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Zalewski, M. (2007) Do We Understand Each Other Yet? Troubling Feminist Encounters with
International Relations. British Journal of Politics and International Relations 9 (2), 302-12;

“Feminist” Theoretical Inquiries and “IR”

Anna M. Agathangelou and Heather M. Turcotte

Online Resources York University, Tovonto and University of Connecticut, Storrs

The Boston Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights. At www.genderandsecuri
org/, accessed June 30, 2009. The Boston Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Righ
is an organization devoted to bringing knowledge about gender and security to bear on

quest to end armed conflicts and build sustainable peace, made up of scholars and researche
from academic institutions in the Boston area, linked with researchers internationally.

The Gender, Peace, and Security Programme of INSTRAW. At www.un-instraw.org/ en/gps
general/gender-and-security-sector-reform-5.html, accessed June 30, 2009. The United Nation
International Research and Training Institute for the Advancement of Women’s (INSTRAW.
Gender, Peace, and Security Programme focuses on contributing gender-based perspectwes ¢
the security sector reform efforts of national governments around the world.

Introduction

Feminist International Relations (IR), in all its multiplicities, is a political project that
itiques, exposes, and transforms the (re)production of knowledge and practice
thin the discipline of “IR” and the arena of “world politics.” Beginning with these
eplstemologmal pnnc1ples we look at the discipline of “IR” and its differing major
theoretical inquiries (e. g., realism, liberalism, constructivism, poststructuralism, and
‘ostcolomahsm) to inquire the ways feminism(s) and IR have arisen intimately, in
entity, alliance, or antagonism to each other, and to explore under what conditions
they link to one another today. For instance, what has international relations meant
when women, gender, sexuality, class, and race have been introduced as largely unex-
amined questions or contested categories of analysis? How have feminism(s) and their
racial formations been constituted in the process of being “globally” and “locally”
sitioned in the field? More specifically, this essay discusses differing feminist IR
istemologies to highlight the intricacies of global power that privilege some global
dies while eliding and exploiting others. The histories of feminist IR necessitate a
ansnational attention to race, class, gender, and sexual axes of power as part of
global politics and the discipline of IR. This essay foregrounds women of color, queer
color, and transnational feminisms s themselves sites of critical inquiry and col-
lective practice that have been instrumental in fostering anticolonial and antiracist
ieory, method, and practice — both generally, and specifically in relationship to
eminist” and “IR” work.

The Women and Public Policy Program at the Kennedy School of Government at Haryar
University. At www.hks.harvard.edu/wappp/programs/security/index.html, accessed June 3
2009. The Women and Public Policy Program has as one of its “program areas” research'i
gender and security, and hosts a feminist security postdoctoral fellow each academic year
well as providing support for research programs and conference presentations in gender an
security.

Women in International Security (WIIS). At http:/wiis.georgetown.edu/, accessed June 3
2009. WIIS is a scholarly and activist organization committed to increasing women'’s presenc
and leadership in the security field. In addition to hosting talks on gender and security an
providing networking opportunities, WIIS holds a summer symposium for graduate students:
interested in issues of security, particularly as they relate to gender.

The Feminist Theory and Gender Studies Section of the International Studies Associatio
At www.femisa.org/, accessed June 30, 2009. The Feminist Theory and Gender Studies Sectio
of the ISA puts on 2 numberof gender and security panels and talks at each annual and
regional meeting of the International Studies Association.

About the Authors
Laura Sjoberg (PhD, University of Florida, 2004; JD, Boston College, 2007) is Assistant Profess Feminist International Relations Theories
of Political Science at the University of Florida, She is author of Gender, Justice, and the Wars
in Irag (2006) and (with Caron Gentry) Mothers, Monsters, Whores: Women’s Violence in Global
Politics (2007). Her work has been published in many journals, including International Studies
Perspectives and Inlernational Studies Quarterly. She has been Program Chair of the Feminis
Theory and Gender Studies Section of ISA from 2007 to 2009, and is the Section Chair-Ele
for 2009-2010.

ithin global politics, patriarchy dominates institutions of power and there continues
“exist an asymmetrical gender international division of labor. Even after women
ave, through many struggles and transnational movements throughout the world,
made significant gains, they still lag behind in accessing public resources for the
elfare of themselves, their families and communities. Yet, women are not the only
subjects that are marginalized within global politics. Marginalization and segregation
‘a process encompasses all genders, albeit differently depending on their location
.e., class, racial markings, sexual identifications). These segregations of peoples into
asymmetrical social relations are informed by and inform gender and feminist theory
-a constitutive force. In other words, gender, as a materiality (i.e., social relation)
and a category of analysis, is an axis of power that both locates and contributes to
the determination of who can access what resources under what conditions and how
within international relations practice and theories.

‘Feminist international relations theories have historically provided interventions
and insights into the embedded asymmetrical gender relations of global politics,

Jillian Martin is a 2007 graduate of Duke University in Polmcal Science, and a Master’s Candidate
at George Washington University.
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particularly in areas such as security, state-nationalism, rights—-citizenship, and global
political economies (Peterson 1991, 2003; Pettman 1996; Whitworth 1997). Yet, despite
the histories of struggle to increase attention to gender analysis, and women in-
particular, within world politics, “IR” knowledge and practice continues to segregate
gendered and feminist analyses as if they are outside its own formation. Drawing on
feminists such as Youngs (2004:75; 2008) who unpacks the processes that relegate’
feminist international relations to the margins of what she calls the “main field”
(i.e., malestream) of international relations without engaging the reasons “women
and gender are ‘essential’ to understanding the world ‘we’ live in,” this essay, first,
argues that feminism(s) and IR is part and parcel of a larger power struggle and thus
its genealogy and its spatial embodiment cannot be understood outside these strug-*
gles. Second, we articulate a genealogical reading of what is “feminist IR” by focusing
on the larger discipline and its own constitution and production. With a field that
historically focused mostly on (inter)state relations, war, conflict, anarchy, and order,
it is no surprise that mainstream analyses in IR study power without problematizing
such phenomena. The cartography of this essay begins with feminist epistemological
principles that argue that the segregation of IR and feminism(s) is problematic as
many tmes this process assumes these two sites being too unified and independent
of each other’s formation. In addition, this segregation disenables us from articulating
alternative possibilities in world politics. IR’s major theoretical inquiries (e.g., realism,
liberalism, constructivism, poststructuralism, and postcolonialism) provide links to
the ways feminism (s) and IR have arisen intimately, in identity, alliance, or antagonism
to each other.

What has international relations meant when women, gender, sexuality, and race
have been introduced as largely unexamined questions or non-contested categories
of analysis? How have feminisms and their racial and national formations been con-
stituted in IR's process of being articulated as “globally” and “locally” positioned in
the field? These questions consider the work of several gendered critiques of IR that
have exposed IR “as a masculinised or malestream form of knowledge” which allows
it to continue uncritically assuming “gender hierarchies (both between men and
women and between men through competing masculinities)” which ultimately are
“constitutive of the political realities on which IR self-consciously focuses” (Hooper
2001 cited in Squires and Weldes 2007:189-90). Malestream and mainstream are’
used interchangeably by feminists in IR and refer to the ways dominant debates (i.e.,
realism and liberalism) in the field ended up focusing on sovereignty, the interstate
system, and the market and their contingent constitution of order as if these structures
do not have a gender. Although these interstate relations are important and dominate
everyday discourses, these perspectives tend to create a problematic sense of homeo-
geneity of all states and markets of the (inter)national state structure which is:
characterized not only by patriarchy but also neocolonial factors. Therefore, these
dominant discursive regimes evade that ideas like social transformation even when"
chanted by different governments may not be understood in the same way by men
and/or women. More specifically, this essay examines differing feminist IR epistemo- -
logies to highlight the intricacies of global power that privilege some global bodies
while eliding and exploiting others. It foregrounds the intellectual and practical labors ,
and contributions of women of color feminisms, queer of color feminisms, trans-
national feminisms, and feminisms of critical geographies (Massey 1994; McKittrick 2006;
Agathangelou and Turcotte 2009) as themselves sites of critical inquiry and collective.
practice that have been instrumental in fostering anticolonial and antiracist theory,
method, and practice ~ both generally, and specifically in relation to “feminist” and :
“IR” work. Finally, this essay discusses some of the struggles feminist IR continues to
engage in, and explains how these struggles inform and are informed by the dicho-
tomizations and segregations of global politics. :

A Spatial Location of Feminist TR

In 2 2004 article Youngs begins a spatial description of what she identiﬁes‘ as femlqw:t
IR. She argues that it is a set of principles (i.e., an approach) that recognize the divi-
ions of the field; a set of theoretical frames that attempt to' expl‘mn th'e interstate
system; a discipline that focuses mostly on what it comes to 1denufy as issues to be
studied by IR theorists; and a practice that embodies power q;rnamu;s in the world.
Feminists and/or those theorists that problematize r.he‘mascuhx.le subject, its prg)duc—
tion, and its masculinized approach of world politics desired to disrupt these dominant
~masculine power dynamics of the field and of it as a practice. However, as Youngs
highlights, mainstream/malestream IR has come to constitute itself by_ c_onmstently
elegating feminism to an inferior status. This spapal division of femlmsF IR apd
malestream IR points to the power dynamics within the field and also its major
echnologies of power. According to Youngs (2004:77),

- a major part of the problem is the way in which the mainstream takes the appearance
- of a‘:)re(lijomina.ntly 1:’male-ccmslrucl:ed reality as a givenx and thus as the.begmmng.a.nd
- end of investigation and knowledge-building [...] Mamst.regm International Relations,
' in accepting that because these realms [i.e., war, state relations, order, .etc.] appear to
be predominantly man-made, there is no reason to ask how or why that is the case, stop
~-short of taking account of gender. As long as those who adhere to this position continue
' to accept the sufficiency of the appearances and probe no further, then the ontological
and epistemological limitations will continue to be reproduced.

