
1 Ethics, emotions and the human brain

Global poverty is, without question, the most pervasive moral problem
confronting contemporary world politics. Affecting more than 2.6 bil-
lion of the world’s poorest inhabitants, grinding poverty, hunger and
deprivation is the leading indirect cause of mortality in children under
five, accounting for a staggering 27,000 deaths every day, or 10 million
deaths per year.1 Since the early 1970s, debate about the contours of
this problem has been dominated by rationalist cosmopolitan scholars
of international ethics and political philosophy who have focused their
efforts on defining the nature of the duties those of us living in affluence
have to assist the impoverished.2 As the continuing plight of the global
poor makes clear, however, the problem of world poverty lies not just
with the identification of the injustice it entails, or even with the artic-
ulation of an obligation to address it, but with the transposition of that
moral obligation into ethical action.3 Thus, almost three decades after
Peter Singer first argued that the failure of rich nations and individuals
to help alleviate extreme poverty was morally indefensible his recent

1 United NationsMillenniumDevelopment Goals, Fact Sheet, available at www.un.
org/millenniumgoals/2008highlevel/pdf/newsroom/Goal%201%20FINAL.pdf;
Peter Singer, The Life You Can Save: Acting Now to End World Poverty (New
York: Random House, 2009), p. 4.

2 Peter Singer, ‘Poverty, Facts, and Political Philosophies: Response to “More than
Charity”’, Ethics and International Affairs, 16, 2 (2002), pp. 121–4; Onora
O’Neill, Faces of Hunger: An Essay on Poverty, Development and Hunger
(London: George Allen and Unwin, 1986); Charles R. Beitz, Political Theory and
International Relations (Princeton University Press, 1979); Henry Shue, Basic
Rights: Subsistence, Affluence, and US Foreign Policy, 2nd edn (Princeton
University Press, 1996); Thomas Pogge, World Poverty and Human Rights:
Cosmopolitan Responsibilities and Reforms (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2002);
Thomas Pogge, ‘World Poverty and Human Rights’, Ethics and International
Affairs, 19, 1 (2005), pp. 1–8; Kok-Chor Tan, ‘Poverty and Global Distributive
Justice’, in Duncan Bell (ed.), Ethics and World Politics (Oxford University Press,
2010), p. 257.

3 Rüdiger Bittner, ‘Morality and World Hunger’, in Thomas Pogge (ed.), Global
Justice (Oxford: Blackwell, 2001), p. 24.
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workThe Life You Can Save asks, despairingly, why the wealthy do not
give more and what can be done to motivate action.4

In response to Singer’s questions, this book defends a sentimentalist
version of cosmopolitanism that does not simply identify injustices and
prescribe how we ought to respond to them, but actually motivates
action. It is driven by a fundamental commitment to practical ethics.
Articulated by the most prominent sentimentalist cosmopolitan, David
Hume, and shared by rationalists as diverse as Peter Singer and Onora
O’Neill, this perspective maintains that ‘[m]orality requires action of
some sorts’.5 That is, ‘ethics’ is not simply an abstract armchair exercise
from which ideal rules or principles are derived, the practice of making
and understanding judgments about what is ‘right’ and what is ‘wrong’
is undertaken, or prescriptions about how actors ought to behave in
general or particular contexts are formulated.6 Being essentially con-
cerned with how we ought to live, it is all of these things, considered in
theoretical terms and, crucially, applied to real life.

In accordance with this commitment, I demonstrate that the answer
to Singer’s question is found, at least in part, in the role that emotions
play in ethics. I argue that emotions are not only central to processes of
ethical deliberation and moral judgment but play an indispensable role
in the practical application of ethics to moral dilemmas in international
politics. That is, working within the broad frame of cosmopolitan
thought, I argue that, alongside reason, emotions constitute a key
component of any practical cosmopolitan ethic. In presenting and
elucidating this argument, I explicitly challenge the set of rationalist
assumptions that have led most thinkers concerned with questions of
international ethics to conclude that emotions ought to be subjugated
by their master, reason, in processes of ethical deliberation. In

4 Peter Singer, ‘Famine, Affluence, and Morality’, Philosophy and Public Affairs,
1 (1972), pp. 229–43; Singer, The Life You Can Save.

