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In 1988, Millennium published a special issue on “Women and International Relations” now widely recognized as the start of a research program of feminist approaches to International Relations (IR). In a critique of Hans Morgenthau’s political realism in that issue, Ann Tickner pointed out that “international relations is a man’s world, a world of power and conflict in which warfare is a privileged activity.”
 Based on this realization, Robert Keohane characterized feminist International Relations as “likely to begin a productive debate involving international relations scholars, feminist thinkers, and others concerned about security in the most inclusive sense.”
 Feminist scholars aspired to “move the suspicion of officially ungendered IR texts to their subversion and to replace their theories”
 and several IR scholars predicted that their insights should “fundamentally change IR’s greatest debates.”
 

In the intervening decades, feminist scholars have critiqued and reformulated many of the foundational theoretical assumptions of IR. Still, the productivity of conversations between feminists and other IR scholars has been more mixed than original predictions envisioned. In some areas of IR, scholarship which uses gender as an analytical category has successfully engaged in dialogue with more ‘mainstream’
 approaches. In other areas of study, however, feminists have experienced “awkward silences and miscommunications” brought about by a lack of understanding between IR audiences and feminist speakers.
  

Security Studies is one area of IR where unsatisfactory encounters “illustrate a gendered estrangement that inhibits more sustained conversations” between feminists and IR scholars.
 As Ann Tickner laments, “feminist theorists have rarely achieved the serious engagement with other IR scholars for which they have frequently called.”
 In many ways, the theory and practice of international security remain a man’s world.
 The material result of this dynamic is that less than forty out of more than 5000 articles in the top five security journals over the last twenty years explicitly address gender issues as a major substantive theme.
 No gender-based article has appeared on the pages of Security Studies as of the time we are compiling this issue.
This lack of communication between the field of Security Studies and feminist scholars exists despite the growing influence of feminist thought and practice in the policy world. The passage and implementation of United States Security Council Resolution 1325 (which ‘mainstreams’ gender in Security Council operations and obligates member-states to include women in peace negotiations and post-conflict reconstruction)) and similar initiatives throughout the United Nations, the World Bank, and the IMF, shows that gender is a salient concern in global governance.
 Furthermore, specific international phenomena such as the increase in female suicide bombers,
 growing evidence of the use of sexual violence as a tool of war in conflicts from South Korea to the Democratic Republic of Congo,
 women’s participation as soldiers in armed conflicts around the globe,
 and women’s activism and protests against conflicts – including the war in Iraq
 – all show not only women’s significance in international security but also the relevance of gender as a factor in understanding and addressing security matters.  Practitioners interested in peacekeeping,
 the study and management of refugees,
 and protecting non-combatants in times of war
 reveal the increasing importance of gender sensitivity to many of the actors that we study in global politics. As Spike Peterson explains, “‘real world’ events are not adequately addressed by androcentric accounts that render women and gender relations invisible.”

This special issue was assembled with the goal of improving the quality and quantity of conversations between Feminist Security Studies and Security Studies more generally, in order to demonstrate the importance of gender analysis to the study of international security and to expand the feminist research program in Security Studies. The articles included in this special issue not only challenge the assumed irrelevance of gender; they argue that gender is not a sub-section of Security Studies to be compartmentalized or briefly considered as a side issue. Rather, feminists argue that gender is conceptually, empirically, and normatively essential to studying international security. As such, accurate, rigorous, and ethical scholarship cannot be produced without taking account of women’s presence in or the gendering of world politics. 
In this introduction, I provide a brief discussion of what it means to approach IR from a feminist perspective and a brief overview of questions of epistemology and method in feminist theorizing. I then give a summary of some of the accomplishments of and common themes in Feminist Security Studies to this point and situate feminist work in the larger field of Security Studies. Finally, I introduce the articles in this special issue as analyses of traditional issues in Security Studies through feminist lenses, explorations of the roles that women play in conflict and conflict resolution, and introductions of new or previously neglected issues to Security Studies as a result of taking gender seriously.  

Feminist Approaches to International Relations
  It has been argued that all scholars approach our subject matter (here, international security) with lenses which “foreground some things, and background others” in our research.
  In other words, as scholars, our investigations start with the variables that we find meaningful in global politics.  For the studies in this special issue, that lens is gender.
 As Jill Steans explains, “to look at the world through gendered lenses is to focus on gender as a particular kind of power relation, or to trace out the ways in which gender is central to understanding international processes.”

In order to understand feminist work in IR, it is important to note that gender is not the equivalent of membership in biological sex classes. Instead, gender is a system of symbolic meaning that creates social hierarchies based on perceived association with masculine and feminine characteristics. As Lauren Wilcox explains, “gender symbolism describes the way in which masculine/feminine are assigned to various dichotomies that organize Western thought” where “both men and women tend to place a higher value on the term which is associated with masculinity.”
 Gendered social hierarchy, then, is at once a social construction and a “structural feature of social and political life” that “profoundly shapes our place in, and view of, the world.”

This is not to say that all people, or even all women, experience gender in the same ways. While genders are lived by people throughout the world, “it would be unrepresentative to characterize a ‘gendered experience’ as if there were something measurable that all men or all women shared in life experience.”
 Each person lives gender in a different culture, body, language, and identity. Therefore, there is not one gendered experience of global politics, but many. By extension, there is not one gender-based perspective on IR or international security, but many. Still, as a structural feature of social and political life, gender is “a set of discourses that represent, construct, change, and enforce social meaning.”
 Feminism, then, “is neither just about women, nor the addition of women to male-stream constructions; it is about transforming ways of being and knowing” as gendered discourses are understood and transformed.

Though feminist scholars approach IR through these “gendered lenses,”  it is important to note that there is not one feminist approach to international relations theory.
  Instead, like other IR theorists, feminists can approach global politics from a number of different perspectives, including realist, liberal, constructivist, critical, post-structural, post-colonial, and ecological. These perspectives yield different, and sometimes contradictory, insights about and predictions for global politics. Similar diversity, however, is a feature of all of the major research programs in international relations.
 