How, then, and taking seriously what Youngs argues, challenge the “sufﬁcienf:y and
: ‘appearances” and redefine epistemologically at l?as.t the terms of the debates, includ-
ing the punctuated theoretical limits of the discipline? ) )
' International Relations as a field, discipline, and site of contestation of powe'r
./ (Agathangelou in press) has been one of the last f.ields to open up to gender al_ld
- feminist analyses. One of the reasons for this “lag” is the intertwinement that social
_science has had with international institutions likewith the United Nations and its
dominant role in the formation of foreign policy. In the 1980s and 19905’ some
- scholars engaged with this “lack” of analysis and started asking about women’s lives
 in international relations. Among those texts, now classics of the field, are Jean Bethke
 Flshtain’s Women and War (1987), Cynthia Enloe’s Bananas, Beaches and Bases (19.89),1
~and Anne Sisson Runyan and V. Spike Peterson’s “The Radical Future of Realism
published in Alternatives (1991). Other significant texts that .have affected rl?e ﬁelf:l
and challenged its internal and external conceptual bouqdapes are J. Ann‘Tlckner s
- Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving Globa{ S.ecunty ( 1992)’,
*V. Spike Peterson and Anne Runyan’s Global Gender Issues (1993), Christine Sylvester. 5
~Feminist Theory and International Relations in a Postmod@ _"Em (1994‘), apd Cynthia
Weber’s piece titled “Good Girls, Little Girls, a.pd Bad GlI'lS‘ (1994). thle r.bey are
very different in their approach, they are united by seeking to rethink IR’s basic
s 1s” (Wibben 2004:98). -
: paidalr;::itegf tlgjs work and the )most recent work in IR by feminists ha§ been t;ll\fxded
zinalytically (i.e., liberal feminism, empirical femi'nism, and standRon}t feminism),
chronologically, epistemologically, and/ or generauopally and on pl"lnc1ples. Whatth is
 significant is that such divisions are political and with consequential effects on the
~way IR imagines and “does” itself. Feminists such as Enloe (1989) focused on bringing
in and highlighting women’s lives and experiences in international relations and, start-
*.ing in the 1980s, made powerful and important theoretical gestures to the development -
of feminist IR, which opened up multiple possibilities for understa:ndmg security,
1 conflict, war, and the state that were previously being silenced by mainstream IR.
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Enloe was one of the first theorists within IR to ask “Where are the women?” and"
to go against t.he. cgnonical grain to illuminate understandings of the intersecﬁonﬂ- ‘
m.el? of power within mi%itarisu'c discourses and practices that reproduce the state,:
military, and understandings of security in monolithic ways. Her works were amon
the first in IR to draw attention to questions of race, gender, and sexuality within r.h%y
conversations of the global political economy of war and militarization, particularl
11; tilrzas ofvge folobgl'South.. For these interventions, Enloe has bee;1 imperau'vzk‘
Suemgﬁz of feminist IR literature, as well as the slowly changing face of main-

Enloe’s work has rightly gestured to the idea that state an ili itd
perfom'led upon f_he site of women’s bodies in a multitude of (\iricr)rl};iiiajvyayfs)d[fz;g;f
the nation builds itself upon bodies of women. Enloe’s analysis suggests tha.t the con:
tradictory approaches by the state and military that represent women as binaries,
sgme to be protected (“wives, daughters, mothers and sweethearts™), others to be e 1oited’
(“prostitutes/camp fol'lowers”) and rightly so, are a means to assert contr}iﬁ over
women throughout various geopolitical territories. However, and as others have argued
in 'femlmst IR (R'unyfm.and Peterson 1991), these binaries are part of a modegrlslist
epistemology vyhmh is informed by modernity/enlightenment theorizations which
art:lculate'Ra'rth'ular subjects (mostly male and white) as the universal subjects of
change, civilization and order, and other subjects, such as women, as sava| esjdeserv
ing violence and/or education to become incorporated as legit:imajte mem%ers of th .
world orde‘r. Egloe’s intervention exposed a binary central to the military’s formau'oz
and consolidation ot" power. Yet, the logic employed by Enloe seems to be itself based
on a bl'nary which situates woman within a space of either vulnerability and/or vic-
timization. She e.xpl'ams that US military bases exploit non-US women by creating a
market. for prostitution and vulnerabilities to rape and disease (Enloe 19%3) On gle
ot.h‘er side of the blna‘ry, military wives are protected by the military, yet they experience
various fqrms of physical, emotional, and sexual abuse because of their “de eFl)'lanCC” :
upon their husbands that isolates them from the possibilities of form’mp relations
outsufle the hogsehold. Enloe highlights some of the contradictions of I%S mili
practice, enabhng us to articulate a more nuanced understanding of women atil'()i’
protection/ sec1_}1:1ty. Enloe argues that such contradictions/tensions consolidate the

power of the military as a collective body (pp. 46-78). In addition to illustrating this
fimswn and/ or construction of women on which the military depends to consolidate
its power 1nsu€unonally, which ultimately also allows for other kinds.of violence against
women, Enloe’s work can be read as abstracting and collapsing bodies which are logczl;d
on .chffe}"en‘t axes of power such as sexuality, race, class, religion, natonality and
reglqnahty into one body of exploitation. This may end up ma.kiné invisible tyower’
relations among women themselves as they are embodied depending on or_heIr) axes
of power. Qonsequendy, Enloe’s reading of women as victims (in a universal manner)
may cont}-lbute to collapsing power to a “monolith” that works the same everywhere,
andantﬁlytlc“that may alfo prevent us from attending to the anatomy of global power,
?nnay foszsloséciegS:n; that ;fllll)not be accommodated as easily. Thus, this analytic-
s forac . . ‘e . .
ang slolidarity w;:) e (Turcottz ;OOosr;nve feminist politics that is interested in change:
nloe further explains that racist and sexist understandin ili ite,
male, heterosexual) have become both normalized and p:rladggx?iatlh v‘\:nﬁllﬁt;lrz igg;tgs"
of n.uhtary men. .On the one hand, it was clear which women were to be protected:
E’whlte, US, married) and wl:nich women were to be exploited (brown, poor, foreign);
ut, on the pﬂler hand, as with any categorical formulation, there were cont’radiction;"
and exceptons. For ctxample, Enloe discusses how a white US soldier marryin a
woman of color comPhcated the ways military men read women’s bodies which furr.ger
informed their relationship to women: “A race relatons officer recalls that in the

early 1970s on 2 base in Florida any black woman in civilian clothes seen in the vicinity
of the base was presumed to be a prostitute: “This was embarrassing when it turned
. out to be a colonel’s wife” (p. 81).
A further complication can be seen in Enloe’s example of a military man of color
raping Vietnamese women. Enloe quotes one US soldier: “T was taking her body by
~force. Guys were standing over her with rifles, while I was screwing her. She says, “Why
are you doing this to me? black, why are you doing this to me?” (Enloe 1983:35).
" This example as cited by Enloe suggests that the contradiction voiced by the
_Vietnamese woman fractures and complicates a normalized Othering of women through
.the epistemological frameworks and material practices of military men depending on
their race and their class within the military institution (Turcotte 2006). More so, the
examples themselves seem fo point to the tensions “practical” and “political” sites of
interrogation posit for feminist work, that “knowing where the women are” may not
be enough, especially for a ferninist political project that desires elimination of
violence against women, their children, and their communities.
* Other feminists such as J- Ann Tickner (1992:ix—x) pushed the boundaries of the
field by asking questions such as: “Why is the subject matter of my discipline so distant
“from women’s lived experiences? Why have women been conspicuous only by their
absence in the worlds of diplomacy and military and foreign policy-making?” Tickner's
questioning pushed the field to engage beyond its mainstream theoretical approaches
‘by centralizing women as a legitimate object of analysis which opened up the space
io rethink “realism’s” dominant understanding of state relations. In introducing
“women” as a major category in the field, both Enloe and Tickner made it possible
for other feminists to struggle and disrupt some major masculinist IR modalities and
‘open up spaces to engage with issues often unimagined to be worthy of focus in the
“feld. As these feminists’ criiques though became incorporated in the field and as
their focus remain on the military, the state, foreign policy and presumed extensively
- positivist epistemologies, they came to be relegated to _the mainstream of feminist IR
(Peterson 2004). With the reconstitution of a “mainstream” with an addition of some
ferninist works, always at the peripheries, feminist power ended up itself relegating
«other” femninisms with agendas that move us beyond “making the world a better place
" for women” (Wibben 2004:106). One has to wonder, though, whether the critiques
by the first feminists of realism were “heavily dependent on orientalist knowledge for
their construction” (Chacko 2007:9). Was its understanding of the state of nature as
a gendered site (re)animating and displacing the violence from some “women,” the
new object of study, into those others (i.e., feminized) of international relations, those
w0 the state of nature” and/or primitive societies, ideas.
Cohn, a standpoint feminist, (1990) calls for a principled feminist ethics that recog-
sizes that phenomena like war are gendered; that an inquiry that centralizes women’s
lives in gendered phenomena like war is crucial and is “a central tenet of feminist
methodology [...] {Iln the context of war, ‘women’s lives’ has two primary referents:
‘the work women do and the distinctive bodily assaults war inflicts on women”;
‘gendered phenomena like war are not spatially and temporally bounded and social
relations of power are locatable, and thus “an ‘alternative epistemology’ which stresses
that all thinkers are ‘situated’ within ‘epistemic communities’ which ask some but not
¢ other questions, and legitimate some but not other ways of knowing” is required. As
Cohn argues, “We are each of us also situated by social identities and personal his-
ories. None of us speaks from nowhere; there is no phenomenon that can be seen
“independently of the situation of the seers.” This standpoint epistemology and/or
‘what Harding distinguishes from feminist empiricists and feminist postmodernists
refers to those feminists who argue that one’s view and knowledge insights depend
on where one stands, and this view differs depending on one’s gender, culture, race,
“class, and other factors. Crucial as this constructivist/feminist intervention was, however,
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it still took as its starting point the state of nature, the most central tenet informing
much of the work of realists, liberals, and constructivists in IR (Hoffman 1977, 1981;
Wendt 1992), especially when the material links between the vantage point of women’s
lives and the knowledges are not explained (Hennessy 1995).

In 1989 Keohane invited those standpoint feminists in the field (ignoring other
feminists who have long before the IR feminists engaged with issues of power and
phenomena like war) to engage these phenomena and draw on empiricist feminists
who can point to examples and cases of women who are being ignored by IR. However,
he also suggested in the same article that an empiricist feminist is in danger of
committing “the analytical error of reifying a stylized ‘patriarchal state’ or ‘interstate
system’” (cited in Wibben 2004:101). Keohane’s work and those empiricist feminists
that he thinks standpoint feminists can benefit from do not necessarily pay close
attention to the effect of their theoretical frames and discourses and “the impact
of observation itself on the object of study, the instability and contextual relativity of
concepts, and the absence of approaches that can accommodate the everchanging
parameters of international relations” (Wibben 2004:101).

