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. Justified Jailbreaks and
. Paradigmatic Recidivism

V. Spike Peterson

Reality, it seems, is not what it used to be in International Relations,
—Jim George, Discourses of Global Politics

[TIheorizing must begin anew, and present premises and under-
standings of history’s dynamics must be treated as conceptual
jails from which an escape can be engineered only by allowing for
the possibility that a breakpoint in human affairs is imminent, if
not upon us, as the twentieth century comes to an end.

—James Rosenauy, Turbulence in World Politics

We confront a world of complementary, conflictual, and contradic-
tory systems of differential power: what Jim Rosenau has aptly char-
acterized as “turbulence.” There is no simple or “essential”
relationship among an ever expanding global capitalism, centraliza-
tion and decentralization of political orders, the hierarchies of gen-
der, 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 (IR) theory
is contested terrain. As an exploration of that terrain, this chapter
locates Rosenau’s work in relation to gender-sensitive and feminist
international relations theory.

Preparation of this cha pter was facilitated by a grant for Research and Writing
from the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation,
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CONSTITUTING JAILS.. ...

Abandoning existing assumptions is no easy matter. . ... [S]tuflents
of world politics, like politicians, are prisoners of their Paradlgms,
unwilling or unable to escape the premise of state predominance and
constantly tempted to cling to familiar assumptions about hierarchy,

authority, and sovereignty.'

Chapter 2 of Turbulence in World Politics is titled “Justifying Ja.il-
breaks” and, in Rosenau’s words, “offers a justification for an unremit-
ting effort to break out of the conceptual jails in vghich t}}e study of
world politics is deemed to be incarcerated.”? Having delineated the
limitations of conventional theories, in the same volume Rosenau
presents a “new paradigm™ to address the anomalies and Furbuler.tce
of contemporary life. He argues that it is the simul.ta‘meous. interaction
of changes in the main parameters of world poht}CS (micro, macro,
and mixed) that locates us in the most “thoroughgoing tran'sff)rmahcg:
since comparable shifts culminated in the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648.
To develop a paradigm able to accommodate the scale and cqmplexxty
of this transformation, Rosenau attempts to rethink foundational cat-
egories, conventional assumptions, and theoretical framevyorks. 'I.'h.e
sweep of this rethinking is elaborated in Turbulence and its specific
contrast to realism is explored in Thinking Theory T?wroughly'ﬁ B

From my perspective, the singularly most attractive and 51gmf.1cant
feature of Rosenau’s work is his creative transgression of conven.honal
boundaries. Especially in the past decade, Rosenau has been uniquely
innovative as an IR theorist, producing a variety of wost' that chart
new paths and celebrate new voices.$ Given space restrictions, I can-
not address this work in its entirety. Rather, I focus here on the role 9f
dichotomies as a subtext both in Rosenau’s critique of realism and in
his construction of postintemational politics. On the one .hancil,
Rosenau’s subversion of givens—especially, either-or dicho.tomles—'—ls
one of the things I admire in his work and find most innovative,
illuminating, and promising when assessing his recent cqntnbutlpns
to IR theory. On the other hand, I am critical of how particular bina-
ries—and their ontological and epistemological commitments—remain

the basis for Rosenau’s theory, which suggests that his rethinking is
not in fact thorough enough. My argument, in brief, is that Rf)senau
breaks out of a jail cell, but not out of the paradigmatic prison of
ositivist and masculinist binaries.
The dichotomies that dominate conventional IR theory are a func-
tion of the discipline’s self-definition (domestic politics versus inter-
national anarchy, war versus peace, Uus versus them) and its
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commitment to positivist understanding. The latter entails categori-
cal separations—dichotomies—of fact (objectivity) versus value (sub-
jectivity), theory versus practice, and subject (knower) versus object
(that which is known). Linked to these foundational binaries and
played oyt with varying degrees of visibility and force in IR theoriz-
ing are a number of other now familiar dichotomies: agent-structure,
politics—edonomics, reason-affect, direct-indirect violence, public-pri-
vate, masculine-feminine.