Feminist work from a realist perspective is interested in the role of gender in strategy and power politics between states.
 Liberal feminist work calls attention to the subordinate position of women in global politics and argues that gender oppression can be remedied by including women in the existing structures of global politics. 
 Critical feminism explores the ideational and material manifestations of gendered identity and gendered power in world politics.
 Feminist constructivism focuses on the ways that ideas about gender shape and are shaped by global politics.
 Feminist post-structuralism focuses on how gendered linguistic manifestations of meaning, particularly strong/weak, rational/emotional, and public/private dichotomies, serve to empower the masculine, marginalize the feminine, and constitute global politics.
 Postcolonial feminists, while sharing many of the epistemological assumptions of post-structural feminists, focus on the ways that colonial relations of domination and subordination established under imperialism are reflected in gender relations, and even relations between feminists, in global politics and academic work.
 Ecological feminism, or “ecofeminism,” identifies connections between the treatment of women and minorities on one hand and the nonhuman environment on the other.
  While each of the articles in this special issue approach international security from a feminist perspective, each of their feminist perspectives differ.
Still, feminists looking at global politics share a normative and empirical concern that the international system is gender-hierarchical. Gender hierarchy is seen as a normative problem, which can be revealed and analyzed through scholarly evaluation.  This tenet of feminist approaches to IR (and specifically international security) has been the source of debates between feminists and those who argue that it is possible to study gender without feminism (and therefore without an understanding of gender hierarchy as a normative problem). 


For example, Charli Carpenter has argued for the value of studying gender in international relations from a non-feminist standpoint. Carpenter’s interest in such an endeavor grew out of her recognition that, while critical feminist IR continued to grow as a subfield, mainstream IR remains largely silent about gender.
 She argues that this disparity can be explained by a discipline-wide perception that gender studies in IR is largely synonymous with feminist IR.
  Carpenter contends that this is a misperception which deprives conventional IR of observations about gender that do not stem from feminist insights.
  In the alternative, Carpenter argues that that non-feminists who study gender would undertake insightful studies that feminists would miss because they are critical of the positivist methodologies necessary to obtain meaningful results.   

Scholars who take an explicitly feminist approach to studying IR contend that Carpenter has misidentified the problem: it is not (only) the methods of ‘mainstream’ scholarship that feminist IR scholarship problematizes; it is the incompleteness of its substantive analysis.  It is not the incorporation of gender as a variable in mainstream IR that feminist work critiques; it is that many mainstream scholars who use gender as a variable do so with what feminists argue is an insufficient understanding of the meanings and implications of gender in global politics. Too many scholars who use gender as a variable use it as a proxy for women (or men), failing to take account of the complexity of the levels and ways that gender operates in global politics. 
Marysia Zalewski explains that “the driving force of feminism is its attention to gender and not simply to women. To be sure, for many feminists the concern about the injustices done to women because of their sex is paramount, but the concept, nature and practice of gender are key.”
 Helen Kinsella is concerned that scholars approaching gender from a nonfeminist standpoint “necessarily presuppose that gender is not already constructed.”
 Scholars looking through gender lenses “ask what assumptions about gender (and race, class, nationality, and sexuality) are necessary to make particular statements, policies, and actions meaningful.”
 In other words, gender is not a variable that can be measured as a “yes” or “no” (or “male” or  “female” question), but, a more complicated symbolic and cultural construction.

The difference between “feminist IR” and “nonfeminist studies of gender” can be seen in the example of the debate between feminist scholars and Charli Carpenter on the nature and manifestations of the non-combatant immunity principle.
  For example, Carpenter observes the (repeated and almost exclusive) use of women and children to represent civilians in the donor-seeking literature of transnational advocates for the civilian immunity principle.
 Feminist scholars have not focused their criticisms on the observational content of  those results or the method with which they were collected. Instead, feminists have argued that analyzing those observations without an understanding of gender subordination produces an incorrect understanding of what is actually going on.
  Carpenter concludes that these representations mean that transnational advocacy networks (and other purveyors of aid to civilians) protect women while neglecting men.
 Feminists challenge this conclusion, arguing that: 

A woman and child on the front of a Red Cross brochure means something about gender; it means more than that there is no man in the picture.  It means that women are seen as vulnerable, as less than, and as a liability in war.  It means that men will fight to protect women. It means that women’s viewpoints and women’s suffering are incompletely understood.  Carpenter successfully recognizes the empirical phenomena of gender essentialism. Without the tools of feminist analysis, however, she is unable to explain either its causes or its effects.

Where Carpenter sees “enabling and legitimizing the targeting of adult civilian men and older boys,”
 feminists see enabling and legitimizing a social system and a war system based on gender hierarchy.
 This gender subordination renders the immunity principle ineffective for men, women, and children.  In the noncombatant immunity puzzle, feminism adds explanatory power where non-feminist theories lack deep enough insight, and it provides a moral basis for theoretical reformulations that answer the puzzle’s most perplexing questions. As Helen Kinsella explains, “the [non-feminist] scholarship that does engage in analysis of genderand the laws of war focuses primarily on the protection of women within the law rather than the production of women in the law, and, more importantly, the production of the laws of war themselves.”
 It is for these reasons that Terrell Carver characterizes nonfeminist gender studies as “virtually an oxymoron.”

In other words, while gender hierarchy is a normative problem and the failure to recognize it presents an empirical problem for IR scholarship. Failing to recognize gender hierarchy makes IR scholarship is less descriptively accurate and predictively powerful for its omission of this major force in global politics. In the study of IR, “feminist theories begin with a different perspective and lead to further rethinking. They distinguish ‘reality’ from the world as men know it.”
 Scholars looking through gender lenses “ask what assumptions about gender (and race, class, nationality, and sexuality) are necessary to make particular statements, policies, and actions meaningful.”
 Even though gender representations differ, the patterns of valorizing masculinities over femininities that genderings in global politics reflect and reproduce demonstrate the importance of feminist analysis.

