological commitments of the
system of power known as gender hierarchy (masculinism or patriarchy), and to illus-
tratc the “workings” of a theoretical discourse that is self-conscious of its philosophical
(epistemological/ontological) and emancipatory commitments. In the process, I hope to
suggest how gender is central to both contemporary global transformations and the de-
velopment of IR theory capable of addressing those transformations. As in my other
work, I am arguing that gender hierarchy is a constitutive, not coincidental, element of
the inter-state system and the global capitalist economy. On this view, gender relations
must be examined to adequately apprehend how the world actually works, how “reality”
is--every day and over decades--constructed, reproduced, and transformed.

Beyond Dichotomies to Relational Constructs

Feminist scholarship is extensive, diverse, and typically inter-disciplinary. Initially,
feminists sought to “correct” the gender-bias of knowledge claims by “adding women”
to models and conceptual frameworks characterized as androcentric (assuming male
experience as the norm for human cxperience). Across the disciplines, feminist studies
revealed the exclusion of actual women and/or the trivialization of that, which was asso-
ciated with the feminine. Because knowledge of humans must be grounded on human
experience, feminists (and other marginalized groups) argue that claims based exclu-
sively on elite male experience distort our understanding of social reality. Moreover,
because masculinity and femininity--and therefore men’s and women’s lives--are mutu-

n

to International Relations, (Boulder: Lynne Rienner

¥ Jim George, Discourses of Global Politics: A Critical (Re)1h
Press, 1994) p. 12.
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ally constituted (e.g., Zalewski and Parpart, 1996), improving our knowledge of women
improves our knowledge of men. In short, “gender is not a synonym for women,” but is
as much about men and masculinity.?

Adding women to conventional accounts is an important corrective; it documents
women’s agency in historical processcs, exposes masculinist bias and error, and reframes
our “picture” of'Social relations. It also suggests how androcentric (male-as-norm) bias
was previously rendered invisible. I refer to the power of gender to shape our categories,
frameworks, evaluations, and world views. For example, it is the presumption of mascu-
line agency in the definition of “citizen” that conceals how women (and feminized “Oth-

rs”) are effectively excluded from the public sphere of power. It is an androcentric
understanding of “work™ and “development” that ignores--even as it takes for granted-
- women’s productive and reproductive labor in the “private sphere.”” And it is commit-
ment to masculinist philosophy that privileges instrumental reason at the expense of
more nuanced and complex theories of knowledge.

In short, feminist studies reveal that systematically “adding women” exposes not only -
the exclusion of actual women, but also the androcentrism implicit in models of human
nature, categories of social theory, and paradigms of knowledge construction.? In par-
ticular, feminist§ argue that the binary logic of Western logocentric philosophy and the
hierarchical dicliptomies it generates are conceptually and empirically gendered.? Gen-
der is not only”)a‘ ‘variable that must be added to conventional accounts, but an analytic
category with ptofound consequences for how we “sec,” understand, and “know” the
world. _

Although men as a group are privileged vis-a-vis gender hierarchy, we all act as its
agents insofar as we internalize, reinforce, and reproduce the dichotomy of masculine
over feminine. Structures of masculinist power shape familial/household relations (where

. gendered identities and inequalities are re/produced), market relations (where gendered

divisions of labér are institutionalized and commuodificd), and political relations (where
gendered divisions of power are formalized). Ideologically, and especially in relation to
the study of IR, the importance of masculinism is that it naturalizes not only the subordi-
nation of women, but also the “othering” objectification--and corollary domination--of
that which is associated with femininity: nature, females, and non-dominant males.?