5 David Hume, An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, ed. Tom
L. Beauchamp (Oxford University Press, 1998), App. 1.21 (henceforth EPM);
Peter Singer, Practical Ethics (Cambridge University Press, 1979); Onora O’Neill,
‘A Simplified Version of Kant’s Ethics: Perplexities of Famine andWorld Hunger’,
in Heimir Gersson and Margaret Reed Holmgren (eds.), Ethical Theory: A
Concise Anthology (Peterborough: Broadview, 2001), p. 131.

6 Although ‘morality’ and ‘ethics’ are technically distinct terms, in common usage
they are conceived as being broadly synonymous. See Terry Nardin, ‘Ethical
Traditions in International Affairs’, in Terry Nardin and David R. Mapel (eds.),
Traditions of International Ethics (Cambridge University Press, 1992), pp. 3–4.
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particular, drawing on cutting-edge research in the brain sciences,
I confirm and develop the argument articulated by the sentimentalist
cosmopolitans of the Scottish Enlightenment that ‘reason is and ought
only to be the slave of the passions’.7

The remainder of the chapter is devoted to explaining and defending
the approach to be taken in the rest of the book. It briefly introduces the
central tenets of the contending rationalist and sentimentalist versions
of cosmopolitan ethics and, in particular, the place of emotions within
them. The chapter then goes on to outline the interdisciplinary
approach to be pursued in adjudicating between the sets of assumptions
made by rationalist and sentimentalist cosmopolitans about the rela-
tionship between reason and emotion in processes of ethical delibera-
tion. In doing so, it defends the use of recent findings in the brain
sciences to evaluate and develop a sentimentalist cosmopolitan ethic.
The chapter concludes by outlining the argument to be pursued in the
remainder of the book. It begins, however, by situating rationalist and
sentimentalist versions of cosmopolitan ethics within the wider rise of
scholarship concerned with the emotions in international relations. It
demonstrates that although the commanding rationalist form of cos-
mopolitan ethics accords well with the dominant rationalist approach
to international relations more generally, it does so at the expense of
keeping pace with increasing acknowledgment that emotions matter in
key processes and practices of world politics.

Getting emotional about international politics

In the study of international relations the cult of reason and rationality
reigns supreme. With few exceptions, dominant theories of interna-
tional relations, from realism and idealism8 to their ‘neo-’iterations,9

formal theories such as game theory,10 and popular explanations for the

7 David Hume, A Treatise on Human Nature, ed. David Fate Norton and Mary
J. Norton (hereafter THN) (Oxford University Press, 2000), 2.3.3.4.

8 Michael Joseph Smith, ‘Liberalism and International Reform’, in Terry Nardin
and David R. Mapel (eds.), Traditions of International Ethics (Cambridge
University Press, 1992), p. 202.

9 Robert O. Keohane and Joseph Nye, ‘Power and Interdependence Revisited’,
International Organization, 41, 1 (1987), p. 728.

10 Stephen Walt, ‘Rigor or Rigor Mortis? Rational Choice and Security Studies’,
International Security, 23, 4 (1999), pp. 9–10; Robert Axelrod, The Evolution of
Cooperation (New York: Basic Books, 1984).
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causes of war,11 rely on reason and rationality as guiding principles and
explanatory tools.12 Despite its centrality to human existence, emotion
is routinely and systematically excluded from accounts of politics, both
domestic and international. ‘[B]eing emotional about politics’, as
George Marcus, Russell Neuman and Michael MacKuen note, ‘is gen-
erally associated with psychological destruction, distortion, extremity,
and unreasonableness’.13 Emotions, it is thus generally assumed, ought
to be assiduously avoided in the fundamentally rational, reason-centred
pursuits that are the study and practice of international politics.