Epistemology and Method for Feminist Approaches to Security
Feminist scholars have argued that “gender matters in what we study, why we study, and how we study global politics.”
 Epistemologically, feminists have long recognized that “whatever knowledge may ostensibly be about, it is always in part about the relationships between the knower and the known.”
 In other words, feminist scholars often see knowing not in terms of the dichotomy between objective knowledge (fact) and subjective knowledge (opinion), but instead relationally – knowledge is necessarily contextual, contingent, and interested.
 Instead, “objective” knowledge is only the “subjective” knowledge of privileged voices disguised as neutral by culturally assumed objectivity, “where the privileged are licensed to think for everyone, so long as they do so ‘objectively.’”
 This understanding of the relationship between the knower and the known in feminist thought means that some feminists “are asking questions that could probably not be asked within the epistemological boundaries of positivist social scientific approaches to the discipline.”
 
The feminist recognition of a relationship between the knower and the known means that many if not most feminist scholars see (all) knowledge-building as a political enterprise.
 Feminist scholars have argued that all IR scholarship has political commitments, even though most of the discipline hides its politics behind claimed objectivity.
 Feminist scholars, however, emphasize that all knowledge is interested, and express a political commitment to understanding the world from the points of view of marginalized peoples and actors.
  

These epistemological understandings have methodological implications for feminist work in IR generally and Security Studies specifically. Feminists in IR are looking not only to understand the international arena but also to highlight its injustices, and to change those injustices. For this reason, feminists have led the way in introducing and applying “hermeneutic, historically contingent, sociological, or ethnically based” and “ethnographic, narrative, or cross-cultural methodologies.”
  The frequent appropriateness of multiple methods to answer feminist questions makes feminist method not an event or a performance but a journey – a journey of critique, revealing, reformulation, and reflexivity.
 It is substance, not methodological commitments, that dictate the contents of that journey.  
Different feminists hold different perspectives on the degree to which feminism is necessarily a methodological and epistemological critique of mainstream IR. For example, Mary Caprioli argues that it is possible to “build a bridge among feminist and traditional worldviews” by providing a rationale for the incorporation of feminism into conventional IR using a quantitative approach.
 On the other hand, others argue that “reason itself is more deeply implicated in our oppression; [therefore] the problem is not one that can be solved by a shift in emphasis … the core idea is that a rational stance is itself a stance of oppression or domination, and accepted ideals of reason both reflect and reinforce power relations that advantage white privileged men.”
 Ontological and epistemological concerns influence different feminist theorists (and different feminist projects) in different ways. What feminist projects share is a self-reflexivity about ideas and methods based on observations of gender inequalities not only in the “real world” of global politics but also in the communities that study that world and the methods they use to do so. 
Though some scholars view feminist IR as methodologically limited,  Brooke Ackerly, Maria Stern, and Jacqui True argue that “what makes scholarship … feminist is the research question and the theoretical methodology and not the tool or particular method used.”
 Feminist research finds tools “for moving beyond the knowledge frameworks that construct international relations without attention to gender.”
 These tools are means to “making the invisible visible, bringing women’s lives to the center, rendering the trivial important, putting the spotlight on women as competent actors, and understanding women as subjects rather than the objects of men.”
 In this way, including gender as a central area of analysis “transforms knowledge in ways that go beyond adding women” to critiquing, complicating, and improving Security Studies.

Including gender as a central category of analysis means characterizing it as both constitutive of and a causal factor in international politics. It is useful to look to the work of Alexander Wendt for a review  of this distinction.
 Wendt explains that “causal theories answer questions of the form ‘why?’ … ‘why did the Protestant Reformation occur?’  ‘Why did Gorbachev move to end the Cold War?’”
 In response to these questions, “in saying that ‘X causes Y,’ we assume three things: 1) that X and Y exist independent of each other, 2) that X precedes Y in time, and 3) that but for X, Y would not have occurred.”
 On the other hand, “constitutive theories have a different objective, which is to account for the properties of things by reference to the structures in virtue of which they exist …. Their goal is to show how the properties of the system are constituted”
 As such, constitutive questions usually take the form of “how-possible?” or “what?” …. “what we seek in asking these questions is insight into what it is that instantiates some phenomenon, not why that phenomenon comes about.”
  
In this issue, Megan McKenzie’s “Securitization and De-Securitization: Female Soldiers and the Reconstruction of the Family in Post-Conflict Sierra Leone” demonstrates a causal relationship between the desecuritization of former female combatants and the inefficacy of the disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) process in Sierra Leone.  Sandra McEvoy’s article, “Women Loyalist Paramilitaries in Northern Ireland: Beginning a Feminist Conversation about Conflict Resolution,” shows that including Loyalist combatant women in the negotiation of various agreements (or, as her interviewees characterize them, “disagreements”) could have had serious implications not only for the content of those agreements but also for the success of negotiated cease-fires between belligerent groups. In “Peace Building Through a Gendered Lens: Challenges for Implementation,” Heidi Hudson contends that an African feminist consciousness in including women in peace-building could make those processes more efficient.  Despite their being about gender, many of the  claims in this special issue are the sort of claims (causal) backed up by the sort of evidence (case studies and interviews) that frequent the pages of this and other security journals.  


On the other hand, Brigit Locher and Elisabeth Prugl hold up Cynthia Enloe’s work on gender and militarism as an example of constitutive feminist argumentation.
 Enloe “claims that relationships between governments depend on the construction and reconstruction of gender and that such relations produce certain notions of femininity and masculinity. Gender in her work emerges as constitutive of international relations and vice versa.”
 In the debate about the non-combatant immunity principle, feminists argue that gender constitutes the non-combatant immunity principle, as opposed to Charli Carpenter’s characterization of gender as an intervening causal variable. Jennifer Lobasz’s article in this special issue, “Beyond Border Security: Feminist Approaches to Human Trafficking,” shows that gender constitutes the concept of “human trafficking” because prevalent understandings of human trafficking “(1) discount women’s agency, (2) establish a [gendered] standard for victimization that most trafficked persons cannot meet, and (3) unjustly prioritize the sexual traffic of white women over the traffic of women and men of color for sex and non-sex purposes.” Lauren Wilcox’s “Gendering Offense-Defense Theory” also makes a constitutive claim, arguing that gender constitutes potential belligerents’ perceptions of the offense-defense balance, which are shaped not by quantitative or qualitative military advantage, but instead by gendered perceptions of technology, gendered nationalism, and the ‘protection racket.’  