By bringing a critical feminist perspective to bear on the topics of power politics,
states, and global capitalism, I hope to suggest how various systems of power and their
constitutive dichotomies interact, and how gender-sensitive analyses contribute to more
adequate--“realistic”--social theory.

a. Feminist critiques of power/politics
It is now a common-place concept among feminists that power needs to be redefined
if the political effects of gender are to be rendered systematically visible (e.g., Jones and

2 Terrell Carver, Gender is not a synonym for woman, (Boulder Lynne Rienner Pr:ss, 1996)

2 Sandra Harding, ed., Femi) and Methodology, (Bl Indiana Uni y Press, 1987), and Susan J. Hekman,
Gender and Knowledge: El of a Postmodern Fe (Cambridge: Polity Prcss, 1990).

* Spike V. Peterson, “The Gender of Rhetoric, Reason and Reslism,” in Post-Realism: The Rhetorical Turn in International
Relations, ed., Francis A. Beer and Robert Hariman (East Lansing: Michigan State University Press, 1996).

* Pat Caplan, ed., The Cultural Construction of Sexuality {London and New York: Tavistock, 1987), and Michel Foucault, The
History of Sexuality, :ans., R. Hurley (New York: Vintage, 1980).
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Jonasdottir, 1988). For the most part, conventional accounts identify power, in its direct
expression, with cocrcion or violence and, in less dircct expressions, with the capacity to
control or influence the behavior of others. Of course, political scientists discipline their
examination of power by focusing on its manifestation in the public sphere, and rely on the
dichotomy of public-private to distinguish their object of inquiry from personal, familial,
household relations (and for some, from economic relations). In IR, by contrast, the di-
chotomy of domestic-international disciplines the examination of power. Denying that politics
in the classical sense can obtain under conditions of anarchy, they focus on “power politics”
understood as the threatened or actual use of military force (which for some includes the
economic capacities upon which military capacity depends).

For those critical of dichotomized modes of thought, the categorical separation of
public and private spheres, domestic and international “levels,” and direct and indirect
violence are incoherent--and for many, dangerously so. On one hand, the structure of
dichotomies promotes “patterns of thought and action that are static (unable to acknowl-
edge or address change), stunted (unable to cnvision alternatives), and dangerously over-
simplified (unable to accommodate the complexities of social reality).” On the other
hand, the positivist dichotomy of subject-object promotes a stance of non-responsibility
on the part of investigators (subjects) who are encouraged to belicve that their thoughts/
actions do not affect (much less constitute) the world “as it is.” Yet, Realists must ac-
knowledge that, whether examined through a conventional (falsificationalist) lens or one
informed by post-modernist commitments, power politics can be seen to produce--rather
than simply control or alleviate--the undesirable practices of violence and war.

Drawing on extensive, multi-faceted interrogations of the public-private divide, femi-
nists argue that when power is understood through a conventional dichotomizing lens,
significant expressions of power--and specifically, the systemic relations of gender domi-
nation--are overlooked. For example, political science’s focus on public sphere activi-
ties has precluded its study of power manifested within intimate relations and within the
family/household. Such power relations include not only domestic violence, but also
the naturalization (depoliticization) of inequalities promoted by conventional family forms
(heterosexual, male-as-breadwinner, etc.) that reproduce gender (and racialized) identi-
ties, a gendered (and racialized) division of labor, and render alternative forms of inti-
macy and social reproduction “abnormal”--even criminal.

In IR, preoccupation with the power politics of inter-state conflict has precluded the
study of that power in relation to structures of indirect violence, which transcend politi-
cal and territorial boundarics (e.g., Pettman, 1996). IR’s tendency to dichotomize poli-
tics and economics is encouraged by this failure to recognize and address the indirect
violence wrought by systems of economic incquality in which gender is a major factor.
Its narrow definition of security forestalls questions of “whose security?” and “at what
cxpense to alternative forms of social organization?” (e.g., Tickner, 1992). In sum, femi-
nists argue that power/politics cannot be adequately theorized--nor relations of domina-
tion transformed--until direct and indirect violence (like public and private spheres, do-
mestic politics and inter-state anarchy) are understood in terms of relations, not dichoto-