Keohane exemplifies the social scientist whose primary goal is objective science and
“disciplinary coherence,” and consequently he defends his position which ends up
allowing him to see and articulate postmodern feminist approaches as a “dead end
in the study of international relations” and consequently as a site of knowledge that
deserves his derision and exclusion, and the same from those feminists he deems
legitimate. As a social scientist, and especially one informed by ideas mostly informed
by “social contractarian thought and early British social anthropology” (Chacko
2007:131-40), he believes in the separation of science and politics, a segregation
challenged and disrupted by critical and feminist IR theorists. “The destiny of Modern
Man was bifurcated: scientists as scientists were not to meddle in politics; political,
economic, and social administrators were not to shape the cognitive direction of
scientific inquiry” (Harding 1991:223). Weber, a post-positivist, that is, a theorist whose
framework challenges metanarratives and universalism and consequently rejects all-
encompassing stories that claim to explain the international system as a whole, argues
that neither realism nor liberalism could be the full story. She challenges Keohane’s
approach by first focusing on how power is constituted through the discourses that
he employs. She states that Keohane does not interrogate his own assumptions and
“impartially observes and records his observations [. . .] [His] way of seeing constitutes
the feminist body of literature as that which is to be seen but not heard from, unless
its voice(s) is/are mediated through Kechane’s interpretations” (Weber 1994:338).
Weber argues that feminists “acknowledge [. . .] the tensions and complications [adopt-
ing particular perspectives] creates, [feminists] welcome rather than attempt to
constrain the richly transformative visions looking through feminist lenses enables”
(p. 339). )

Others like Anne Sisson Runyan and V. Spike Peterson who draw not only on IR
literature but also on IPE and radical, socialist, and postmodern feminists have argued
that the debates and segregations in the field of IR have been defined extensively
and in relation to the dominant field of realism and its major understanding of order.
They state: “realism does not expect rationality to prevail in interstate relations (any
more than it is expected in patriarchal discourse to exist in ‘woman’), so it, too, must
advocate strong and coercive measures to try to bring madness and hysteria under
‘man’s’ control. Thus, the patriarchal construction of ‘woman’ as a site of disorder,
~hich must be treated and tamed to conform to the dictates of ‘femininity’ as a con-
rolled identity, haunts the realist formulation of man/state vs. mad/states” (Runyan
ind Peterson 1991:69). For these theorists the “where are the women?” research
igenda was limiting and pushed to investigating how practices both within IR as a
ield and also within everyday international relations are shaped by gender, which
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i the way IR
_opened up the space (0 ask other more fundamental questions about the way

i i h orientations embody: feminists
ents itself and the methods and categories that suc >
(k)l:\?: opted instead for political projects that transgress boundaries but also challenge

the formation of those boundaries. As Runyan and Peterson so accurately state:

In the absence of attention to the problematique of gender, the alienation d(;fhth?.;g?;
from the embodiedness and embeddness of human bemg:s - eﬁ“ﬁf:tﬁd by '?hees ;1 a(_)gc?_ﬂi -
i i al thought and state formaton, which privileg ;
e it inot vty i lations, and control/certainty/

feminine, instrumental reason over affecmfe re ) : c 1
gscendence over anarchy/ unpredictability/contingency — will remain at the “core” of
IR thought. (p. 100)

Runyan and Peterson’s brilliant articulation of th.is binary remains, thm_}gh,. ctentt:ll‘]aé
to their feminist theorization instead of being artlcu_lated as an 5)11&);5 p():]c;g;tel? H?Dno_
died through the internagonal) m
ways Western and modern (as embo ! 1€ in 1 e
ithic” i i i imaginations with regard to .
lithic” identity comes to dominate even Our maglic: d o e
i i i der identities in Western patriarciy g

By proffering this construction of gender 1de i .

m}l,dpstate for%nations as forestructures of inquiry to guide our engagement with global

- politics, we are also able to engage with the methods by which women, working-class

peoples, and (neo)colorized subjects disrupt dominant formadons through different

" kinds of struggles.

1n the 1990s, Adam Jones whose article in the Review of International Studies, the

iti i ies Association, asked the question
~ ial journal of the British International Studies , ¢ ¢
: ‘c‘)gﬁocés “éender’ Make the World Go Round:” sprang a debate r:hat contl.nued :\,—['ltll'l
" the interventions of Ann Tickner who published a piece in International Studies Quarterly

i feminists and IR scholars is
ich ested that the lack of conversation bereen ' S
g:slgd Z]rllg%l) misunderstandings about the meanmngs of gender, (2) different onto

* logies, and (3) epistemological divisions. As Wibben (2004:100) says, “it remains to be

i ings’ i i differences in ontology
ther ‘misunderstandings’ is the best term to use since nce 1]
2\;651 ga?sierfxlc’)logy have also occurred in the debate between (nonfen{’lmst) critics and
mainstream IR scholars without leading to 2 total silencing thereof.” ¢ the field
Christine Sylvester, who has consistently challeng(-id the foulglfattilogz oc; erag Al
i ing i itivi iri hods, articulates empathetic
including its positivist and empirical met ) te: e co e
ini i “Other” is taken seriously on nis
a ferninist method for IR in the hopes that the | L j on bis/ne
i h enables a kind of listening that the
terms (Sylvester 2002). For her this approac g e
i ienti jecti f silence foreclosed. She defines 1t as
dominant scientific and objective method o > . She defines tt 2 oms
id i that occurs when one listens seriously to the €o s,
e P thoee one i ed to heeding when building social
fears and agendas of those one 1s unaf:cu.stqm heed § sodel
i dismissing, finding in the concerns of ot!
i v board e e ? 04:321). In another volume titled
lands of one's own concerns and fears” (1994: .In \
lz;c;l(;iaelr%rz}ces'c})ialogues in International Relations (Rosenau 1992{(), Sylvestfar 1na1'iri$ed1$:§
i 2 n i hich] can keep tension
tively a “play,” “a narrative approach [ : 1 [v.v e ;
f:i)ife;eir};fon‘fati)cl)n without necessarily imposm% a hlnea.r lst}'lllcmrelm(\r/;r;bilfizr; ‘t‘li(t)i(ﬁ.l‘gi)r;
draws on this literary method to “hold [...] multple cuitura” ©
fvllllim tl:l‘l‘é\;e ‘logically’ contradict [because] mulhpl;;}tgrbandQ%o()lln;a(;isl;:t:nrngZsiiré ;33(22
ing i i " (cited in Wibben :
coherent, compelling in their own way" (cite 04:1€ . Inmotues
i i i but masks her “national” gendere
race and difference into the dialogue on IR, mast e
i ivi i izi She writes in the name of a Zimbabwe
racial privilege with 2 colonizing move. \ In e e e ofa play, the
woman rather than having an actual conver§auon wi . e o O e resents
nfolds into a narrative arnong various characters: thus W prese!
Zh\)ﬁzrﬁ standpoint feminist; Tsitsi, 2 Zimbabwean woman. Tsitsi ends up sp}f'altung
only in terms of her own paIticulariu’es whereas Westfem comm'er%ts on r.he.oryls ];s o;y,
ang, politics in 2 universal tone. At one point, Westfem tells Tsitsi about Zimbabwean
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men and their patriarchy. Indeed, Westfern speaks for all; Tsitsi .
not very well. In fact, Tsitsi admits as much, P " o5 THist only for herself, and

Westfem-self, I tell you, we women have been gagged by tradition and colonialism for so

long that now it is difficult for us to insist i i i
o e o0330) on our own voices, ideologies, and statecrafts.

While Sylvester critiques mainstream IR’s but also mainstream i i itics’
patriarchal epistemic, political, and personal violence, she alsolgziitrir(lz?;ftf:l:lirlf ?:113251-
izing the dlﬂ'erer{ces by invoking the “gagging of women by tradition and colonial?sm i
TI?IS (neo) colonial move also marks other critical works and pervades the IR schola'
ShlP where the, “Us academic selfrighteously presents the woman of color asa victizg
of thlrd-wo'rld patriarchy in need of ‘firstworld’ feminist rescue without questionin,
gi‘h% h(ter right or l‘alace' to dc3 so. No wonder many women of color, inside and outsidg
Ling 26080,42?;;(301:5)) . feminism’ as another form Qf ‘imperialism’ * (Agathangelou and
What are the ways in which to understand and disrupt femini ’ i i

doqnnant and hegemopic power and its own closely conl:s)titutedni:rtxz?xk‘{gisn(;?lzi‘s-I 2012)51;&{::3
project t.hat alms to critique, expose, and intervene in order to transform kncI;)wled
Production within the discipline of IR and the arena of world politics? e
_ Three df:cades_later, .the field of feminism in IR has brought to r:he fore man
lmportant issues, including the ways we analyze the gendered formation of states th(}el
public over the private spatial divide as embodied through the sexual contract, th
segregation of politics and economics, the relations of exploitation in the ublic, ang
private spheres of influence, and the relegation of social reproduction 'End famil
.relatlons.as a space of female power and influence. As of late many feminist Ig
interventions have been at the level of “mainstreaming of gender”’ (MosZr etal. 1999;
True 2008; Youngs 2008), bringing a different kind of questioning to the table .VVhile’
this pr(.::'cess and intervention has been useful, a close look at the “mainstrean‘lin of.
genFler debates and writings reveals the tensions within IR feminisms (Rai 2§03'l
fﬁ]uu;es and Welgles 2007;_ Rai and Waylen 2008). Youngs (2008), for instance, ar es,
that gex:;der mainstreaming across varied policy contexts may help to transfc;nngutll
inferior status. a%located to feminist international relations (IR) in relation to rnain(E
Stream (masculinist) IR” (p. 688). In other words, the gendered ontology of male over
female is part of what defines IR, as it has “traditionally defined political philosoph
and thegry (p. 690), and thus for Youngs gender mainstreaming and feminist IRI;EL);

possibility of asking other questions: How is one to be mai
bi > f : mainstreamed? Under what
conditions is that ? i
mainstreaming?a possible? What are the power dynamics that enable even gender
As Imam (1997:6) explains, “to be mainstream i i
. s ed [is to be] incorporated in-
cipal element among those issues and considerations that shoulép automa:t,isc:llP;rnt?e

considered and taken into account.” Mainstream IR (Keohane 1989) and mainstream

fe{nlnlst IR materializes and is authored as the sets of literatures, methods, and the-
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- disciplinary knowledge, as well as the epistemological approaches within a discipline.