While some of the articles in this volume focus on causal claims and others on constitutive claims, together they demonstrate that constitution and causation are not distinct and separable categories. The constitutive claims in this and other feminist theorizing have causal implications: determining the nature of the perceived offense balance, or the publically consumed content of human trafficking, or the non-combatant immunity principle, has implications for how those phenomena influence and are influenced by global politics. Likewise, many of the causal claims in this and other feminist theorizing have constitutive implications or rely on constitutive arguments. For example, Sandra McEvoy’s assertion in this issue that the peace processes in Northern Ireland would be substantively improved by the inclusion of women combatants is a cause and effect argument, but it is reliant on evidence about the constitution of what a combatant is and what a woman is in the context of that conflict and more generally.
Seeing Gender in International Security 

Though, as noted above, conversations between feminists who study security and the field of Security Studies have been limited, feminist scholars have developed important and sophisticated analyses of many key issues in international security. Based on this literature, and looking ahead to feminist conversations with the ‘mainstream,’ this section discusses some of the contributions of Feminist Security Studies and then lays out four of the foundational arguments of feminist theories of international security.

 Feminists have analyzed traditional concepts and theories in Security Studies. In doing so, they have demonstrated the gender bias in security’s core concepts, such as the state, violence, war, peace, and even security itself, urging redefinition in light of that bias.
 For example, Jacqui True has pointed out that the state is constructed on the dual gendered dichotomies of inside/outside and public/private.
 Women’s lives and gender subordination are trapped in the inside, private dimension of that dichotomy, where abuse is invisible.
 From a feminist perspective, the state can be seen as a misleading construction that purports to protect its citizens but often perpetuates the subordination of women.
 A gender-based analysis, then, questions the unitary nature of state security by arguing that secure states often only achieve security by sacrificing the security of some of their citizens, namely, women.
 In place of the focus on state security, feminists have suggested an approach to security that begins its analysis at the margins of social and political life.

Feminist scholars have also gained empirical and theoretical insights from analyzing the various roles of women and gender in conflict and conflict resolution. Feminists have found gender-based language and assumptions at the foundation of debates about nuclear strategy, 
  the non-combatant immunity principle,
 peacekeeping,
 and various aspects of militarization and soldiering.
    For example, Galia Golan’s work on the gendered nature of Israeli militarization demonstrates the crucial role that gender plays in security politics and policy.
 Golan notes that, given the “prolonged armed conflict and chronic absence of peace” in Israel, “the military as an institution plays a central role” in society.
 She notes that, despite the impression that Israeli society is more egalitarian because both women and men are subject to compulsory services, “this central and socializing institution … is the quintessence of a patriarchal institution, reinforcing and perpetuating the stereotypical role of women as subordinate.”
 Golan points out that, in the Israeli military, women are barred from combat positions.
 Given that “status in the army is determined by one’s relationship to combat” and status in the army is linked to status in Israeli society more generally, women’s inequality in the military both entrenches inequality in society more generally and results in the devaluation of peaceful policies in Israeli politics.
 Golan demonstrates not only that Israeli militarization is gendered, but also that the gendering of Israeli militarization affects choices of security policies.
In addition to critiquing concepts traditionally employed in the study of security, gender-based perspectives have also uncovered new empirical knowledge about sexual violence in war, and gendered participation in armed conflict.
  For example, feminist scholars have pointed out that rape is more prevalent in times of war than in times of peace.
 In addition to pointing out the serious threat to women’s security posed by wartime rape,
 feminists have demonstrated that rape is institutionalized in war, as recreational and as a weapon.
 For these reasons, feminist scholars have pushed wartime rape onto the agenda of Security Studies, arguing that “wartime rape is … a collective security problem. Rape happens, not as a question of thoughtlessness, provocative or unfortunate behavior, but as a question of national warfare.”
 

Feminist theorists have contributed to the field of Security Studies through analyses and reformulations of the traditional contents of Security Studies, explorations of the roles that women and gender play in combat and combat resolution, and bringing attention to new or neglected subjects revealed by taking gender seriously. This special issue aims to consolidate and build on these gains. In order to begin that process, I will lay out some of the common tenets of work in Feminist Security Studies.

The first common tenet is a broad understanding of what counts as a security issue, and to whom the concept of security should be applied. Feminist approaches to security define security broadly in multidimensional or multilevel terms. In this view, security threats include not only war and international violence, but also domestic violence, rape, poverty, gender subordination, and ecological destruction.
 Feminist scholars not only broaden what is meant by security but also who merits security. Fueled by the recognition that secure states often contain insecure women, feminists analyze the security of individuals and communities as well as of states and international organizations. Feminist studies of international security have demonstrated how the security of individuals is related to national and international politics, as well as how international politics impacts the security of individuals at the local level. Feminists have argued that “the personal is international [and] the international is personal.”
 A good example of this argument is Katherine Moon’s work on military prostitution in the United States-South Korea security relationship. 
 Moon argues that United States-South Korea negotiations for the maintenance of the United States military presence in South Korea have several times turned on the United States’ demands that the South Korean government regulate prostitution in camp towns near United States military installations; specifically, that the South Korean government decrease levels of venereal disease among prostitutes in the 1970s.
  Moon demonstrates that individual women’s bodies and behaviors impacted the relationship between the United States and South Korea. Further, Moon demonstrates that the presence of bases created a demand for a prostitution industry servicing (almost exclusively) soldiers, and that the “clean up” rules negotiated by the United States and implemented by the South Koreans created classes of prostitutes within those camp-towns and left many women even more vulnerable to the demands of pimps and customers.
 In this way, Moon demonstrates that, not only is the personal international, but the international is personal.
The second common theme in Feminist Security Studies  is an understanding of the gendered nature of the values prized in the realm of international security.  If “masculinism is the ideology that justifies and naturalizes gender hierarchy by not questioning the elevation of ways of being and knowing associated with men and masculinity over those associated with women and femininity,”
 then the values socially associated with femininity and masculinity are awarded unequal weight in a competitive social order, perpetuating inequality in perceived gender difference. Social processes “select” for values and behaviors that can be associated with an idealized, or hegemonic, masculinity.
 This selection occurs because traits associated with hegemonic masculinities dominate social relations while other values are subordinated. This cycle is self-sustaining – so long as masculinity appears as a unitary concept, dichotomous thinking about gender continues to pervade social life.
 This dichotomous thinking about gender influences how scholars and policy-makers frame and interpret issues of international security.  

