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In addition to the scant attention to men’s gender among scholars, few male
scholars study gender. Most research in the field of gender studies is about
women, and most scholars in the field are women. This is an intractable issue
because we should not want men's gender ignored and male scholars remaining
ignorant about gender, but neither should we want men to come into gender
discussions and dominate the talking (as I have observed) nor a watering down
of the long-overdue focus on women in IR, .

Many of these issues pop up in the IR field at large, und in broader academic
contexts, so they are not unique to the production of a textbook. In particular,
the queston of segregating/concentrating fermmist  discussions  or integra-
ting/sprinkling them widely occurs in many contexis. In International Stodies
Association conferences, for instance, is it better 1o have a set of pancls devoted
to feminist theory and pender studies—allowing scholars in that subfield 1o
interact more closely but giving those outside the subfield a free pass o ignore
gender issues? In edited volumes, is scholarship really served by I.h!t- COTNINON
practice of devoting one chapter 1o women and gender while few i any of the
other chapters (especially those anthored by men) ever consider the impact of
gender on their arguments? In IR classes should we give o week to women and
gender or try to bring up gendes here and there In a syllabus not u.'xp]:_i.'lll}'
acknowledging gender as a main category? These are {'h;:lh'::glr". we will continue
to grapple with in trying to mainstream gender in the IR curriculum

Teaching Gender in International
Relations

JurLie MerTUS
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What are “feminisis’ and how might teaching them conrribute © IR
pedagogy? For the field of international relations, feminisms contribute
both a methodology and a deep normative critique. This piece argues
that teaching gender analysis as critique is an indispensable pedagogical
tool and outlines three means by which it might be mainstreamed into
IR teaching.
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What are “feminisms” and how might teaching them contribute to IR ped-
agogy? For the field of international relations, feminisms contribute both
a methodology and a deep normative critique. “While the crux of the term
‘feminist’ is method,” Katherine Bartlett explains, “‘there is a critical aspect of
feminist method that is substantive in nature. Feminist method works from
a hypothesis which, in its simplest terms, boils down to something like this: the
circumstances of women are unjust in significant respects and ought to
be improved” (Bartlett 1999:34).

Each strand of feminism offers its own particular critique. The liberal feminist,
for example, draws on the traditional themes of liberal theory, stressing the
importance of individual rights, the rule of law and other supportive institu-
tional mechanisms. While additional themes appear more prominently in other
strands of feminism, feminists share the central concern that the approach to IR
“as it should be”” must be responsive to women, reflect their experiences, and
seek to transform their lives in a manner that recognizes individual agency and
corrects disproportionate power imbalances (Slaughter and Ratner 1999:416).
Of course, feminist critiques are more nuanced and varied—but my point is that
it 15 an important line of inquiry that draws attention to issues that would other-
wise be unaddressed.

As an educator however, I argue we cannot stop with the critque. It is the
combination of feminist methodology and normative critique that makes liberal
feminism so useful in analysis and problem-solving. Feminist methodology
includes personal experience as its theoretical starting point, narrative, contex-
tual reasoning and multi-perspectivity. Although feminists remain interested in
the exercise of power at the “top” of the international arena, we understand
world events by listening to local narratives and drawing lessons from ‘‘below.”
Thus, instead of focusing on such “big” actors and structures at the ‘‘top”—like
NATO, the United States, the Yugoslav Army—in my own work I look at the “lit-
tle” actors and structures at the “bottom”—village women leaders, grassroots
anti-conscription organizations and shoestring humanitarian efforts (e.g., Mertus
and Goldberg 1999 and Mertus 2003). Unlike some of my peers, I am interested
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324 Teaching Gender in International Relations

not only in applying my assigned theory to an ;lbs1_r+u'| but also it-l g_*x‘ami.nir,u_;.
how spéciﬁc local actars use or resist the theory. Mfg: lt'll'.‘!.'t.l.Slfﬂl of Inc.ul_ m_uj:_ts I.-ul,:,-.
my courses somewhat apart from many of my peers. It is different, not necessar-
ily better, both in content and in methodological approach. —