While one explicit struggle within the discipline has been to intervene in IR’s elision
of gendered power relations (see, e.g., Enloe 2007), feminist IR also has a contested
history of canonizing certain forms of feminism as legitimate and others as “reaction-
ary” to feminist norms of knowledge exchange.

The struggles around mainstreaming mark what we call power contestations not
only about the constitution of IR, as a field, discipline, and practice (Agathangelou
and Ling 2004b; Agathangelou in press), but also contestations for other politico-

. economic relations (Parpart and Zalewski 2008). Raising the inferior status of feminism

within IR, that is, making possible the mainstreaming of gender and feminism, requires
multiple centers of power and multiple marginalities. These institutional struggles for
recognition through exclusion may themselves perpetuate similar exploitative relation-
ships of drawing boundaries around legitimate academic and other institutional orders.
For instance, many feminists in other areas have articulated the ways mainstream
privilege has relied and continues to rely on the silencing and appropriation of
difference; it is grounded in relations of domination. Much of the ime, what has been
assumed as legitimate “feminist IR” came to be produced through complex “carto-
graphies of struggle” (Mohanty 1991) that opened simultaneously specific spaces to
create the conditions of solidarity but also simultaneously made possible segregation
within its borders, the disciplines and global politics. In engaging, listening and
writing these struggles requires us to recognize the following: feminisms, feminist IR,
and IR are intimately linked through disciplinary struggles and larger geopolitical
struggles of world affairs and thus necessitate knowledge terrains attentive to intersec-
tional (Crenshaw 1995) and oppositional (Sandoval 1991) gendered struggles (i.e., race,
sexuality, nation, class, religion, and gender itself).

Feminist IR and Gendered International Relations (GIR)

A vexed question for GIR debates that.emerged in the British Journal of Politics and
International Relations is the relationship between feminist and gendered analyses.
Feminism has always been explicitly political as it aims to realize fundamental trans-
formations in asymmetrical and hierarchized gender relations and the shifts in exist-
ing power relations in support of women. GIR “advocates promise to broaden the
various women’s questions in feminist IR into gender questions, which gets men and
masculinities squarely into the gender picture and moves gender analysis away from
the margins to the centre of IR. GIR questions the necessity of framing masculinity
studies around effects on only women or gender relations that affect women” (Zalewski
et al. 2008:162). For this reason, feminist research renders the gendered nature of
I/international R/relations visible, making the emergence of GIR possible (see, e.g.,
Enloe 1983, 1989; Parpart and Staudt 1989; Tickner 1992; Sylvester 1994). However,
while an earlier generation of feminist IR’s labor and struggles have made this pursuit
of GIR possible, the one is not synonymous with the other. Zalewski’s (2007b) discus-
sion of the state of the discipline conjures up older feminist engagements with IR,
its relation to gender, and its contemporary contributions. In “Do We Understand
Each Other Yet? Troubling Feminist Encounters with International Relations” (2007a),
Zalewski argues for a feminist-informed-approach to international politics research
and suggests that such analyses should ideally be viewed simply as IR scholarship,
rather than as part of a marginal subset of the mainstream discipline. From this
perspective the distinction between GIR and IR would collapse, with the concerns of
the discipline itself being transformed by feminist insights and analysis. In other words,
feminist IR is coterminous with GIR and not something Other than or in response
to the real IR. Feminist IR, for Zalewski, needs to move through the constant fight
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to prove itself and talk back to mainstream IR because such conversations solidify

structures Of dOInlIla mst d [&) 1 forrﬂa a
tion €a f trans tive 011 CS. IIl the a_].e
p ano r venue Z WSkl

feminism “begins” (is born), we “know” iti i |
s ow" by definition (literally) what it “is™; usuall
: worme
men, power, etc. And we have a sense of its mission, “ ; o

] emancipation” for example, or to
change the “balance of gendered power” [...] has garnered some disciplinaryiurrency

in IR, which I suggest it achieves through a series of interconnected performative prac-
tices [. .'.] “.rrt.enchmg “back” to imagined inaugural commitments ~ for example subl’)ects
and subjectivity very traditionally understood — regularly producing feminism ",i.n II%" as
unyieldingly holdi_ng on to essentalist views of woman/subjects, or “empowerment” con-
vcnnonally_concewed [...] 2 further consequence of this nostalgic securing and the
accompanylng sense of time limitation around feminism is an emergent perception that
all has not quite gone according to (the feminist) plan. (Zalewski et al. 2008:155)

Zalewski raises some crucial concerns for our understandin inj i
national relations. More specifically, she is arguing that femgifn?sfnf: rI;l(-l:rglllflmv:ltal? (iitsu;mwrr;
‘c(:ommltr?ents and own visions and yet, in the relation with IR it has changed. This

change leads to other visions of “nostalgic securing” and/or what we want to ar e
here is a recapturing of static “feminist vision.” Zalewski points to a logic thatgv]je
want to argue is a logic that presumes that the object of desire of feminism is non-
changeable even yvhen clearly the entry of feminist insights and modalities in IR was
from the. begmmng a contestation of some of the dominant, nevertheless com-
monsensical views of feminisms within a site that consistently did’not “notice” v;omen
SAgatha.ngel.ou in Press). For instance, Tickner (in Zalewski et al. 2008:158) explains
‘IR theory [itself] is gendered, both in the questions it chooses to ask, as well as how
1t goes about answering them.” These conversations within journals iike Millennium
111ustratc‘3 the struggles that feminists are still embodying but more so to the process
of marginalization as a constitutive element of the “discipline as a whole,” d

‘ Tpls.sﬁqggle of feminist marginalization within IR and desires for inclusion in one’s
disciplinarian community, while at times important, has reinforced segregated frame-
wprks that narrow the possibilities of feminist articulations, methods and theories
Tickner (1997) previously argued that there is a miscommunication between feminis£
IR and mainstream IR because of feminism’s different ontological and epistemologi-
cal approaches.-Tickner’s claim that mainstream IR “just cannot understand” feminigslt
approaches maintains a perceived divide and an impossibility of feminist IR as IR
as if f(::mlms.t IR is its own entity rather than existing within and alongside of IR’s
inception. Tickner further explains that IR needs to “realize that speaking from the
perspective of the disempowered appears increasingly urgent in a world where the
marglr'la.h?ed"are the most likely victims of war and theAn‘egatjve effects of economic
globallzauoq (p.630). However, as Agathangelou (1997), Chowdhry and Nair (2002)
and .Zalewskl '(2-007b) suggest, this stance against mainstream IR contributes to the’
alzen.ty of feminist IR when, in fact, mainstream IR is able to articulate jtself as such
precisely bec'atfse of the years of feminist work and struggles. The power trajectories
betwe;en femimst IR and IR are not one-way trajectories, nor are they contained within
the sites of “core and periphery” (Wallerstein 1974, 2004) knowledge frameworks:
:"ather., th(-;y are extremely complicated engagements of power that exist because ot"
he h}ston(::s of exchange between the two sites. These struggles of asymmetrical
;tandu}g' within IR are difficult, highly contested and varied within different sites
?f f(-':rr.umsms, a.n.d they continue to present themselves as a fundamental concern of
eminist IR and its perceived unified desire to be recognized within the discipline

Spivak (2003) suggests that questions of disciplinary and feminist legitimac;l? ma.l.(e
ind ren}ake knowledge frameworks in productive ways but, at times, can break the
rroductive powers of a discipline and epistemological insights. Works such as Enloe
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(1983), MacKinnon (1989), Peterson (1991), Tickner (1992), Sylvester (1994), and
Steans (1998) made necessary and productive interventions into the masculinist
constructions and practices of world politics. Each of these theorists made gender
and sexual inequalities explicit within the theories and practices of the state, and
other institutions such as the field of IR, and created new frames of analysis enabling

. generations of scholars to embody a feminist critique and pedagogical practice that

centered gender and sexual difference within a patriarchical system of knowledge
exchange. Out of these struggles and contestations of IR’s marginalization of feminism,
women, gender and sexuality and in relationship to activist and policy movements to
“mainstream gender,” different articulations of feminist, neo-feminist and nonfeminist
perspectives of gender have proliferated throughout IR, suggesting gender analysis
is not necessarily contained within a feminist framework and can be articulated
with different political mobilizations. Works such as Keohane (1998), Carpenter (2002,
2003), Caprioli (2003, 2004, 2005), and Jones (2008) develop through mainstream
and feminist tensions and result in the denial of feminist practices and visions for
the success of gender analysis. Nonfeminist articulations of gender analysis suggest
that gender can be found and measured in the everyday practice of international
relations and can be analyzed in ways that may, but not necessarily, ascribe to feminist
sensibilities or a radical feminist project of anti-imperialism (see, e.g., Locher and
Priigl 2001; Carver et al. 2003; Social Politics 2005). The assumption here is that gen-
der analysis is about questions of equality and inclusion, which can exist outside a
feminist politics that calls attention to exploitive relations of racist, heteronormative
patriarchy that make up our daily lives as well as our politico-knowledge practices
(Lorde 2001).

However, gender mainstreamingis an intense site of struggle that manifests and mobil-
izes in different ways. A feminist sensibility of anti-imperial state frameworks discusses
gender mainstreaming as a theoretical, material, and political project of translating
and transforming gender within the frameworks of the state (state machinery) as one
avenue among many to explicitly analyze global gender inequities in theory and
practice as well as rebuild transnational frameworks of gender equity and justice
(Liebowitz 2002, 2008; Carney 2003; Rai 2003; Arat 2007). The expanded incorpora-
tion of women into exploitative paid and unpaid labor has proliferated women’s
movements on a local and global scale (Moghadam 1993; Naples and Desai 2002;
Agathangelou 2004; Moghadam 2005; Rai 2007). Other feminists have focused on
the transnational emergence and development of feminisms (Alvarez 2000; Sarker
2007; Conway 2008). These feminists suggest that much of this transnational mobilizing
has also to do with the institutionalization of women’s issues and gender mainstream-
ing that took place through the implementation of the UN Decade for Women
(1975-85) and the global UN conferences of the 1990s as well as the World Bank’s
projects to integrate women in global circuits. For example, in addition to the 1985
Nairobi Conference, the Beijing preparatory process and the conference itself was
critical in expanding women'’s spatial praxis in the local, national, regional, and inter-
national realms.