But in what sense are these dichotomies a conceptual prison? Cri-
tiques of -positivism and its binary framing have occupied philoso-
phers of science and social theorists throughout this century. The
complexity of argumentation and diversity of positions defy brief
summary; I refer readers to the appropriate literature’ and confine my
remarks here to the role and significance of dichotomies in contempo-
rary epistemological debates.

In spite of important distinctions among critical and postmodern
theorists, they agree on rejecting positivist dichotomies in favor of
relational thinking. As I argue at length in “Transgressing Boundaries,”®
rather than oppositional (either-or) and hierarchical dualisms (privi-
leging the first term over the second), “objects” and the boundaries
identifying them must be understood in relation, as interactively con-
stituted in historical context. This insistence on situating claims by
reference to contingent, historical conditions reflects (in part) the “lin-
guistic turn,” understood as a shift from thinking of language as a
neutral or transparent medium (simply “representing” reality) to lan-
guage and world as mutually constituted, as interactive and relational.
In Eloise Buker’s words

While acknowledging that words do point to things, a semiotic theory
of lartguage emphasizes how words constitute phenomena as certain
types of things. Semiotics explains that meanings reside not in speak-
ers, but in the language of a group of speakers. Thus, it locates
meaning in a language system which is stabilized by a community.’?

Hence, to communicate intelligibly, we “submit” ourselves to sys-
tems of cultural meaning; we are constrained by the rules and gram-
mar of language systems. At the same time, speakers “even as they are
constrained by the language system, can over time change it and so
exercise power over language.”” The important point here is that,
once in place (stabilized in hegemonic discourse) oppositional dichoto-
mies act as a filtering device that “imposes” ways of thinking that

shape hsiv we “know” reality, including how we act in ways that
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effectively “produce” that reality—at the expense of alternative reali-
_ties rendered visible/real through alternative linguistic filters. The point
tis:less to question, for example, whether weapons and nation-states
1”really exist” but to ask how and why our discursive practices consti-
. -tute these objects in particular contingent ways (precluding alternative
" _constructions) and what the effects of this particular constituting are. It is
-to.deny what Jim George calls the “spectator” theory of knowledge,
: where external “facts” impose themselves on subjects/observers, in-
ependent of the subject’s meaning system, in favor of “theory as
“practice,” where subjects and objects are related (mutually constituted)
<through stabilized linguistic/cultural meaning systems.

. Whatever else this alternative approach achieves, it problematizes
the dominant modernist commitment to a world of given subjects
and objects and all other dichotomized givens. In so doing, it refor-
mulates basic questions of modernist understanding in emphasizing
not the sovereign subject (e.g., author/independent state) or the object
(e.g., independent world/text) but instead the historical, cultural, and
_ linguistic practices in which subjects and objects (and theory and

i practice, facts and values) are constructed.”

+2%" In regard to dichotomies, suffice it to underscore two points: (1) that

 Yither-or thinking misconceives the relational dynamic of all concepts,
_“tinderstanding, and action, and (2) that binary constructions “promote
+patterns of thought and action that are static (unable to acknowledge

- 0r address change), stunted (unable to envision alternatives), and

"?déhgerously oversimplified (unable to accommodate the complexities
“of social reality).”"2

s {78
e (JAIL)BREAKING AWAY...
; From a perspective critical of binary thought, Rosenau’s postinter-
_i‘mational politics is to be applauded for its many examples of post-
~+dichotomous thinking. This is perhaps most striking in his discussion
~of micro-macro, where he rejects the conventional [read positivist]
“juxtaposition of “versus” in favor of “and,” which focuses on the in-
teraction of terms rather than their ostensible “conflict.”? In short,
‘Rosenau insists on favoring neither one nor the other in isolation but
‘both and how they mutually affect each other. He specifically chal-
lenges the prevailing IR dichotomy that favors system explanation
‘while it denies agency and changing attributes to individuals." Not
.only does he alert us to the development of new skills and orienta-
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tions among all of the world’s people (the micro parameter), he argues
that these are currently “preeminent” sources of turbulence. That is,
the causal power of micro-level phenomena is accorded a central place
in his model;* indeed he suggests that it may “constitute the single
most 'meorta‘*}?t source of the turbulence that marks our time.”*