A third common theme for Feminist Security Studies is the broad and diverse role that feminist scholars see gender playing in the theory and practice of international security. In each of these articles, gender matters in the theory and practice of international security in three main ways: it is necessary, conceptually, for understanding international security, it is important in analyzing causes and predicting outcomes, and it is essential to thinking about solutions and promoting positive change in the security realm. First, gender can be a constitutive category which defines (and is defined by) international actors’ understandings of their security as well as those left out of security analyses. For example, Cynthia Enloe makes the point that many of the things that we take for granted – among them security – could not exist in their current form without gender hierarchy. For example, the international political economy is reliant on taking women’s unpaid labor for granted (and thus entrenching gender subordination).
 Similarly, international security practice often relies on the invisibility of women (both as labor and as a casus belli) specifically and gender generally.
  Second, gender can be a causal variable, which causes (or is caused by) states’ security seeking behavior. For example, feminist scholars have argued that states’ foreign policy choices are guided by their identities, which are based on association with characteristics attached to masculinity, manliness, and heterosexism. 
  Finally, feminists’ interest in remedying gender subordination could be epistemologically constitutive for the theory and practice of security. For example, if we were to re-envision security as starting from the perspective of individual women’s lives, it would change not only what security is, but how it is conceptualized, operationalized, and acted on. The articles in this special issue argue that gender “adds” something to Security Studies, but that it is also a transformative force in the constitution of security generally and security scholarship specifically.

These observations lead to a final common theme for Feminist Security Studies: that the omission of gender from work on international security does not make that work gender-neutral or unproblematic. Instead, feminist work on issues of international security has served to “question the supposed nonexistence of and irrelevance of women in international security politics,” interrogate “the extent to which women are secured by state ‘protection’ in times of war and peace,” contest “discourses where women are linked unreflectively with peace,” and critique “the assumption that gendered security practices address only women.”
 
Situating Feminist Approaches in Security Studies
Feminist scholars’ claims that research which omits gender is not gender-neutral but gender-biased have often received a strong reaction from IR scholars. Scholars have often responded to feminist critiques of IR generally and international security specifically by arguing that feminist critiques of the gendered logic and/or structure of their theories are the equivalent of shooting the messenger, because ‘mainstream’ analyses reflect the gendered world rather than creating the gendered assumptions themselves. These scholars make the valid point that their work reflects the ‘real world’ which is “primarily engaged by men, and governed by norms of masculinity” while appearing gender-neutral.
 A feminist perspective, however, does not argue that IR scholars are wrong to observe a world of gender hierarchy; instead, feminist theorists argue that they are wrong to observe such a world as if those gender hierarchies did not exist. 


This debate shapes the relationship between feminist IR and the ‘mainstream’ in IR generally and in Security Studies specifically. The relationship between feminist scholarship and realist/liberal approaches seems at first glance easy enough to understand. Feminist scholarship is explicitly normative, while the “neo-neo” synthesis maintains that objective or apolitical research is still possible.
 Rationalism
 sees the purpose of theory as bringing order and meaning to global politics and increase knowledge through the logical development of empirical hypotheses; feminist scholarship finds this view problematic and continues to challenge the core assumptions, concepts, and ontological presuppositions of the field.
 Many ‘mainstream’ scholars have come to see women as important variables within existing theories; feminists argue that efforts to integrate women into existing theories and consider them equally with men can only lead to a theoretical cul-de-sac which reinforces gender hierarchy. Feminists do their research by combining bottom-up and top-down explanations in multilevel analysis; realism and liberalism remain (with some exceptions) systemic-level theoretical discussions. Feminists argue that people are worth studying as people in global politics (that all life merits recording);
 ‘mainstream’ security scholars focus their attention on those powerful actors capable of directly influencing the causal chain of interstate conflict (if they focus on actors at all). Feminists study structural as well as direct violence; ‘mainstream’ scholars tend to neglect structural violence.
As a result of these differences, Ann Tickner has pointed out that “the effect [of feminist IR] on the mainstream discipline, particularly in the United States, continues to be marginal.”
 As Spike Peterson explains: 

The scale and complexity of what is at stake may invite disbelief (‘the challenge is unintelligible or overstated’), disdain (‘this is irrelevant to the ‘real’ work of international relations’), and/or distrust (‘surrendering empirical/evaluative ground is too dangerous’). As long as marginal terrain is seen as incoherent, it is easier to remain – if that is where you begin – at the centre.

Jill Steans echoes this concern, noting that “at best, mainstream scholars have engaged selectively with feminist IR, ignoring or even disparaging the work of scholars who work with unsettled notions of gender subjectivities.”
 Peterson explains that, in mainstream IR, “critiques of reason, objectivity, and foundational ontologies are frequently understood as entailing their opposites: irrationality, subjectivity or relativism, and nihilism.”
 Though the feminist project is transformative, the alternatives that it offers are productive rather than destructive for the knowledge-building enterprise. 
Still, ‘mainstream’ Security Studies has been reluctant to accept and include gender issues. Stephen Walt has argued that a broader field of Security Studies might not be able to maintain its integrity.
 Though Walt acknowledged that “nonmilitary phenomena can also threaten states,” he argued that the study of security is mostly if not entirely about interstate wars.
 Other scholars have accepted parts, but not all, of feminist theorizing. For example, in his debate in International Studies Quarterly with Ann Tickner, Robert Keohane argued that feminism would be accepted into IR when and only when feminist scholarship came to take on the epistemological and methodological identities of the mainstream of the discipline.
 Jill Steans, on the other hand, worries that “ultimately, the legitimacy of feminist work will only be recognized as a part of ‘the discipline’ when it is rethought in ways that disturb the existing boundaries of both what we claim to be relevant in international politics and what we assume to be legitimate ways of constructing knowledge.”
  While critical security theorists Keith Krause and Michael Williams urge openness, arguing that there is “a need for all scholars to consider seriously the issues central to approaches other than their own,”
 others are content to marginalize feminist approaches to the pages of gender-based journals and the panels of feminist organizations.  The question of whether feminist approaches will be accepted into the IR cannon remains unanswered as feminist IR enters its third decade of research and teaching. 