There are solidarities and difference within these articulations that have informed
deeper and more complicated struggles within IR. Again, Zalewski (2007a) notes that
the emergence of so-called “neo-feminist” scholarship, which adopts a positivist
approach to gendered research in order to document men’s experiences in inter-
national politics, marks a growing schism between feminist scholarship and gender
analyses. Zalewski perceives this schism as representing an attempt to recuperate GIR
into the discipline while leaving the mainstream unaltered, and counterposes this
to a more transformative feminist engagement that seeks to unsettle the discipline.
Her suggestion is that the continued “misunderstandings” between feminist and IR
scholars, which many GIR scholars have bemoaned, may actually contribute to this
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task imd therefore should be viewed as productive. So what does this suggest about
the misunderstandings” and misrepresentations within feminisms, IR, and IR’s

feminist sensibilities?

The Geopolitics of Thought and Practice

The question of feminist projects has been aradoxical, some may even sa -
atic, as it has confronted the dynamics of pcP:wer and exclusion wi};hin arer}llal.: rs?l?:lg?s
the household, community, public and private institutions of national and international
governance, and within the hallowed halls of academia engaged in knowledge pro-
duction about the world. Many gender assumptions undergird knowledge production
in most disciplines including the “common sense” of IR, which has certainly been
1nﬂuenceq by gendered politics even though it claims an objectivity that is belied
by the claims of many of its critics including feminist IR. Feminist scholarship in
gllt(?m;uonal Iﬁelljatio}rlls haj\s not only interrogated the masculinist underpinnings of
ainstream ut has also demonstrated h ini i
and different understndings <t iR ow feminist IR provides more nuanced
Hpvyever, feminist IR is too often positioned, both by mainstream IR and mainstream.
Eeml.mst IR, as a2 homogenous group. The continued focuses on “global gender equity,”
particularly becau'se of the way the geopolitical knowledge of gender is codified an’d
hea.rt.:l through liberal frameworks of equality, disengages transnational feminist
politics. Such pos%tioning of feminist IR elides the contestations, contradictions, and
nuances of multiple feminisms that comprise, circulate, and produce diﬂ'érent
geopolitical agendas within and between feminist and postcolonial IR. While it is a
constant struggle within IR for the mainstream to acknowledge the productivities of
marginalized knowledges such as feminist and postcolonial, this struggle continues
to feed segregated politics that erase racial, gender, sexual, and national violences
hr}thlp the “su.bd}emes." Such lack of attention to the multilayered processes of mar-
g—ma_.hza}non within the marginal, and the continual remarking of legitimate feminist
odies, is a technology of empire that pushes peoples to the margins and incapacitates
‘hem as leg@mate actors and decision makers of their communities and world politics
1s such. While it is because of the critical works of foundational scholars of feminist
(R that we are able to expand the geopolitical terrains of global politics in this piece
ve take serlousl)f Fhe multitude of feminist theories and methods that suggest bound:
uies and geopolitical power moves both “inside” and “outside” of ferminist communities
ind require continual reflection and critique of the histories of knowledge relations
hat enable the naming of feminist territories.
) Whl.le IR feminists have penetrated the seemingly impenetrable “fortress IR,” these
eminisms have also engendered their own exclusions and forced incapacitations
Sylvester 1994, 2008). Works such as Biswas (2002), Chowdhry and Nair (2002), and
}gaf.h::mgelou and Ling (2004b) illustrate how claims of early and even some cu;'rent
eminist scholarship based on essentialized categories of women have left other social
‘elauor}s in global politics such' as race, class, nationality, sexuality, ability, and issues
of bodm?s unaddressed. Additionally, a support of mainstreaming of ger’lder within
nternational order in discourses of rights, law, security and development through the
argeting of “women” in Other geographical locations without critical and analytical
ittention to transnational justice ends up assuming that violence is of the “there” and
)ut.ﬂde_of the Production of the “here.” The genealogy of feminist IR (the first world)
nuch pke mainstream IR, remains Eurocentric, and the gate-keeping practices anc{
trategies of knowledge production ignore and make invisible non-European philo-
ophical traditions and political and social practices (Agathangelou and Ling 2009)
Jespite the recent feminist scholarship on IR and the relations (albeit ridden W1th
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many spatial tensions) of race, class and gender, and despite the mea culpas of feminist
scholars elsewhere, mainstream feminist IR has not given serious attention to the

- relations between their own geopolitical constitution and other feminisms who have
“not fallen in step with the universal claims about women and gender.

The segregation and division of different epistemological engagements and other
kinds of practices within IR has been a central process and works to mystify their

. co-constitutive histories, unequal divisions of labor and makes difficult the raising of

questions about its political praxes through the naturalization — the canonization —
of IR, feminist theory and postcolonial world politics. Part of the bringing together of
critical postcolonial, feminist, and postcolonial feminist IR insights is to illustrate how
it is crucial to consider geopolitical bodies (€.g., the state, peoples’ physical bodies,
regions, knowledges) generally, and the geopolitical bodies of IR (e.g., scholars,
researchers, policy makers, and their theoretical productions) more specifically, as
constantly forming through their struggles, flows, movements, migrations, and “trans-
national connectivities” (Grewal 2005) that began with the critiques and theorizations
of postcolonial theorists.

Postcolonial feminist theory, method, and pedagogy is not new to feminist IR, and
in fact some feminist theorizations in the Global North have reaped the intellectual
and material benefits from the knowledges and people of postcolonial feminism.
However, despite intergenerational and contested conversations between feminists in
the Global North and postcolonial feminists, dominant feminist IR fails to politically
engage with the difficult questions of postcolonial feminism that necessitates co-
constitutive analyses and historical specificities of colonialism, imperialism and capital-
ism within spatial political exchanges of knowledge, people and land (Turcotte 2008;
Agathangelou in press). For example, the works within Chowdhry and Nair’s (2002}
edited book detail how axes of power, such as race, gender, sexuality and nation, are
mobilized through imperial frameworks to maintain global inequality and violence
for the protection of Northern interests. Many movements in world politics, and especi-
ally starting with the contestation of slavery in the Americas, challenge and contest
the organizing principles of imperialism that naturalize violence and geopolitical
positioning (see, e.g., Hartman 1997, 2007; McKittrick 2006). Other postcolonial
feminists critiqued, for instance, the nation (Spivak 1988b; Kaplan et al. 1999), dest-
abilizing the us/them binaries built and maintained by the state, the dominant unit

- of analysis in IR, and the clashes that arise because of the political and social tensions
- embedded within imperial frameworks of racialized, gendered and classed asym-
metrical dichotomizations.

The segregation and marginalization of specific knowledge productions and contexts
(e.g., global) and the interests that such processes support within which such produc-
tions remain painfully obvious. Feminist IR scholarship, while claiming to disrupt “truth”
narratives of mainstream IR, often falls prey to constructing similar truth narratives
that do not account for the organization and spatial praxis of feminists worldwide
(Conway 2008). For instance, gender mainstreaming, while coming from intense
feminist struggles, is producing new subjects to be regulated through US counter
terrorist services in the Niger Delta Region of Nigeria. The building of US bases and
US training of Nigerian soldiers and private security forces are directly connected
to academic knowledge formations within the Global North whose focus is on how to
“secure” women within conflict zones. Take, for example, the recent collaborative
work at Georgetown University between Women in International Security (WIIS) and
US Africa Command (AFRICOM) that “br[ought] together the varying perspectives
among experts from academic, military, governmental and non-governmental organ-
izations [...] to discuss the current progress and future of US Africa Command”
through a discussion of the “3-D” security framework (Development, Diplomacy and
Defense), which advocates an integrated approach to achieving its goals of peace,
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stability and prosperity in Africa (Skinner 2008; Turcotte 2008; see also Priority Africa

Network 2009).

Though one may say the relationship of ini i i

| : ‘ r p of feminist IR is not directly connected t
this project, dominant IR epistemologies on security, women and cor};ﬂict zones ar(;

informing and are informed by these projects and, in fact, the membership in such:

organizations often cross over. Collaborations of state and feminist academia recon-

stitute imperial knowledge exchange, and materializé state regulatory practices of

development and militarization on geopolitical sites. Considering such feminist col-

laboration alongside the insights of postcolonial and transnational feminist theories

reve?ls that this form of feminist collaboration markets, targets, and r ’
bodies from the Global South in violent ways (Agathan,gelgu 2’0042, ;ﬁiﬁl‘gﬁ;ﬁ:
2005; Grewal 2005; Nnaemeka 2005a; Mohanty 2006). These epistemolog’ies allow us
to place the geopolitical agendas of feminists (protecting women) as the feminist
concern rather than addressing the larger geopolitical structures of violence that
necessitate such constructions of protection (Agathangelou 2000; Agathangelou and
Ling QOQS; Lipschutz and Turcotte 2005). Such feminist agendas essentialize, localize
transnationalize apd_regulate transnational feminist possibilities and bodies through
imperial and capitalist patriarchal sensibilities. Disregarding the histories of labgr
I‘hlrd World—postcplonial-—h‘ansnational feminists have provided feminisms at different,:
sites, further contributing to the mistrust of North—South solidarities by transnational
feminists and also to the discourses of “feminist failure” by mainstream IR theorists
How and why do these imperial logics continue to propagate? .