Rosenau’s commitment to relational thinking is also spelled out in
his characterization of authority and how to more adequately under-
stand “power”. Without denying the significance of possessions (of
sovereignty, resources, military might), Rosenau insists that develop-
ments in the multicentric world challenge conventional accounts of
power, forcing us to more complicated understandings. As a guideline
for jail-breaking, he instructs us

to recognizs that what makes actors effective . . . derives not from the
sovereignty they possess or the legal privileges thereby accorded them,
but rather lies in relational phenomena.”

Also consistent with a critique of either-or framing, Rosenau posits a
continuum of control: brute force constitutes one extreme and persua-
sion (via scientific proof and reason) the other.!® Rather than the poles,
we need to focus on the more complex interactions between these
extremes. Similarly, responses to control extend along a continuum,
this time ranging from utter compliance to complete defiance, with the
more relevant cases of bargaining, conditional agreement, and apathy
falling between the extremes.

One can sight other examples of Rosenau’s commitment to
nonoppositional constructions: he coins the term “habdaptive actors”
for those whose responses fall between the extremes of rote habit and
calculated rationality;” he characterizes action sequences as “cascades”
to emphasize their asymmetrical and multidirectional “flow”;? and he
rejects the dichotomy of “domestic” versus “international” politics.
His boundary transgressions extend to: analyzing sovereignty as a
restraint on actions and effectiveness; according agency and power to
“all those who have authority to initiate and sustain actions” with
transnational repercussions; arguing that subnational and supranational
actors may be as relevant to world politics as states; denying the con-
ventional notion of systemic levels; demoting the role of force in glo-
bal politics; and proposing that “most important outcomes are produced
by so many diverse whole systems and subsystems as to result in their
effective contrl by none.”?

In short, for those who are critical of the positivist and realist
commitment: ' that dominate IR scholarship, Rosenau’s boundary
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transgressions are a welcome intervention. .And not only' did Turbfx-
lence present an elaborate alternative to reahs.t ortt.\oc.loxy, it was writ-
ten by a highly respected senior theorist. Unlike dissident voices from
the margin, one could hope that Roser}au’s challenges would be en-
gaged by those occupying the discipline’s center. For those on the
margins, Rosenau’s profound challenge to .rt?a.hst adequacy in the 'face
of contemporary reality marked new possibilities and a less constrained
environment for alternative theories of IR.

CLARIFYING FEMINISMS. ..

I turn now to consider how Rosenau’s work, and in particul@ the role
of dichotomies in his work, both opens up and also constrains spaces
for feminist interventions in IR theory. My purpose here is tw.ofold:.to
render visible some of the features of masculinism? at work. in main-
stream and in Rosenau’s theorizing, and to illuminate feminist contri-
butions to social and IR theorizing. In the process, 1 hope to suggest
how gender is central to both contemporary global Fra.nsformatlons
and the development of IR theory capable of addressing those trans-
formations. With other feminists, I am arguing that gender hierarchy
is a constitutive, not coincidental, element of the interstate 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 centuries—constructed, repro-
duced, and transformed.®

Feminist scholarship is interdisciplinary, critical, and far from
homogeneous. In early work, feminists sought to “correct” the gender-
bias of knowledge claims by “adding women” to models and concep-
tual frameworks characterized as androcentric (assuming male
experience as the norm). Adding women to conver\tional. accounts is
an important corrective: it documents women’s agency in hlstcfnc‘al
processes, exposes masculinist bias and error, and reframes our "pic-
ture” of social relations.” .