To be sure, feminist IR differs from ‘mainstream’ IR in important ways, ontologically, epistemologically, and methodologically.  The question of how to define the relationship between the two, given the tendency of the ‘mainstream’ not to engage with feminist concerns, has caused substantial controversy among IR feminists.  Some feminists have argued that the project of “reconciling” with mainstream IR is insidious and poses danger to the integrity of feminist theory and feminist theorists.
 As Sarah Brown explains: 
The danger in attempts to reconcile international relations and feminism is twofold. Most immediately, the danger lies in the uncritical acceptance by feminists of objects, methods, and concepts which presuppose the subordination of women. More abstrusely, it lies in the uncritical acceptance of the very possibility of ‘gender equality.’

Many IR feminist today heed Brown’s warning, but see it as a caution instead of as a barrier prohibiting conversations between feminist and rationalist approaches to IR. 
A second approach feminist scholars have used is ignoring that an IR orthodoxy exists and proceeding with their own work as they please. As Judith Squires and Jutta Weldes propose, “scholars are now actively reconstructing IR without reference to what the mainstream asserts rightly belongs inside the discipline. In so doing they show that it is more effective to refuse to engage in disciplinary navel-gazing inspired by positivist epistemological angst.”
  Still, many feminist scholars problematize this approach (which has come to be known in the UK as G/IR (Gender/IR)) for ignoring the disciplinary power relationships that feminist scholars have revealed over the last two decades to its own detriment. Some have even gone so far as to suggest that it functions “to endorse/reproduce conventional heteronormative gendered arrangements in the discipline of IR.”
 
A third way to deal with the distance between feminist IR and IR’s ‘mainstream’ is a strategy I will call “constructive engagement.”  A constructive engagement strategy proposes that feminists while remaining cognizant of the intellectual risks of engagement and the power relationships in the discipline, talk to (and, when possible, with) mainstream IR.
 An example of the use of this strategy can be seen in the work of Ann  Tickner.
 Tickner, while maintaining that feminist insights should fundamental transform the ontological, epistemological, and methodological foundations of IR, consistently engages mainstream scholars’ ideas about the factors that make global politics. In her work, Tickner painstakingly demonstrates how IR scholars would benefit from incorporating a feminist perspective in their research and teaching, in terms of issues of import to them, including increased explanatory leverage and more nuanced conceptual operationalization.
 Variants of this constructive engagement strategy have brought the writers in this special issue to their articles which talk to (and hopefully spark discussion with) the (mainstream) field of Security Studies. 

If there is an uncertain relationship between IR feminism and the ‘mainstream’ of the discipline, there is more complexity and confusion about how IR feminism relates to other “critical” approaches in the discipline.  Many early readers of this collection of articles have struggled with what the “value added” of feminist approaches is as compared to other critiques of the IR orthodoxy. In other words, in a field that has come to accept some of the insights of critical theorists, why are feminist approaches also necessary? 

These questions can be contextualized given feminist theories’ entry into the discipline of IR in the late 1980s and early 1990s, associated with the more general “third debate.”
 This “debate” in IR coincided with the end of the Cold War, as the discipline looked to make sense of the end of the Cold War. In the third debate, “certain scholars began to question both the epistemological and ontological foundations of a field which, in the United States especially, had been dominated by positivist, rationalist, and materialist theories.”
 Many feminists “share the postpositivist commitment to examining the relationship between knowledge and power.”
  As such, feminist approaches have substantially more in common with a number of post-positivist approaches than they do with the “IR orthodoxy” as such.
 While it is important to note these commonalities, it is equally important to recognize that feminisms still have differences with other approaches that arose during the third debate, and that feminist theory makes an independent and unique contribution to IR and Security Studies. 


The major difference between feminist approaches and other critical theoretical approaches is that feminists see gender subordination as constitutive of the global political world.  As Ann Tickner and I have noted, “IR postpositivists have been as slow as positivists to introduce gender into their research.”
 For example, as Christine Sylvester points out that the “Critical Approaches to Security in Europe” (CASE) Manifesto published in Security Dialogue lists feminist approaches along with other “hard-core postmodernists” in a footnote as approaches relevant to critical security but not worthy of discussion in an article detailing the key tenets of critical approaches to international security.
 Still, critical theories’ failure to embrace feminism does not in itself answer the question of what the intellectual and practical differences are between those approaches and feminist approaches. I will discuss these differences in some detail as corresponds to two theoretical approaches that feminist security work has been compared to: human security approaches and Copenhagen school approaches.

Feminist theories in IR have often been compared to or understood as part of human security approaches. Human security is a scholarly and policy framework that has its intellectual foundations in the capabilities approach developed by Martha Nussbaum and Amartya Sen.
 In the 1994 United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Human Development Report, which launched human security on the international stage, it was defined as “freedom from fear and freedom from want” encompassing seven categories: the economy, food production, health, the environment, the personal and community level and politics.
 This approach has substantial commonalities with feminist approaches that pay attention to the safety of people at the margins of global politics. As Ann Tickner notes, these approaches share that “’bottom-up’ modes of analysis are crucial for understanding security issues and that emancipatory visions of security must get beyond statist frameworks.”
  This commonality along with other common theoretical and political goals makes the two approaches look similar, and leads IR scholars familiar with the human security approach to suspect that it subsumes, and obliterates the need for, feminist theorizing. Still, “feminist approaches differ in that they adopt gender as a central category of analysis for understanding how unequal social structures, particularly gender hierarchies, negatively impact the security of individuals and groups.”
 In other words, feminists critique the human security approach’s failure to recognize the ‘humans’ as gendered. 