Eurocentrism and IR Feminisms
Grovogui’s (2006) critique of Eurocentrism and occidentalist understandings of the

poit\yar order, its instituFions and political processes opens up a conceptual and
political space for us to view the “present” anew. By drawing on a group of African

intellectuals’ formulations of power, interest, ethics and experiences of subjectivity, .
kd

Grovogui articulates political possibilities “beyond” anarchy outside of the strictures

of Western political formations. And as Muppidi (2004:21) argues following Fanon, ..

iuch colonial glol_);.ﬂities “rc_:ly on coercive power — the capacity to inflict violence and
_.o?trol the conditions of living — to be effective” and thus, “it is often only counter-
violence that opens up a space for the acknowledgment of difference.” Difference

¢

‘he acknowledgment of and political commitment to, continues to be an area of

*ontention Yv1thin the various sites of IR and the main vehicle of geopolitical segrega-
ion, including what comes to be understood as “feminist IR.”
Much debate and contestation of the approaches of hegemonic Western-White and

Anglo-American feminist theorizations on the issues of sexual differentiation as sub- -

itantive factors of feminist experience, method, knowledge an i

he fore the sign.iﬁcance of theorists’ location and the effegct of fh?ggssgozrzzgg;ﬁ
ng and articulating a politics of disruption against imperial and colonizing practices

Norks such as Grewal and Kaplan (1994), Hurtado (1996), Alexander and Mohant{/
;19‘97), Narayan '(1997), Kaplan et al. (1999), Rowley (2003), Alexander (2005), and
smith (2005) all intervene in the project of feminism as a homogenous unified area
»f study by complicating the subject of “woman” through transnational attention to
;en.der, race, clas§, re}igion, and sexuality, which reframes a feminist project of soli-
larity from equality r}ghts pfotection to one that confronts complicities in violence
hrough antl-u:npena.hst, anti-racist, and anti-capitalist frames of knowledge.

. Anglo~Am<?r_1can, ‘Western-White and neoliberal feminist responses to such theoriza-
ions and critiques manifested in “new” modes of global feminism with claims of
ttentiveness to different needs of feminism and feminist subjects around the globe
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We take Global Feminisms (see Basu 1995) here to mean those feminists whose work
stresses “the oppression of women in one part of the world is often affected by what
“happens in another, and that no woman is free until the conditions of oppression of
_women are eliminated everywhere” (Tong 1998:926). “As global feminism gained
momentum and prominence in the 1980s and 1990s it was a key player in global
“human rights advocacy operating through international aid organizations and polit-

ical and legal mechanisms of the United Nations. UN conferences on women have
‘been criticized for their reliance on a western liberal framework” (Chowdhry 2009:53).

'This work departed from earlier attempts in internationalizing feminisms work that
_drew on both the political economy of the international structures but also the

.colonial continued dependencies:

By pointing to the limitations in the earlier “global sisterhood” model, and its normative
liberal/western subject, Basu’s work attempted to draw attention to the heterogeneity of
women'’s experiences, and movements around the world. Most importantly, she questioned
the analytic frameworks of feminist theory, which portrayed women in non-western corn-
texts predominantly through the lens of development and modernization. What this
collection, however, did not adequately address was hegemonic feminist theory’s com-
parable elision of complexities and multiplicities of women’s experiences and histories
within the United States, nor the points of convergence (and divergence) between US
anti-racist/ third world feminisms and third world/transnational feminisms. (p. 53)

This kind of Global Feminism often redraws the political boundaries of academic
knowledge to secure whiteness and First Worldism as structures of privilege within

ferninist and IR frameworks; these feminist subjects were, in fact, feminist objects.

Such theories and practices continue to deepen the polarizations between different
‘modes and people who embody feminist work. More so, these feminists foreclose
what Narayan (1997:39) argues the political project of feminists is:

[Als feminists we need to attend both to issues within particular nations and to urgent
- transnadonal or international issues if we are to achieve greater justice within particular
nations, and greater global justice in an increasingly interdependent world.

Similarly, DeFrancisco et al. (2003), Mohanty (2006), Incite! Women of Color Against
Violence (2006), and Arat-Kog (2007) argue, that focusing on particular nations and
the women within them further generates imperial ferninist praxes that foreclose
possibilities of solidarity. The theories and methods of some First ‘World, women of
color, Third World, Global South, and transnational feminisms from varied geo-
political constituencies struggle to articulate their opposition to gender essentialisms
and the racial, class, and heteronormative privileging within international relations
through their own locations and oppositional histories to colonization’s and imperial
knowledge formations and practice (see, €.g., Moraga and Anzaldia 1981; Spivak
1988a; Mohanty et al. 1991; Nnaemeka 2005b; Fisenstein 2007). Yet, many of these
scholars and the knowledges produced with these critical frameworks — both from
the Global South and the Global North — are relegated to the margins and asym-
metrically located on the varied knowledge matrices of the academy {Shohat 1998;
Agathangelou and Ling 92002). Segregation; thus, of social relations both at the level
of everyday social relations in the world “we” live in and also in the formation of
knowledge becomes strategies of violence fundamental to the formation of the “inter-
national.” Consequently, the ways we understand and explain the “international” within
the world are themselves ridden with such logics, which ultimately demand specific
practices that relegate some consistently to the margins of the field itself.

- Many of these divisions are embodied by feminists worldwide, which implicate them
in the ways they approach and do politics. Much of the work produced by feminists




2242 - “PEMINIST" THEORETICAL INQUIRIES AND “IR” “FPEMINIST" THEORETIGAL INQUIRIES AND “IR 9943

in the West, the European context, the Global North has focused on the development
of their spaces and their own lives greatly at the expense of others at the margins
and “outside” of their own environments, and thus much critique has been done by
women and feminists outside these dominant sites of knowledge production. For
example, at the UN Conference on Women held in Copenhagen in 1980, a significant
number of women from the Global North advocated focusing on issues they perceived
as common to all women despite differences within nationality, race and class. This
feminist position was strongly opposed by a small number of First World women
whereas Third World women present argued that gender oppression cannot be sep-
arated from national, class, or racial oppressions (Cagatay et al. 1986). At the second
UN Conference on the Status of Women in Nairobi in 1985, an increased number
of research and activist work drew on gender, class, and racial exploitation and oppres-
sions. These knowledges were integrated in a manner that exposed the multifaceted-
relations of power and violence on multiple scales including women'’s own bodies,
their ecologies, and above all their resources of survival (Shiva 1996) and their effect
on women'’s and men’s lives depending on their structural and institutional locations
in the world. Through such Third World feminists’ critiques, First World feminists
realized that food and poverty are feminist issues, and First World feminists’ critiques
of the centrality of sexual relations pushed Third World feminists to start integrating
gender more explicitly in their work and in national liberation movements (see, e.g.,
Stichter and Parpart 1988; Mikell 1997; Ackerly et al. 2006).

Other Third World and transnational feminists (see Alexander and Mohanty 1997)
further problematized the use of feminists’ concepts in different contexts by suggest-
ing that the specificity and geographic location of a woman’s life is crucial in articu-
lating strategies for change (see also Chang 2000; Kirk and Okazawa-Rey 2000; Shohat
2002; Falcén 2006; Ruokkanen 2008). Such postcolonial and transnational feminist
theorizations emerged out of decolonizing struggles. Much of this theorization brought
to the fore that much description and articulation of revolutionary projects cannot
be done without theorizing gender relations while recognizing that gender struggles
can be reformist if they do not take into account other axes of power, including the
structures which make them possible. Such theorizations acknowledge that the spatial
praxis that potentiates violence and the need for struggle against such praxis includes
the ecologies and social relations that people are part of and embody. Anne McClintock
(1997) articulates this geopolitical complexity of feminist relations and theorizations
for change.

declare our “areas” of interest, research and teaching, how we target our subje'cts and
objects of study and our audiences as a way to .indicate our intel.lectual, activist, and
policy communities — to delineate who we are in conversation with and wh;}t fran}e-
works we are building. This process, while creating some forms 9f community, relies
on the segregation and exclusion of Other unnamed communities as if they are not
related to each other or as if there is no attentiveness to how such communities
enable the naming of one’s community in the first place. Engagements such as these
suggest the conceptualizations of the international that require r.‘r%f:‘se kinds of violence
to be consolidated. For instance, Narayan and Harding (20003v111) have arg'qed that
ignoring “institutional, societal, and civilizational or philosophic forms o’f sexism an::l
androcentrism that have exerted the most powerful effects on women’s and men’s
lives — the forms least visible to us in our daily lives” — is problematic and further
allows exploitations and oppressions based on the regimes of race, class, sexuality,
nationality and regionality (see also Mies 1986; Waller and Rycenga 2009; Wing 2000).
** Feminist geopolitical frameworks allow us to draw out the connections aI‘}d con-
testations of power within various sites of global politics, particularly r."nose stablF:

‘categories such as “women” and the “state” as represented by some m.acac!emla,
activist and policy arenas. Destabilizing categories as a method opens up unimaginable
possibilities in geopolitical and other social relations frameworks. As Kofman argues

"The most successful incorporation of feminist insights and gender issues into geopolitics
* would dismantle and democratize geopolitics such that it no longer involved the per-
" sonnel of statecraft located with the most repressive echelons of the state. Real groups
would then begin to figure in the landscapes and maps of the global economy and power
relations. Geopolitics would open out into a broader context which we could Fall global
political geography, in which comparative analyses and the local, however that is defined,
" would also be included. (1996:218 cited in Hyndman 2004:313)

Hyndman suggests that Kofman's “description of feminist geopolitics aspires to a more
democratic and less punitive version of state-centric realist geopolitics. She also tz}c1tl'y
identifies a gap in the geographical literature: that the~5f:ale at which security is
generally conceptualized precludes collective concerns, civil groups, and 1nd1\f1dual
.protection” (p. 313). Hyndman also states that it is impprta.nt “to extc?n'd and amrﬂate
the feminist imagination Kofman articulates by suggesting thata feminist geopolitical
analytic need not only dismantle the dominant discourse of geopohmcs bL,I’t subvert,
' shift, and animate the geographically specific narratives of particular groups (p- ?{lfi).
In other words, a feminist geopolitics that is attentive to geographic mL'Ll.mphaFy,
specificity and movement reframes the ways in which we accept and participate in
regulatory practices of the state, academia and 9urselves. L )

The major experiences of women in anticoloplal aI}d anticapitalist revolutions have
highlighted the contradictions of agency within imperial structures. Even when women
were invited into national revolutions to change their circumstances, they often were
invited by men, which limited their own agency, especially after the revoh’m?n gMgma
1997). McClintock argues, “women learn their militancy only at men’s invitation.
Theirs is a designated agency — an agency by invitation only (-] The ferocity of the
‘war was such, the urgency so great, that sheer structural necessity .dlctated the.mow,:’
[...] In this way, the possibility of a distinctive feminist agency is never achleveq
(1997:336). Agency, though, is further complicated when not gssumt:d‘r.hrough patri-
archal representations of what “resistance” is or can be in anm-lmPena.hst movements.
Alexander and Mohanty (1997:xxviil) define feminist democratlg agency as follqws:
“the conscious and ongoing reproduction of the terms of 9ne’s existence while 'tak}ng
responsibility for this process. And agency is anchored in the practice of thinking
of oneself as a part of feminist collectivities and organizations™ (see also Mama 1997,

There is not only one feminism, nor is there only one patriarchy. Feminism is imperial-
ist when it puts the interests and needs of privileged women in imperialist countries
above the local needs of disempowered women and men, borrowing from patriarchal
privilege. In the last decade, women of color have been vehement in challenging privi-
leged feminists who don't recognize their own racial and class power. (p. 109)

Such insights disrupt the not so easily seen segregations of feminist social relations,
‘and their epistemologies within which such relations become constituted and founded
— including critiques, categories, knowledges, conditions of possibility of generating
living ideas — and become part and parcel of our everyday struggles. The idea of a
universal context and “global” or feminist IR is only made possible through the cor
doning off of separate geographical territories (see also Massey 1994). This simultan-
eous enactment and erasure of difference and multiplicity within feminism and between
feminist scholars perpetuates segregation, distrust, and imperial orders.