By emphasizing individuals, the micro parameter, am.fl.the impor-
tance of nonstate actors, Rosenau’s postinternational politics opens a
space for “adding women.” Rosenau does not, however, gxp.lo.re this
opening. Had he done so, the gender of his micro actors (individuals,
officials, leaders, private actors) would have been revealed as mascu-
line, in the sense that his micro parameter presupposes only pt.xbhc—
sphere actions and their political effects. That is: Rqser\au faxls. to
recognize and hence reproduces androcentric bias in his construction
of micro agents.
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Also typical of IR theorizing, Rosenau fails to attend to gender as
an analytical category and systematic feature of social relations. In
Terrell Carver’s words, “gender is not a synonym for woman”? but a
reference td%the socially constructed (historical, contingent) dichotomy
of masculiné-feminine that shapes not only personal identities but also
cognitive categories, language, stereotypical assumptions, social prac-
tices, and institutions (see note 22). The important point here is that,
while the gender dichotomy is ostensibly derived from biological dif-
ference, cultural constructions of masculinities and femininities have
little to do with biological phenomena. Indeed, feminists are critical of
how putatively “biological” phenomena are deployed in social rela-
tions to naturalize, therefore depoliticize, gendered language, prac-
tices, and institutions that converge in reproducing masculinism as
“jdeology” and male dominance as practice.

At no point, however, does Rosenau address gender as an analytic
category nor the power of gendered concepts, assumptions, frameworks,
and worldviews. For example, it is the presumption of masculine agency
in the definition of “citizen” that conceals how women (and feminized
“Others”) are effectively excluded from public sphere 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 commitment to masculinist
philosophy that privileges instrumental reason at the expense of more
nuanced and complex theories of knowledge.

It is now a staple of feminist scholarship that conventional models
of human nature, categories of social theory, and paradigms of knowl-
edge construction are androcentric, taking male (especially elite, “West-
ern” male) experience as the norm.® In particular, feminists argue that
the binary logic of Western logocentric philosophy and the hierarchical
dichotomies it generates are conceptually and empirically gendered.”
This gendering is visible if we consider how the privileged first term of
conventional dichotomies is associated with masculine qualities and the
denigrated second term with feminine qualities: subject-object, autonomy-
dependence, rational-irrational, order-anarchy, mind-body, culture-
nature, public-private, freedom-necessity, hard-soft.

Whereas critical and postmodern theorists decry the reign of di-
chotomies in Western theory/ practice, feminists go further and argue
that these dichotomies are “rooted in” or dependent on the ostensibly
“foundatiorial” dichotomy of male/masculine-female/feminine. Stated
simply, the gender dichotomy gains its “givenness” by (mistaken)
associatior: “wvith biological (“natural”) sex difference, and dichotomies
more generally acquire the status of “givens” insofar as they readily
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” ” der dichotomy. As a consequence, feminists argue
tligfpagfa\rtr?pt?fog:\‘ove beyond c{’ichotomjzing cannf)t succe.ed. unless
they challenge the underlying dichotomy of masculine-feminine that
renders dualizing filters so “natural.”

Gender is thus not only a variable that must be added to conven-
tional accounts, but an analytic category with profound consequences
for how we “see,” understand, and “know” the world. Hence, while
“adding women” (as an empirical categor).r) isa cr1:1c1a1 step, t}'_le sys-
temically transformative force of feminist interventions lies in its cri-
tique of gendered language/meaning systems (gender as an analytic
category) and their pervasive, diffuse effects. In short, rethmku}g theory
thoroughly requires taking gender seriously, as both an empm?al arfd
analytical category. Failure to do so leaves gendered assumptions in
place and generates theories that are inadequate because they neglect
central and pervasive features of social life. _ . .