Feminist work also complicates the referent in a broadened notion of security. Human security theorists advocate focusing on the security needs of individuals. Those who have taken account of gender in a human security framework have focused on the security needs of individuals as they identify themselves with particular groups. Feminist scholars have argued for “a feminist standpoint which takes as its point of departure the conception of security as the human experience in everyday life mediated by a variety of social structures.”
 In other words, a feminist approach to security recognizes human security not as individual security but as social security, based on feminist understandings of human interdependence and relational autonomy.
 Feminist work “highlights the need to link a normative approach to human security (the human being as the key referent to the human security policy framework) with an interpretive approach (i.e., which human beings are we talking about, in what context, where and to what effect) that recognizes the complexity of the operation of power within and across categories of gender, ethnicity, and generation.”
 


Instead of being subsumed by human security approaches, feminist work in security offers a paradigmatic alternative to human security that retains most of its benefits and avoids many of its pitfalls. The human security approach has been criticized for being atheoretical,
 indeterminate,
 and risking a return to a top-down approach as it tries to identify thresholds for which humans’ security receives priority.
  Feminist theory, on the other hand, provides a theoretical basis for broadening Security Studies inspired by a concern for gender subordination and political marginality. Feminist theory also suggests a counter-hierarchical foundation for developing policy priorities within a broadened notion of security. For example, Jennifer Lobasz’s article in this volume, which details feminist approaches to human trafficking, demonstrates that feminist theorizing provides an more complicated and justifiable way to look at trafficking as an issue of individual security, and that it is important if not crucial to understand trafficked persons not only as individuals but as gendered individuals in order to fully grasp both their ordeals and the complexities of trafficking as a phenomenon.


Another critical approach with which feminist approaches have been associated is the Copenhagen School.
 The Copenhagen School has been identified by its emphasis on the social dimensions of international security.  Copenhagen school scholars have criticized traditional understandings of security as “underdeveloped” and “simple-minded,”
 and argued that scholars who write about security are often not sufficiently aware of its internal contradictions or the degree of interdependence required to understand security.
 In contrast to traditional security approaches, Copenhagen School scholars argue that security is affected by five sectors: military, political, economic, societal, and environmental
  and several levels of analysis including the individual, sub-state actors, state actors, the international sub-system, and the international system.
 The “claim to fame” for the Copenhagen School, however, is the concept of “securitization,” which has been characterized as “one of the most innovative, productive, and yet controversial avenues of research in contemporary Security Studies.”

According to the Copenhagen School, security is not a fixed concept and cannot be defined in a static manner. Instead, it is argued that security is constructed by securitizing actors
 through the “speech act” of naming an issue a security concern. Once a matter has been securitized, it is prioritized above “normal politics,” and “extraordinary means” are necessary to address the problem.
 As a result of this prioritization, securitization “has clear political implications.”
 Recognizing particular events or issues as security concerns heightens their profile and increases the amount of attention given to the issue in terms of policy-making, funding, and media attention.  

Feminists scholars have embraced the Copenhagen School’s interest in broadening what counts as security and whose security matters. Also, like the Copenhagen school, feminists pay attention to the production of security rather than assuming that current security dynamics are somehow natural.
  Nonetheless, feminists have been critical of the Copenhagen School for its omission of gender as a consideration.
 Feminists have also critiqued the Copenhagen School for its failure to analyze the power dynamics inherent in the concept of securitization. Lene Hansen expresses concern that the Copenhagen school’s epistemological reliance on speech act theory “presupposes the existence of a situation where speech is indeed possible” and neglects those who “are constrained in their ability to speak security and are therefore prevented from being subjects worthy of consideration and protection.”
 Hansen is also concerned that that the Copenhagen School pays insufficient attention to the emotional dimensions of security/securitization.
 Hansen argues: 

Two elements prevent possible gendered security problems from registering within a Copenhagen School analysis: the focus on speech produces problems in situations where the possibilities of speaking security are constrained, and the conditions for becoming a referent object are such that gender security is almost excluded from qualifying. Hansen suggest broadening the Copenhagen school’s approach to account for not only speech but performativity.


The crucial differences between feminist approaches to security and the Copenhagen School can be found in a broader reading of Hansen’s critique. The Copenhagen School should be credited for developing an analysis of security as an endogenous process in global politics.  The concept of securitization demonstrates security as authored rather than objective and as constructed rather than omnipresent.  Still, the Copenhagen school fails to ask the critical questions that inspired feminist IR’s critique of the discipline more generally. If securitization is a process, who does the securitizing? Who is securitized, and who is marginalized? What are the power relations in the process of securitization? Megan McKenzie’s article in this volume is a crucial example of the value added when feminist approaches revise and reconstruct the Copenhagen School’s concept of security.  McKenzie shows that a gender-neutral concept of securitization does not show that “securitization” (and thus prioritization) is a privileged position in local and global politics often distributed on the basis of gender. Feminist work can use and expand on the Copenhagen school’s concept of securitization, but cannot be limited to it or subsumed within it.
Security Studies: Feminist Contributions
Much like the traditions of scholarship that have been developing in Feminist Security Studies, the articles in this special issue contribute to the field of Security Studies by exploring topics traditionally featured in mainstream IR from a feminist perspective, by foregrounding the role of women and gender in conflict and conflict resolution, and by demonstrating the importance of new or previously marginalized topics to Security Studies by taking gender seriously. 


The special issue opens with Lauren Wilcox’s article, “Gendering Offense-Defense Theory,” which explores a topic that has long been of interest to traditional scholars in Security Studies, the offense-defense balance. Wilcox focuses on the claim in offense-defense theory that misperceived offensive dominance has been the cause of a number of international conflicts, including but not limited to the First World War. Her essay starts with a question offense-defense theory has not definitively answered: why states misperceive the dominance of the offense.  Wilcox suggests that “the roots of the illusion of offense dominance can be found in a combination of states’ gendered perceptions of technology, gendered nationalism, and definitions of citizenship and honor based on gendered protection.” In other words, Wilcox explains, “gender is the missing link in explaining the cult of the offensive.”  Through the analysis of offense-defense theory, Wilcox demonstrates that gender is constitutive of perceptions of military strength. This article shows that a feminist analysis of offense-defense theory is one instance in which gender can add explanatory leverage to ‘mainstream’ security theories while at the same time suggesting a transformative agenda for the theory and practice of international politics.