Such attention also exposes how feminisms and IR deal with difference by assuming
the world divided into domestic and international, relegating it into those spaces
outside the dominant “interstate structure” violence. Consider how we, as scholars,
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Mariniello and Bové 1998). Women’s relegation to the household and/or the market
as workers after the decolonizing struggles officially ended pushed women to recog-
nize and devise non-segregationist intellectual and praxes strategies that could change
and transform their own societies and within them the asymmetrical social relations
of power by building on existent collectives and forming new frameworks of solidarity.

Transnationalisms of Possibilities within Feminisms,
Feminist IR and International Relations

At the same time, things have gone backwards. Our colleagues have been polite about
.this, but IR is in a mess, let’s face it! IR, as Christine [Sylvester] said, is in its silos, it's in
its camps. The realists have come back, red in tooth and claw, responding to the world
as it is, but I also have to say, against what most of you believe, that I do not think the
postmodernist trend has been a disaster for IR and women's rights as well. (Fred Halliday
in Zalewski et al. 2008:170)

Halliday’s exasperation and/or rather desperate assertion here about the field of IR
reinsert the terms of the debates to be about the given truths of IR. Halliday argues
that newer possibilities require the use of “familiar” tools to produce knowledges anew
about our lives and our global world. The “postmodernist trend” has not been,
according to Halliday, “a disaster for IR and women’s rights as well.” This sense of
relief is also part of an intellectual episteme that disenables us, though, from pushing
further the terms of the debate, including the articulation of ideas and concepts that
are “struggle concepts” against structures of power and violence. It is here that we
alsq want to suggest that knowledge and its production is not static and linearly
delineated. More so, the production of knowledge itself, including what Halliday
names “the post-modernist trend,” emerges within struggles of violence, power, and
asymmetrical inequalities including one’s right to live and one’s right to die. The
“Post-modemist trend” provided us with some important struggle concepts to engage
with our everyday lives as located and made possible within a world context. This
“trend” itself has its own “differences” within. As Vivienne Jabri (in Zaleswki et al.
2008:173) states,

Any ideology has differences within it, and feminism is no exception. We've been rather
incapable of acknowledging these very real ideological differences within feminist IR,
However, these differences are beginning to come to the fore in a context which some
have referred to as “dark times,” a context where violations of rights are not just
happening in other people’s societies but here at our doorstep.

Jabri’s nuanced position here problematizes the dominant assumption of a unified
feminist project and she argues that the context of violence brings these “differences”
to the fore.
_ Pushing Jabri’s logic further, we argue that it is crucial to recognize that this context
is one of unequal power struggles and contestations, which consequently affects the
production of ideas and their effect on power, including the advancement of social
ends and the serving of social interests. For instance, some of the critical knowledge
may end up being appropriated and/or collapsed like other radical struggle concepts
and used to serve further property/patriarchal/imperial ends.

j_abri goes on to state that “feminism historically is a critical project [...] and his-
torically feminism as a theory and practice has had a great deal to say about issues
pf war and peace” (in Zalewski et al. 2008:174). This criticality requires more than
just a set of historically “situated knowledges” (Haraway 1991; Grewal and Kaplan

1994) but also a set of knowledges fundamental to the newer definitions and insights -
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~ that emerge out of struggles worldwide or what some critical theorists have called the

“transnational.” This concept itself is a contested one and its meaning, valence, and
relevance points to a multiplicity of expressions and demands. Focusing on such a
multiplicity requires itself “struggle concepts” that highlight the complexity of struggle
spaces and the ways specific and very dominant IR “units of analysis” mystify their
own restructuring and shift.

While, historically, IR theories have assumed the primacy of the state as a dominant
unit of world politics, the dramatic transformations of those world politics probleru-
atized its role and raised questions about the interstate structure, the sites of political
organizing, and the methods we draw upon to understand the world. Many at the
margins of these dorhinant frames know that organizing in “contained units” is not
a viable project and ends up serving against their own social interests. Much of their
lives is already grounded in a politics of “transnationalism” which accorded them at
least the historical knowledge to recognize as problematic the dominant ideas of IR
realist theories that sovereign power is “contained” and is itself one and the same
with a specific territory. Experiences of violence (i.e., human rights violations) by
many people worldwide, for instance, brought to the fore that states do not always
protect the interests of all their citizens and/or workers. Many decisions about the
majority of the world’s peoples happened within transnational spaces (e.g., organiza-
tions like the IMF and the World Bank making decisions about the most intimate
aspects of people’s lives, such as reproduction in Bangladesh; courts like the European
Courts deciding on human rights violations, etc.; the violations by corporations within
the Global South). Within this struggle context, dominant epistemes about the “inter-
national” (i.e., the most central unit of analysis and politics is the state; the major
decision maker about violations should be the state) and feminist issues became more
transnationalized, and consequently feminists started organizing and articulating
feminist questions and possibilities for a spatial praxis of transnational connections
and solidarities.

‘What would a feminist in the US do with the violations that were taking place, for
instance, in Afghanistan against women -and also Afghani peoples, as they were racial-
ized, classed, and sexualized within the world context? See, for instance, how Incite!l,
a US based organization of women of color, responded to this question: “At this
moment in Afghanistan, women are living with the return of the Taliban and other
misogynistic groups such as the Northern Alliance, a US ally, and with the violence
of continuing US and NATO attacks on civilians, despite the US war to ‘liberate’
Afghan women in 2001” (Incite! Women of Color against Violence 2008).

Transnationalism is, not merely a given but is itself a contested idea and practice
(Alexander 2005; Grewal 2005; Arat-Kog 2007). Through its development, many fem-
inists continue to ask what makes certain feminist practices “transnational” while so
many others remain somehow “local™ Is geographic grounding in New York at the
UN more transnational than a “local” feminism, say of a rural women’s movement in
Brazil that is thoroughly place-based, while simultaneously enmeshed in the transna-
tional feminist flows of donor money, academic ideas, and organizational linkages, as
so brilliantly demonstrated by Millie Thayer (2001)? Can we even speak of a single
phenomenon, “transnational feminism,” with specific modalities, as Desai (2005)
seems to imply? Other questions that have emerged and become centralized, especially
since the 1995 Beijing Women’s Conference, are about: the relationship between
feminism as a goal and women’s movements as a form of organization; the ways
feminists could work transnationally and how has this changed since Beijing; how
histories and contemporary understandings and politics about nation-states shape
feminists’ work in a transnational realm; how the language of universal human rights
is mobilized and for whose purposes; the restructuring of capital at the end of the
Cold War and how international power has moved attention away from an East-West
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axis to specific countries or issues globally; and finally,

s : what relationships do feminists
have with other social movements and organizations? P

Conway (2008) raises some important epistemological questions, which have serions -

spatial praxis implications. She asks: Is the signifier “transnational feminism” pointing

really to the demand for a new revived global sisterhood project carried by the high -

po]i'tic.s of a new, now multicultural, highly mobile, well-resource isi

feminist vanguard for imperialism Z.Igld ycapitalism? If so, whz:it zlfr;cl}xgiog?uf{:g?fi}si
excha.'nge are necessitated to create different possibilities for transnational solidarities?
) Clalrr}s of early and even some current feminist scholarship based on essentialize&
;ategopes of women have not engaged with other social relations significant in the
Aonnatloxf of glqbal politics (i.e., race, body, ability, sexuality, etc.). Additionally, this
;chqlarshlp continues to assume violence as an everyday Order of geopolitics bz, pro-
noting the mainstreaming of gender within international Jjustice discourses of rights,

aw, security and development through the targeting of “women” in Other geographical -

0catipns. The genealogy of feminist IR (the first world , much like i
‘emains Eurog:entric, and some of the gatekeeping prac)ﬁces and smlzraglirézu;'al?ngva:
edg.e_productlon d_o not take seriously engagements with non-Furopean philosophical
‘raci.lt{ons and pqhtical and social practices (Grovogui 2006). Despite the recent
eminist scholarship on IR and the relations (albeit ridden with many spatial tensions)
f race, class anc'i gender, and despite the mea culpas of feminist scholars elsewhere
namstream.femmlst IR has not given serious attention tG the relations between its:
wwn geopolitical constitution and other feminisms who have not fallen in step with
hzéu}lversal claims about women and gender. : P

ain, postcolonial feminist theory, method and pedagogy are not ne inj
R. However, despite intergenerational and contestlzed cgngzrsaﬁons betv“jvc:z‘rfega‘lrlrrllilrslE
SLS‘l'n the Global North and postcolonial feminists, dominant feminist IR fails to
)ohtlcall_y engage with the difficult questions of postcolonial feminism that necessitate
:o—cfon.sntunye.malys.es and historical specificities of colonialism, imperialism and
:lapltallsm within spatial political exchanges of knowledge, people and land (Turcotte
006, 20(')8.; Aggthangelou in press). Scholars often imagine and prdduce the state
y thfeonzmg its existence and promulgating its policies, and thus perhaps the
aost important part of this intellectual project is the interrogation of the “nation”
nthm't'he geopolitics of feminist IR. Postcolonial feminist criiques of the nation
lestat'nhze the us/them binaries built and maintained by the state, and the clashes
hat rise beca.us'e of the political and social tensions embedded Wlf_hl;l imperial frame-
rorks of racxahze_d, gendered, and classed asymmetrical dichotomizations. Elidin
h.e labors of Third World—postcolonial-transnational feminists contributes to thg
;1‘s‘,tf:rus.t Qf 1;Tc.)lrth—"50uth s‘olida.rities by transnational feminists and to the discourses
e ?g;;;;tte? ure” by mainstream IR Fheonsts. How and why do these logics continue
.Pa.rt of this process is enabled by the ways in which we as scholar ivi
ithin the Global North are conditioned tc? “see” ourselves as separzft(:’-n f;10?nc t:alf:t}i
ther thrgugh geopolitical territorialization and segregation and also as the “feminist
inguard to change and transform the world. This epistemological approach violentl
1akes Invisible and forcefully incapacitates those feminists that are actively workiny
» specific places and mobilize solidarities that disrupt an imperial and 'palriarchzﬁ

wpitalist ect. , ;
ap;s: 1st project. In Conway’s analysis of the World March of Women (WMW) she