Although men as a group are privileged vis-a-vis geflder hierar-
chy, we all act as its agents insofar as we intemflh-ze, reinforce, and
reproduce the dichotomy of masculine over femmme—tl.lroggh. per-
sonal identifications, linguistic habits, social practices, and institutional
dynamics. Ideologically, and especially in relation to the study of IR,
the importance of masculinism is that it naturalizes not only the sgb-
ordination of women and the invisibility of women’s ways of being
and knowing, but it also naturalizes (depoliticizes).the' ”othez:ing"
objectification—and corollary domination—of that which is associated
with femininity: nature, females, and nondominant' males.? .And
objectification matters, perhaps especially in intemanona} relatans.
Perceptions of “the enemy,” military engagements, economic exp'lmta-

tion, and ecological destruction (as well as processes of a less conflictual
nature) that dominate the attention of IR theorists cannot bfe ar}zi_lyzgd,
anticipated, or transformed if we continue to neglect how objectification
is promoted and naturalized in social relations. o

In the discussion that follows, I bring a critical feminist perspec-
tive to bear on the topics of power politics, states, and global capita}-
ism. I hope to suggest how various systems of power and their
constitutive dichotomies interact, and how gender-sensitive analyses
constitute more adequate theorizations of turbulence.”

Feminist Analyses of Power/Politics

It is now a commonplace among feminists that power needs to be
redefined if the hierarchical effects of gender are to be rendered sys-
tematically visible.® For the most part, conventional accounts identify
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direct expresgion, with the capacity to control or influence the behay-
ior of others. Political scientists, of course, discipline their examination
of power by focusing on its manifestations in the public sphere and
rely on the dichotomy of public-private to distinguish their object of
inquiry from personal, sex/affective, familial, household relations. In
IR, by contrass, it is the dichotomy of domestic-international that dis-
ciplines our examination of power. Denying that politics in the classi-
cal sense can obtain under conditions of anarchy, IR theorists focus on
“power politics” as the high-stakes game that nations play.

For those critical of dichotomized modes of thought, the categori-
cal separation®of public and private spheres, domestic and interna-
tional “levels,” and direct and indirect violence is incoherent—and for
many, dangerously so. While Rosenau pushes us to abandon certain
dichotomies, he retains several of singular importance to the repro-
duction of masculinism and its related social hierarchies. In particular,
while he doubts the utility of separating domestic-international or
micro-macro, he fails to question the assumption of power/politics as
exclusively public-sphere activity. Even his relational authority does
not address power relations associated with the private sphere, inti-
macy, families, and households. By neglecting the private sphere,
Rosenau cannot account for prominent—even constitutive—features
of all three parameters at the core of turbulence theory (e.g., how
individuals, collectivities, authority, power, and social structures are
gendered constructions).

Drawing on extensive, multifaceted interrogations of the public-
private divide, feminists argue that when power is understood through
a conventional dichotomizing lens, significant expressions of power—
and specifically, the systemic relations of gender domination—are over-
looked. A focus on public-sphere activities has precluded understanding
how power in intimate relations and the family/household is linked,
for example, to competition, violence, group identifications, and ideo-
logical allegiances. Power relations in the private sphere include not
only domestic violence but the naturalization of inequalities promoted
by conventional family forms (heterosexual, male-as-breadwinner, etc.)
that reproduce dichotomized (and ethnicized /racialized) gender identi-
ties and gendered divisions of power, labor, and authority.

Consider, as Susan Okin does,® how structures of hierarchy and
subordination (izjustice) in the family affect understanding and expec-
tations of justice in social relations more generally—including those at
the interstate level. Or notice how patriarchal families/households are
typically the basis of authority and power relations in fundamentalist