** Spike Peterson and Anne S. Runyan, Global Gender Issues, (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1993) p. 24.
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mies--as locations along a continuum (or points ona map) that are best understood in the
context of their interconnections.

b. Feminist critiques of state-making?’
As many have noted, mainstream theory and self-consciousness in IR is markedly
ahistorical. This weakness is nowhere more tclling than in IR theories of the statc, which
at best note the emergence of a state system in Europe, following an even less well-
defined period called feudalism. While Thucydides is often heralded as IR’s founding
father and “the first writer in the realist tradition, ™ the context he wrote in--early (rather
than modern) statc-making--is rarely investigated for insights on contemporary states
and the historical intersection of objectivist metaphysics, state-making, and Realist po-
litical theory. While political theorists acknowledge the canonical importance of Athe-
nian texts, IR theorists tend to ignore how these texts established constructions of au-
thority, identity, politics, security, and public-private spheres that continue to discipline
the theory/practice of world politics, especially in regard to Realist narratives.
What particularly drops out of sight in an ahistorical picture of states is the institution-
alization of domination relations associated with early state-making. It is here--after
widespread and lo;!.glasting resistance to centralization®--that the “human story” took a
decisive turn, marked by the effective centralization of political authority and accumula-
tion processes, military consolidation, a hierarchical division of labor by gender, age,
and “class,” the reconfiguration of individual and collective identities appropriate to that
division of labor, and ideological legitimation of these transformations. The point here
is that coercive power alone tells us little about state-making, as cultural and ideological
dimensions are crucial to the success and especially the reproduction of state systems.
State authorities manipulate symbols, discursive practices, and ideological productions
to mask their coercive power and effectuate indirect rule: to cnsure power over ways of
knowing as well as ways of being. :
Recent work onihe state emphasizes large-scale historical change,* the location of
states at the intersection of domestic and transnational relations,* state-making as dia-
lectical and open-ended, and interdisciplinary approaches.” In addition to conventional
political/statist and economic/capitalist perspectives, scholars are exploring how iden-
tity formation, cultural forms, and ideological manipulations shape states internally and
in the context of global dynamics.
mction are drawn from my contributions in: Spike V. Peterson, ed., Gendered States: Feminist (Re)Visions of
International Relations Theory (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1992); Spike V. Peterson, “The Gender of Rhetoric, Reason
and Realism,” in Post-Realism: The Rhetorical Turn in International Relations, ed., Francis A. Beer and Robert Hariman
(East Lansing: Michigan State University Press, 1996); and Spike V. Peterson, “The Politics of Identification in the Context
of Globalization,” Women s Studies International Forum 19 (1996): 1-2.
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Feminists draw upon this research, while challenging its androcentric (and often
Eurocentric) commitments. They theorize the historical development of the patriarchal
household, and the separation of public and private spheres as dimensions of state-mak-
ing and its accumulation dynamics, eventually within a world economy. As the basic
socio-economic unit defined by the state, the patriarchal household marks citizenship
claims and facilitates labor mobilization, resource extraction, conscription for military
and public works service, regulation of property (including women), and legal control
more generally. But it also marks the site where intimate and sexual relations are ex-
pressed, physical and emotional needs arc met, and culturally appropriate personal and
collective identities are formed. It is where we learn to be who we are and to believe in
what we are taught.

In conventional accounts, the division of public (government) and private (family/
household and market) spheres is associated with state-making and, specifically, with
the scparation of the government and its power relations from ostensibly apolitical ac-
tivities in the private sphere. However, the “public patriarchy” of the state is exposed by
feminist research: the state intervenes in private sphere dynamics in part to impose cen-
tralized authority over birth rate patterns, property transmission, and reproduction of
appropriately socialized family members, workers, and citizens. The means include
laws circumscribing sexual behavior, control of women’s reproductive rights, and the
promotion (through state policies, public media, and educational systems) of gender,
ethnic and race identifications, heterosexism, and particular family forms.