The status of “place” and “the local”
guishes it from many other forms of
politics. The March is constituted as
engaged in specific geographies,

in the practices and discourses of the WMW distin-
both transnational feminism and anti-globalization
a coordination of place-based feminisms, concretely
on context-specific struggles pertaining to poverty and
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violence against women, in placespecific terms. These sensitivities to the intersecting
politics of place and difference in transnational movement practice intersect, notably
and inseparably, with a politics of class in the March’s praxis. Increasingly, the WMW is
rooted in the survival struggles of poor women and is aligned with mass grassroots
economic justice movements like the international peasant confederation via Campesina.
It is constructing a feminist transnationalism, a network of spatial connectivity, linking
the experiences, struggles, and politics of poor women across vast expanses of space
without erasing their differences or denigrating their localness. (2008:221)

As Conway explains, it is especially crucial to centralize geography, space, and place
and networks while also attending to the relations and movements that take place
simultaneously at different scales. Epistemological emphases on the experiences,
struggles, and poliﬁcs' across a vast expanse of space without erasing and/or forcing
incapacitation of localities enable us to also historicize and understand revolutionary
movements such as de-linking (Amin 1989) rather than segregate them as a “local”
:moment and movement. However, the imaginative realities of First Worldism produce
narratives of vanguard feminism that maintain global inequality through neoliberal
appropriations (Zalewski et al. 2008). In short, epistemological segregations become
the conditions of the further possibility of (re)production of imperial capital relations
with their investments in profit, fear, and ontological (in)securities.

Feminists do not share the “global” equally, nor in the same way. Recognizing this
‘asymmetrical embodiment of the global many times located and articulated feminists
“in fundamentally opposing ways. Or as Hartsock explains, “the vision of each [group]
will represent an inversion of the other, and in systeins of domination the vision avail-
able to the rulers will be both partial and perverse” (1983:232). Globalization requires
.- new ways of approaching social relations and new methods of achieving social justice.
Fraser (2003) draws out some of the complexities of intensified restructuring and
need to re-create the possibility of justice within them. Beginning with the most
‘dominant leader and articulator of imperial and capital relations, the US society,
“Fraser (2003) tells us systematically of the shifts from a Fordist mode of production
~to a post-Fordist, from a strong manufacturing society to a more knowledge-based
society with implications on labor relations and modes of organizing. She also high-
lights the shift from strong states, which steer the domestic capacities to a more
globalizing order that does not any longer contain contestations, to merely class as
- such changes are embodied at many axes of subordination. These changes demand
new strategies to account for the many asymmetries that feminists and feminisms
embody in the world, and particularly given the contemporary world situation of
global warfare — take the festering sore of Afghanistan and Iraq for example — (re)
colonial globality and its consolidation is centralized as a feminist question (Agathangelou
2003; Spivak 2003; Tadiar 2003; Davis 2005; Mohanty 2006; Rai 2007).

How do the United States’ claims to global leadership based on its selfimage as a
leading proponent of “freedom” and democracy depend on non-democratic and
nonjust relations? How does the US Identity, and within it First World Feminism(s),
draw on a (neo) liberal-colonial imaginary that is simultaneously enacting and erasing
violence and geopolitical segregation as a hegemonic way of justice? How does such
a (neo) liberal-colonial imaginary — one in which “the global is consistently colonized
by the American national” (Muppidi 2004:74), one that is dominated by the idea that
“what is particular to the United States is actually universal” (p. 65) and one where
“Others are never really rational enough, moral enough, or powerful enough to be
seen as one’s equals” (p. 67) — disenable productive forms of engagement with the
“Others” of the world? How are we as IR and feminist scholar-activists complicit in
and/or contesting such processes of marketing gender for global consumption? What
are the ways in which feminisms of critical geographies can provide a space to reframe
and build multiple possibilities of solidarity?
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Transitons and Rewritings

Several Third World, postcolonial, Global South and transnational feminisms chal-:

lenge the “originary status” of Western feminism as the mainstream by calling for a
comparative, relational feminist praxis that is transnational in its response and engages

with global processes of colonization and neo-imperialisms. These frameworks allow’

for recognizing the context within which the relationality of social relations, including
feminist ones, and the various articulations within the context of multiple violences
on a global scale are possible (Shohat 2002). To further, bell hooks argues

To me, feminism is not simply a struggle to end male chauvinism or a movement to
ensure that women will have equal rights with men; it is a commitment to eradicating
the ideology of domination that permeates Western culture on various levels — sex, race,
and class, to name a few - and a commitment to reorganizing [US] society so that the

self-development of people can take precedence over imperialism, economic expansion,
and material desires. (1981:194-5). '

hooks’ epistemology disrupts feminist mainstreams and problematizes feminism as
merely a project to integrate women into structures of dominance and exploitation,
She highlights that domination is not about “men” and “women” being “bad” but rather
the way imperial domination permeates all of our lives by consequently cutting off
the possibilities of self and communal development. The central aspect of imperialism
s merely its own economic expansion and material desires at the expense of the
majority of peoples. Thus, a feminist movement has to engage with this problematic,

The possibilities of transborder and transnational feminist collectives that seek to
:onfront empire begin with this questioning of the geographies of knowledge. The
norks we have discussed here are rarely put together as such in the configurations of
R, feminist IR, and postcolonial IR. Through our textual interdictions, the bringing
ogether of sites not normally put together (Spivak 2003), we are suggesting that multi-
ind interdisciplinary work is a critical practice of feminisms of critical geographies.
Jdisciplinary traveling (and sometimes exile) can open up understandings of academic
iolence and geopolitics more broadly because it enables an engagement with histories
f transnational solidarities not always recognizable within one disciplinary location.
Jow do we practice feminist IR, when the mainstay of our theories and methods is
:onstituted through the dictated frameworks of heteropatriarchy and/or whiteness?
Vult- and interdisciplinary work can produce very different forms of academic com-
nunities, which have to consider what it means to create and be accountable to
nultiple formulations of community — bringing together postcolonial and feminist
nsights can transform geopolitical praxes. The attention to knowledge production
nd formation, and how one participates within them, are one entry point into build-
ng a framework of feminisms of critical geographies that speak to larger conversations
f global justice by bringing us into closer proximity with one another.

Practices of Proximity necessitate a movement of critical attention to what we read,
/hat we write, who we write with, and what types of communities we form and par-
icipate in on various levels. Agathangelou (2004) explains that various creations of
olidarity enact “alternative ontolog[ies] [...] that expan[d] the horizons of limiting
ocial selfunderstandings” and it is the building of multiple global communities (i.e.,
ithin the self, nongovernmental organizations, neighborhoods, friendships, academic-
ctivist arenas) through daily struggles, knowledge exchange, and systemic connections
2at “constitute a ‘movement in progress’ to change the racialized and gendered
ivisions of labor” that perpetuate global inequalities and territorialize possibilities
f justice (153—4; see also Turcotte 2008). The constitution of feminist praxis at this
secific moment requires that we understand its formation, constitution, and its
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.. conditions of possibility by always accounting for its place, space, and multiple scalar

nodes it connects with and/or is disrupted by.
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Introduction

This essay focuses on the insights that have been provided by the evolving and now
voluminous literature on the global organization of finance. With regard to organiza-
tion, a contribution of this literature has been to show that popular images that
obscure the organized character of global finance, such as those that picture it as
ephemeral flows of electronic signals or atomized arm’s length market transactions
responding to an invisible hand, are misleading. As this essay will show, there are
numerous ways in which the global organization of finance has been analyzed, includ-
ing understanding the role played by states, by transnational public sector regulatory
bodies, by the structural properties of capitalism, by ideas and ideologies, or by the
discursive properties of risk models or business practices, among others. A number
of topics that in other contexts might be included in discussions of global finance
are not the focus of this essay because they appear elsewhere in this compendium,
including money, sovereign debt, financial crises, foreign direct investment, the
political economy of development, and formal international organizations such as
the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank. There is also a large
literature on technical or more purely economic aspects of global financial markets,
such as how to price derivatives, that is not included in this review, in part because
the lack of attention to power or to the state in such work leaves it outside the
boundaries of the field of international political economy. The literature’s treatment
of the role of organization in the very rapid growth of transnational financial markets
over the past half century is the focus of this essay.

This essay discusses both the empirical and theoretical implications of the literature
it reviews. Empirically the literature has added new topics as they have emerged with
the growth of the global financial system, but also in response to theoretical innova-
tions that have suggested new lines of inquiry. In its earlier days a key task for the
literature was to identify the relative importance of states, markets, technology, and
other factors in explaining the rapid growth of global finance in the 1960s and 1970s.
By the 1990s the literature devoted attention to the greater complexity that was evident
in global finance as traditional bank lending was increasingly displaced by other types
of financial instruments, such as bonds, equities, and derivatives, which were also
spreading geographically to influence “emerging markets” in the developing world
and in the countries in transition from communism. Theoretically the literature on
the global organization of finance has been inspired by and has contributed to debates
and trends in the larger literatures to which it is connected. In its earlier days the
three categories that were typically used, with varying labels, to distinguish major
theoretical trends in the fields of International Relations (IR) and International
Political Economy (IPE) — realism, liberalism, and Marxism — could fairly easily be
applied to the study of the global organization of finance as well. However, this three-
fold distinction is inadequate today. Many other approaches are evident now, some