»
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movements, the “religious right,” social revo}utions, and ngtion}e:hst
claims.” In relation to women’s agency—as private- and public-sp e;e
actors—Rosenau’s multicentric world-of soverggnty—free actors l'oo sl,
suspiciously like male-bonding practices familiar from co;wentlon?s
states, which to a significant extent are at the expense of women
interests qua women (while they may be in the interest of women a:
members of particular groups). In pa.rncular, the autho]nt)l; cns;-
prompting Rosenau’s new paradigm.rmght more adfeq_uate;3 y be an:
lyzed as a crisis—indeed multiple cnses—of' x'nascu]_mlsm. i
In IR, preoccupation with the power POhthS 'of interstate co: !
has precluded the study of that power in relanc?n to structures 24
indirect violence, which transcend political and territorial boundaries.
Rosenau has broken away from conventions here. He argues that pre-
vious sources of power in the state-centric worlc_:l have now been f'rag(;
mented; alternative expressions of power in the decent'rahze
multicentric world necessarily complicate tradiflqn'al assumptions re-
garding military capacity and elite wealth as defm.thve. Rosenau forces
us to recognize greater complexity in expressions of power and alali
thority, but fails to extend that complexity beyond a convention:
understanding of “power” that presupposes, _and tl:mreb_y 're'produces,
the dichotomy of public and private: I-hs %alradlgmahc recidivism leaves
and against women invisible.
the IID:‘;)V:)elrit?cfal theorgy, the binary of public.-private_is inextricable from
the dichotomy of politics-economics, which continues to burden IR
theorizing. I do not doubt that Rosenau understands politics and eco-
nomics to be related, but economic power is a very muted threa(.i in
his depiction of postinternational politics. This neglect' has mulhpl,e
gendered consequences. Of particular .relgvance‘here is IR theor% s
failure to recognize and address thg indirect v.101ence' wrought y
systems of economic inequality, in which gel.ider is a major factor.' IR? s
narrow definition of security forestalls questions of' Whose .secgntg";%
and “At what expense to alternative form.s of sqcxal organization? )
Addressed in greater detail below, economic relations in the context o
turbulence are powerfully gendered. For example, hovtr restructuring
affects individuals, families, and states, how dramatic .mcreases in
informal sector activities shape political-economic dynamics, and how
privatization shapes crises of the welfare state—none o_f Fhese can be
analyzed adequately without attention to gendered divisions of labor
andhlio‘s/\tlxex;, feminists argue that neither power/ po'litic.s nor.turbu-
lence can be adequately theorized until direct ar.1d mc.hfect. violence
(like public-private, politics-economics, domestic politics-interstate

|
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anarchy) are understood in terms of relations—being mutually consti-
tuted—not either-or dichotomies. If we remain incarcerated in the
public-privaté binary, we cannot theorize power relations that perme-
ate all social relations and shape contemporary turbulence. By turning
to feminist analyses of the state as a masculinist project, we can begin
to see the gendering of violence, in/ security, and power.

Feminist Analyses of State Making

As many have noted, IR theories of the state are underdeveloped and
markedly ahistorical. While Thucydides is often heralded as IR's found-
ing father and our first realist, the context in which he wrote—early
(rather than modern) state-making—is rarely investigated for insights
on contemporary states and the historical intersection of objectivist
metaphysics, the centralization of political authority, and realist politi-
cal theory.® While political theorists acknowledge the canonical im-
portance of Athenian texts, IR theorists—including Rosenau—tend to
ignore how these texts established (often dichotomized) constructions
of authority, identity, politics, security, and public-private spheres that
continue to discipline the theory/practice of world politics.

What particularly drops out of sight in an ahistorical picture of
states is the institutionalization of domination relations associated with
early state making. It is here that the “human story” took a decisive
turn, marked by the effective centralization of political authority and
accumulation 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 ideo-
logical legitimation of these transformations. Subsequent normaliza-
tion—that is, depoliticization—of these arrangements effectively
obscures how these particular power arrangements were made in his-
torical process. The point here, which I believe Rosenau would en-
dorse, is that coercive power alone tells us little about state making, as
sociocultural, economic, and ideological dimensions are crucial to the
success and especially the reproduction of centralized power. Unfor-
tunately, although Rosenau urges us to move beyond state-centrism to
recognize the contemporary importance of sovereignty-free actors, he
does not interrGgate conventional characterizations of the state, nor -
press us to seek more critical and historical understanding of states.