For my students, | identfy three feminist a_|:npruar.'_hrz.-ﬁ to international rela-

tions, The first approach, which 1 term “t?f{llﬁ]lt"_\,‘ Funfumsm. Iop!-:s tor the ways
in which women are “‘invisible" in international reiaum_m .'m_alvm,_ unless, that is,
they are "'like men” and play male roles The txplﬂllﬂﬂgtl for this pmlhle-m I1:?s
heen articulated variously as; (1) "men run the worlfl. II.hLI.S. tl_u:rt* sunplyl' :]J(_:
few women in the kinds of positions th;\_t‘ matter in inlt‘t'tl‘-lll(‘n‘l.;ll relations;
(2) there are women who should be made visible, but men run ri-lu- field of |1|Ir{'l'—
national relations and they will not or cannot see women; or (3) women 1|.wc7
heen there in the international relations landscape :1_11 along, .bm their role has
been undervalued and, thus, overlooked. '_Fhlt most simplistic “uﬂr:.[}.mmn:d.}-..'“I;:-I
tions policy prescription furmen:f{ by feminism has hccn_ c.'-h:u'a_:.-u-lr l.f_t.'(| s .dd}_.
women and stir,”” the notion that inclusion of females satisfies femimst dt_'.maln‘{:'
for equality. In other words, all we n_e.cil is more women everywh:.-t_t. but in par-
tcular, in decision-making positions in the space 1dt.'l'1l[I|lE'd as pu"E)Ilr. )

The second feminist approach moves beyond ‘I‘addmp,r WOITIETI Iand finds that
the orienting assumptions of inu.-tl'nat':mml policy analysts—their very way r-}.i
being in the world—is distorted in a manner that privileges men. _Marys!.n
Zalewski has observed that the issues deemed important and relevant in interni-
tional relations, assumptions about who and what counts and how the gumf i
played, reflect the interests of the powerful (ie., the n_-msn:ulmu} f"fl,ul'”; i?‘-_: ’th
powerful {i.e:, the feminine) are pushed 1o .ﬂm margins {??lllﬂp\-’hi‘x‘l 1_.]‘:'3'.1.‘5::{!].
The explanation for this problem of ontology is the use of a m:ll_v of m.g;:::-
line" lens that accepts differences as natural and .a.nfu.-r]onl-::; the deeply l:l'll_ -
ded impact of patriarchy. “That there are these differences (between i .mt}
women) is undeniable,” Zalewski urges, ""n_nl what rt-ull?- MALlers, ll‘ll u-nrm ?1
effects on people’s lives, is how these differences are lfuerprc-u:fll .1lnd .1c1.i..c1
upon’ (Zalewski 1995:344). The use of a gt’:nder perspective thus _.”“.L.!jw S0
to challenge dominant assumptions about what is 5|gn:hc:mt L.IT"II'lhIgI'IIh-l aa.u, ar
what are central or marginal concerns’ (Steans 1998:5). As Spike Peterson _Im.s
pointed out, a gendersensitive nm}-;lr_;g'i_ml status w_c:uiri encourage ii.l_l'.ll];.’l‘&llh.t:if
the impact of state-condoned *'public’’ violence on violence within lnrp_llue. and,
conversely, the influence of identities and values fostered in family life on the
ux_iswnce'nf' tpublic’ violence {Peterson 2000:18) . _

The third feminist approach finds that the dominant appnju-.ach to understand-
ing international problems is distorted by an t:PISLEIiiﬁiUgICﬂI orentation lhj.:“ll.
relies on a set of inadequate claims about the world. The typical top-down anlnl_ymb
focuses on states, Sovereignty, security, power, and Culllﬂltil. and overlooks ].lllfll\-'!d'll'
als, social movements, cooperaton and human r_f:l-.u.mns. Al tlnf:- same time, '.h'_'
significance of these consmucts in n:l:itmn:ls!'np fo women's subordllnauu‘ul
is obscured. The explanation for the shortcomings, Ann Tickner has gaﬁctf&d: is
that “[klnowledge constructed in terms of binary distinctions such as mlmum%/
emotional, objective/subjective, global/local, and pul_:hc/prnleu}f: where the f"u.-t‘
term is often associated with masculinity, the second with f:l:‘llnr‘l.ll'l.ll‘_y'. ﬂlllﬂn'l:llll_.ﬂ"}
devalue certain types of knowledge” {Tickper 2001: ! 597, 1 h(-l mere :.-II.’}[_:FI.II}]'! u[_;;t

gender perspective will not correet the -:*pl:qmmu'luglcal bias. The Imlmcfmi :l.:ll-llllt

of the construction of knowledge must be interrogated and ::h:ﬂlcngt-f:l, The goal
of this more radical gender analysis would be to transform epistemological orienta-
tions and in so doing uncover and challenge sites of power and domination and
expose and challenge the apolitical nature of methodological assumprions (Hirsch-
mann 1992), Through my classes, 1 try to expose my students to cach of these
approaches and 10 encourage them to speak in their own voice.
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