The state’s ideological promotion of hegemonic masculine identities in the household
extends into the labor market, placing women in low-wage, low-profile “servicing” jobs.
Moreover, states often promote a “family wage” model that elevates men’s earnings,
treats women’s work as supplemental, and denies the extent of female-headed house-
holds (currently estimated at 30% worldwide). In the context of global restructuring,
privatization and liberalization (which tend to weaken public programs and their deliv-
ery of social benefits) are feminist issues because poverty is a feminist issue. And these
are citizenship (political identity) issues because in contemporary states the well-being
of individuals is linked to citizenship claims that mark who is inside (and outside) of the
state’s responsibility for protecting rights and providing welfare.

State militarism produces and is produced by gendered identities and divisions of
violence manifested both internally and externally.** While men are socialized (in the
family as well as in the military) to be aggressive, competitive, protectors of the nation,
and even lifc-takers, women are socialized to be passive, supportive, in need of protec-
tion, and life-giving. Moreover, the costs of militarism are not just direct violence, but
(gendered and global) structural violence entailed by loss of social services (to military
spending), increased prostitution (as a corollary of military bases and impoverished lo-
cal populations), distorted labor markets (to suit military priorities), environmental deg-
radation (from military actions), and long term demands on women who care for those
disabled--emotionally and physically--by formal and informal wars.

* Spike Peterson, “The politics of identity and gendered nationalism”, Foreign Policy Analysis, ed. L. Neack, P. J. Haney, and
J. A. K. Hey. (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.1995) Pp. 167-186.
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In short, the state is a bearer of masculinist values--even when it is ostensibly “help-
ing” women through welfare dependency and military protection. Liberal ideology and
the dichotomy of public-private notwithstanding, feminist research confirms that the
government/state depends on a properly functioning private sphere and nowhere ab-
stains from structuring familial/household activities. The particulars of that structuring
are shaped by economic as well as political conditions, as states respond to their position
in a global economy and its effects on their power in a state system.

¢. Feminist critiques of global capitalism

World-system theorists focus on economic relations and the world-economy as a single
system best understood in terms of a global division of labor. Less familiar is the theo-
rization of the houschold within the world system and* “housewifization” as a metaphor
for non-waged labor--subsistence provision and social reproduction--essential to capi-
talist accumulation.’ For these theorists, understanding the global division of labor--
and its transformations--requires consideration of the gendered division of labor consti-
tuted within patriarchal households. The exploitation entailed in the latter is obscured
by ideologies of :ix difference that naturalize (depoliticize) women’s oppression. The
naturalization of.gender hicrarchy and exploitation within the household is then ex-
tended to hierarchies--of class, race, and nation--and the exploitative dynamics every-
where imposed by capitalist relations.

Although a definitive characterization of the household is a matter of debate, a key
point is that the ronwage labor associated with the household (e.g., social reproduction,
housework, subsistence production, petty commodity production, and distribution) is
not simply a vestige of pre-capitalist forms, but in fact a constitutive feature of capitalist
accumulation. On this view, the commodification of everyday life is ultimatcly partial:
households both sustain capitalist dynamics (by ensuring non-commeodified social re-
production) and resist capitalism’s commodifying dynamic (by constituting activitics
that defy exploitation).

Feminists draw on this literature to theorize linkages between the houschold and mod-
ern state as “two of the universal institutionalized products of historical capitalism.”
Meanwhile, traditional accounts ignore family/household relations as non-cconomic (lack-
ing waged, “productive” labor) and apolitical (lacking formal and coercive powers asso-
ciated with the state). The theories of the household and “housewifization” illuminate
crucial relations: states today structure the family/household to meet their reproductive
and productive needs, and do so in the context of a global economy that shapes those
needs. Similarly, gender relations lived and learned within the household support the
state’s legitimation project and capitalism’s accumulation dynamic. Households are cen-
tral to capitalism as the site of invisible, “primitive accumulation™® and socially neces-
sary labor. They are also sitcs of identity formation and cultural socialization that are

3 Joan Smith and Im 1 Wall in, eds., Creating and Transforming Households: The C:
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992).