Feminists a;.alyze the state from diverse perspectives.” In anthro-
pological and historical studies, feminists theorize the institutionaliza-
tion and ideological normalization of the patriarchal heterosexual family/
household, dichotomized gender identities and gendered divisions of
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labor, power, and authority, masculinist language systems, and th.e
separation of public and private spheres. A§ the basic socioeconomic
unit defined by the state, the patriarchal famﬂy/ householf:l rparks citi-
zenship claims and facilitates resource extraction, conscription, regu-
lation of property (including women), and cenh:ahzed (mfra§trucmra3
control more generally. But it also marks the site v_vhere intimate an
reproductive sexual relations are expressed, physical and er_not.lonal
needs are met, and culturally appropriate personal and collective 1:.:1en-
tities are formed. It is where we learn to be who we are and to believe
in what we are taught. This early learning and be!levmg profoundly
shapes the individuals that constitute Rosenau’s micro parameter, byt
processes of identification and socialization are not areas addressed in
his postinternational politics. This neglect of identification processes
has particular relevance in IR—especially, turbulet'lt. IR—where lim-
ited comprehension of emotional investments, identification processes,
and ideological allegiances seriously compromises our unc!erstandmg
of, for example, nationalisms and fundamentalisms, genocidal massa-
cres, new social movements, or possibilities for transnational and glo-
bal solidarities.

As Rosenau reminds us, micro-level effects are necessarily linked
to macro phenomena. The state’s ideological promotion of geridered
identities in the household extends into the labor market, situating
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 households (estimated at 30 percent worldwide).® In
the context of global restructuring (discussed below), 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 citizen-
ship claims that mark who is inside (and outside) of the state’s respon-
sibility for protecting rights and providing welfare.

In regard to security issues, state militarism produces and is pro-
duced 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 life takers, women are typically socialized to be
passive, supportive, those in need of protection, and life givers. More-
over, the costs of militarism are not just direct violence but (gendered
and global) structural violence entailed by loss of welfare provision (to
military spending), distorted labor markets and economic maldevel-
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opment (to syt military priorities), environmental degradation (from
military actions), and increased traffic in women and sexually trans-
mitted disease (as a corollary of military bases and impoverished local
populations). These aspects of today’s world cannot be adequately
addressed by state theories that ignore gender.
In short, the state is a bearer of masculinist values—even when it
is ostensibly “helping” women through welfare dependency and mili-
tary protection. State theories like Rosenau’s that fail to question the
public-private divide and focus only on the public sphere render in-
visible far tdo much of how reality—including nation-states, wars,
structural violence, and global capitalism—is made in everyday prac-
tice, in everyday lives, homes, and families.

Feminist Analyses of Global Capitalism

By privileging politics at the expense of economic analyses, Rosenau
fails to offer adequate illumination of today’s global capital dynamics
and divisions of labor. Offering an alternative to realism, world-
system theorists analyze the global economy as a single system best
understood in terms of a global division of labor. Less familiar are
feminist accounts that theorize the household® within the world sys-
tem® and deploy “housewifization” as a metaphor for nonwaged la-
bor—subsistence provision and social reproduction—essential to
capitalist accumulation.” That is, feminists reject the conventional di-
chotomies of ‘formal-informal economies and paid-unpaid work and
insist on bringing productive and reproductive labor into relation to
better analyze today’s economic relations. For these theorists, under-
standing the global division of labor—and its transformations—re-
quires taking seriously the gendered division of labor constituted within
patriarchal households. The exploitation entailed in the latter is ob-
scured by ideologies of (hetero)sexual difference that naturalize both
women’s systemic subordination and the dichotomy of labor-for-wages
(paid, public-sphere production) versus labors-of-love (unpaid, pri-
vate-sphere reproduction). Moreover, the naturalization of gender hi-
erarchy and exploitation within the household is then extended to
hierarchies—of class, race, and nation—and the exploitative dynamics
everywhere iriposed by capitalist relations.