The next three articles, by Megan McKenzie, Sandra McEvoy, and Heidi Hudson, foreground the role of women in conflict and conflict resolution to gain theoretical and empirical insights that address some concerns of ‘mainstream’ security theorists while demonstrating the relevance of new subject matter to the discipline. Megan McKenzie’s article, “Securitization and De-Securitization: Female Soldiers and the Reconstruction of the Family in Post-Conflict Sierra Leone,” is based on fifty interviews with female former combatants in Sierra Leone. Her analysis focuses on the gendered construction of “soldier” and “victim” in the DDR process in Sierra Leone, based on her interviews and her observation that reintegration agencies are reluctant to acknowledge women who participated in the war as soldiers. Instead, in the language of the Copenhagen school, McKenzie recognizes that men and masculinity are securitized post-conflict, while women former soldiers are de-securitized. The result is that services focus on the reintegration of men into society as essential for the transition to peace, and women’s reintegration, when considered at all, is treated as a social issue.  McKenzie argues that the gendered perceptions of former combatants in Sierra Leone not only cause the  DDR process to be less effective for women, but to be less effective more generally.  Using this information, McKenzie critiques the concept of securitization through gendered lenses, arguing that gendered power dictated who was securitized and who was de-securitized (i.e., ignored) in the post-conflict reconstruction process in Sierra Leone.


Sandra McEvoy’s article, “Women Loyalist Paramilitaries in Northern Ireland: Beginning a Feminist Conversation about Conflict Resolution,” challenges traditional conceptions about conflict resolution by foregrounding the experiences and opinions of women combatants. McEvoy argues that the conflict in Northern Ireland remained intractable in part because the peace negotiators’ perceptions of the conflict were flawed by their exclusion of the perspectives of Loyalist women combatants. The article reveals the unique perceptions of Loyalist women paramilitaries on the four cross-border agreements between 1974 and 2007, arguing that the inclusion of combatant women in their negotiation and execution would have made these agreements more likely to succeed.  McEvoy’s analysis demonstrates to conventional accounts of conflict resolution that women should not be left out of the process.  This article also points out to feminists that they should be not only asking whether women are involved in peace processes, but also asking which women are invited to the table when women are included. Like the women that McKenzie interviewed in Sierra Leone, the women that McEvoy interviewed in Northern Ireland commit the double transgression of being involved in conflict and doing so against inherited expectations of women’s behavior. Reading these women’s experiences, McEvoy argues for a theoretical and practical reformulation of both gender role expectations and conflict resolution processes, in Northern Ireland and beyond. 


Heidi Hudson’s article, “Peace Building through a Gender Lens: Challenges of Implementation in Africa,” looks at peace-building processes from a different perspective, through the lens of African feminisms with special attention to the cases of Cote d’Ivore and Rwanda.  Building on previous work proposing that “gender mainstreaming” be adopted in peace building processes, 
  Hudson contends that mainstreaming strategies, while important to peace-building, needs to take account not only of including women in peace processes, but also of the cultural context in which a conflict occurs.  Using examples from several African conflicts, Hudson contends that the success of peace building generally depends on the inclusion of women, and that the success of the inclusion of women depends on the cultural sensitivity of the mainstreaming process, the strength and commitment of local women’s movements, and the translation of international legal frameworks to local contexts.  Hudson demonstrates that neither peace building nor gender emancipation are cookie-cutter processes, and that both gender and cultural sensitivity “could have substantial payoffs in terms of gender rights … [and] could serve as the missing link to lend coherence to peace building processes.” Hudson’s feminist analysis also shows that post-conflict security requires the interaction of a number of actors, including states, social movements, and individuals (women) who “make various and important contributions to modeling and implementing African peace building process.” Like the other two essays that focus on women’s roles in conflict and conflict resolution, Hudson’s essay provides both new empirical information and new theoretical insights which both speak to issues that traditional security theorists are interested in (conflict resolution) and introduce new topics to Security Studies by taking gender seriously (such as women’s movements and indigenous processes). 


The last two articles in this special issue focus on the introduction and framing of issues traditionally excluded from the canon of Security Studies literature. Jennifer Lobasz’s article, “Beyond Border Security: Feminist Approaches to Human Trafficking,” addresses an issue rarely considered by mainstream scholars in international security – human trafficking.  Lobasz points out that, when traditional security approaches do deal with human trafficking, they “emphasize border security, migration controls, and international law enforcement cooperation.” She argues that feminist perspectives reject both the marginalization of human trafficking in traditional security approaches and those approaches’ policy priorities in dealing with trafficking.  Instead, Lobasz uses feminist theory to argue that trafficking should be a high-priority security issue and that key issues concerning trafficking to be addressed include the security of trafficked persons, the security threats posed by both traffickers and states, and the sexist and racist stereotypes that constitute the category of trafficking victims in the policy world. Lobasz’s article demonstrates both that trafficking deserves attention in Security Studies and that ‘mainstream’ approaches to trafficking as a security issue can be improved and transformed by the addition of feminist analysis.


The essay which concludes this special issue, Nicole Detraz’s “Environmental Security and Gender: Necessary Shifts in an Evolving Debate,” argues that gender analysis can shed helpful light on the question of the links between the environment and security. Detraz points out that scholars in Security Studies have been asking for years if the environment is a security issue,, but that “gender has not been incorporated into these debates in a meaningful way.”  Combining theoretical analysis with two case studies, Detraz uses feminist lenses to demonstrate that, not only is the environment a security issue, it is a gendered security issue. In other words, Detraz argues that the framing that security theorists use to deal with the environment (when they deal with the environment) is problematic.  This article reformulates the environmental security approach from a feminist perspective, arguing that a combination of feminist and environmental security provide more theoretical leverage than either approach separately. It demonstrates the relevance of an issue traditionally considered outside  the realm of security by the ‘mainstream,’ and (much like Lobasz’s essay does for human trafficking) proposes a different (and uniquely feminist) way of viewing this ‘new’ issue.


Separately, these essays reformulate mainstream approaches to traditional security issues, foreground the role of women in conflict and conflict resolution, and introduce new issues that taking gender seriously demonstrates as relevant to international security. Together, they show that gender analysis is necessary, conceptually, for understanding international security, important for analyzing causes and predicting outcomes, and essential to thinking about solutions and promoting positive change in the security realm.
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