% Maria Mies, Patriarchy and Accumulation on a Worid Scale: Women and the International Division of Labour, (London: Zed
Books, 1986), and Mari.. Mies, Veronika Bennholdt-Thomsen and Claudia von Werlhof, Women: The Last Colony (London
and New Jersey: Zed Books, 1988).

¥ Joan Smith, “The Creation of the World We Know: The World Economy and the Re-Creation of Gendered Identities,” in
Identity Politics and Women, ed., Valentine M. Moghadam (Boulder: Westview Press, 1993).

* Maria Mies, Patriarchy and Accumulation on a WorldScaIe Women and the International Division of Labour, (London: Zed
Books, 1986).
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prerequisites to the reproduction of domination ideologies. But the ensemble of link-
ages is not static. In particular, the household is a focal point not only of collaboration
and reproduction, but also of resistance and transformation. Thus, gender dynamics
have upward, downward, and lateral effects on topics of IR concern.

Whereas conventional accounts have typically ignored “women’s work™’ and natu-
ralized gendered divisions of labor and power, interwoven developments in recent de-
cades have heightened the visibility of gender politics. Women’s liberation movements
and the research they generated, exposed the limitations and masculinist bias of tradi-
tional accounts. When global restructuring altered state economic poelicies, household
and informal sector activities became visible as crucial dimensions of sccial re/produc-
tion (e.g., Bakker, 1994). New social movements have challenged conventional accounts
of identity, power, and community; gender and race/ethnicity are salient here as long as
(household-based) identification processes shape divisions of labor, inter-group con-
flicts, political strategies, and legitimation dynamics.

In short, families/households have always been definitive sites of power. While patri-
archs, states, and capitalists have consistently controlled the greater part of that power,
women (and subordinated others more generally) have not only colluded in, but also
resisted and reconfigured relations of domination. In the present context, we cannot
afford simplistic accounts that fail to acknowledge, much less theorize how systems of
power--masculinism, racism, statism, capitalism--interact in dynamic, complementary,
and even contradictory ways.

Conclusion

For the greater part of its history, the terrain of IR theory has been dominatcd by
positivist commitments. Dichotomies have structured and limited the questions asked
and how answers were sought. In spite of disciplinary debates, there has been little
“progress” beyond these constraining dichotomies and their unfortunate, even oppres-
sive effects.

In spite of its dominance, positivist-Realism has been profoundly challenged, as much
by “world events” as by intellectual developments. The dichotomy of politics-econom-
ics has been subverted by the force of global capital relations, which have profoundly
altered (not climinated) state-centric power. Critical theorists have exposed the limita-
tions of positivist, ahistorical IR theory and many voices have articulated alternative
ways of knowing. In particular, recent theorists urge us to reflect not only upon the
interaction of politics and economics, but also--and just as importantly upon how these
are constituted by socio-cultural dynamics conventionally excluded from IR inquiry.

1 believe that both philosophical and emancipatory critiques of positivist-Realism are
now well-developed, coherent, and compelling. Of course, these extend beyond the
examples of Ashley, Cox, and feminism noted in this essay. Until mainstream IR theo-
rists take these critiques seriously, I fear that the discipline will remain not only “back-
ward” philosophically, but also “oppressive” politicaily. In any event, IR theory circum-
scribed by positivist dichotomies--and especially the “foundational” dichotomy of mas-
culine over feminine--cannot possibly generate “realistic” theories, addressing the com-
plex and dynamic world(s) in which we now live.

3 Kathryn B. Ward, ed., I¥omen Workers and Global Restructuring (ithaca: ILR Press of Comell University, 1990).
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