Hence, feminists theorize linkages between the household and the
modern state as “two of the universal institutionalized products of
historical capitalism.”% Whereas Rosenau and traditional accounts tend
to ignore family/household relations as noneconomic (lacking waged,
“productive” 'abor) and apolitical (lacking formal and coercive powers
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associated with the state), theories of the household and “house-
wifization” illuminate crucial relations: states structure the family /house-
hold 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 tend to support the
state’s legitimation project and capitalism’s accumulation dynamic.
Households are central to capitalism as the site of invisible, “primitive
accumulation”® and socially necessary labor. As noted earlier, they are
also sites of identity formation and cultural socialization that are key to
the reproduction of domination ideologies. But the ensemble of linkages
is not static. In particular, the household is a focal point not only of
collaboration and reproduction but also resistance and transformation.
Hence, gender dynamics have upward, downward, and lateral effects
on topics of IR concern. While Rosenau’s cascading metaphor may be
apt in regard to these effects, he does not employ it to analyze gendered
divisions of identification or labor.

In short, families/households have always been definitive sites of
power. While patriarchs, states, and capitalists have dominated in
controlling 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.** Rosenau’s attention to cross-
cutting and asymmetrical “flows” of power is an important step in
expanding how we think about power. When constrained, however,
within the conventional dichotomies of production-reproduction, paid-
unpaid labor, formal-informal sector activities, and public-private
power, its analytical utility is undercut and we remain within a conven-
tional framework—a prison!—that is not adequate for comprehending
turbulence in either gender or global terms.

CONCLUSION

For the greater part of its history, the terrain of IR theory has been
dominated by positivist commitments. Dichotomies have filtered our
thinking, structured and limited the questions asked, and organized
how answers were sought. In spite of disciplinary debates and the
innovations of theorists like James Rosenau, there has been little
“progress” beyond these constraining dichotomies and their unfortu-
nate, even oppressive, effects. It is in this sense that the occasional
jailbreak fails to rethink theory thoroughly enough and leads instead
to paradigmatic recidivism.

In spite of its dominance, positivist-realism has been profoundly
challenged, as much by “world events” as by intellectual develop-
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ments. Surely the dichotomy of politics-economics has been laid to rest
by the foree of global capital relations that so profoundly alters (but
does not eliminate) state-centric power. And binary oppositions of us-
'them, lpte{nal-extemal, micro-macro, state-nonstate, and domestic-
mternatlonal. have just as surely been subverted by increasingly visible
I};{ro.cesses of mterdepgndence and deterritorialization. At the same time
X aﬁeggd;:;z‘;::nmmﬁgetem;s.wi.th theoretical developments thaé
did}oltlonﬁzjng st fy Tores tsl :2 Insist on a paradigmatic escape from

ave argued here that a paradigmatic break i i
the decor}struction of clichotonlfies—ag project RoserrlictIJu;)el; 2?1;5:35111'}-,
rab!y be but the interrogation of masculine-feminine as the “f
d:'atlonal” dichotomy that normalizes positivism’s and masculini:rl:f’ls:
bmax:y mode. Jailbreaks require daring, courageous, and creative lead-
ers. Jim Rosenau is all of these. His rethinking of realism broke boldl
away fron'1 entrenched “givens” and opened new spaces for alterna}:
tive theonzl.ng as exemplified in this chapter! For this and more I
g:reatl)f ‘aqlrure Rosenau and deeply appreciate his work. My constn.;c-
tive criticisms here are meant to honor, not diminish, his pivotal con-
tributions. Esc-aping from paradigmatic prisons, however, is clearly a
more d.emandmg (and even troubling) project, but one we postpong’ at
great 1.'1$k. As Rosenau fully appreciated, we live in “new times,” in
cond1_t19ns of turbulence, or what others call postmodernity, and, our
tl}:::omzmg must gddress. the quality and scale of these changes. For
this task, positivism’s dichotomies ‘are not only inadequate, they a
achYely misleading. We must abandon them, and to do so ’we )l;ll::;
rethink more thoroughly the power of gender. I
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