This is not to say that emotions have been wholly absent from the
study of international relations. Fear, in particular, looms large in the
canon of classical texts to which theorists of international relations
traditionally refer and has provided, for many, the bedrock on which
their theories of world politics have been built.14 Indeed, as Roland
Bleiker and Emma Hutchison note, ‘just about every philosopher con-
sidered central to the tradition of IR scholarship, from Thucydides to
Machiavelli and from Hobbes to Rousseau, has engaged the role of
emotions’ in some capacity.15 It is thus more accurate to say
that unlike in other fields of inquiry, such as psychology and

11 Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, The War Trap (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1981); James Fearon, ‘Rationalist Explanations for War’, International
Organization, 49, 3 (1995), pp. 379–414.

12 Although each of these theories is underpinned by a particular set of assumptions
about precisely what rationality entails, in broad terms they all concur that
rationality is ‘the need to subject one’s choices to the demands of reason’.
Amartya Sen, Rationality and Freedom (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 2002), p. 4. Rationality, in this sense, is thus distinct from that referred to
by Keohane in the context of international institutions or that associated with the
‘Grotian tradition’ of the English School but, nonetheless, underpins and directs
these forms of rationalism. Robert O. Keohane, ‘International Institutions: Two
Approaches’, International Studies Quarterly, 32 (1988), pp. 379–96;
Martin Wight, International Theory: The Three Traditions, ed. Gabriele Wight
and Brian Porter (London: Leicester University Press, 1991).

13 George E. Marcus, W. Russell Neuman and Michael MacKuen, Affective
Intelligence and Political Judgment (University of Chicago Press, 2000), p. 2.

14 Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War, trans. Rex Warner (London:
Penguin, 1954), I.23, p. 49; I.75, p. 80; VI.83, p. 462; Niccolò Machiavelli, The
Prince, trans. George Bull (London: Penguin, 1961), XVII, pp. 53–6;
Thomas Hobbes, On the Citizen, ed. Richard Tuck and Michael Silverthorne
(Cambridge University Press, 1998), I.2, p. 24; Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, ed.
J. C. Gaskin (Oxford University Press, 1996), I.II.9, p. 67.

15 Roland Bleiker and Emma Hutchison, ‘Fear No More: Emotions and World
Politics’, Review of International Studies, 34 (2008), p. 117.
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sociology,16 the emotions have, with few exceptions,17 been ignored or
actively marginalised from the study of international relations in the
twentieth and twenty-first centuries.

For most scholars of international relations concerned with
the emotions, blame for this state of affairs can be laid squarely
at the feet of the rationalist and reason-centred approaches that
dominate the field. As Neta Crawford argues, ‘the assumption of
rationality is [so] ubiquitous in international relations theory’ that
even those scholars, predominantly realists, ‘who highlight inse-
curity (fear) and nationalism (love and hate), have not systema-
tically studied emotion’.18 However, it is not simply the assumption
of rationality that has worked to marginalise emotions in the study
of international relations. Rather, a particular set of assumptions
about rationality and a series of meta-theoretical claims about the
nature of rationalist theories have pushed the emotions outside the
bounds of what is deemed to be acceptable scholarship. Rationality,
as William J. Long and Peter Brecke note, ‘has come to mean the
conscious, goal-oriented, reasoned process by which an individ-
ual, expressing and thus revealing his or her preferences, chooses a
utility-maximizing action from among an array of alternative
actions’.19 Amongst the meta-theoretical claims that follow from
this understanding of rationality is the assumption that rationalist
theories ought to avoid consideration of the emotions (conceived as
distortions of rationality) and other aspects of human psychology.
Psychology, by this reckoning, ‘explains only mistakes’ or deviations
from rationality and thus has no rightful place within rationalist

16 Bleiker and Hutchison, ‘Fear No More’, p. 117.
17 One notable exception is Harold Lasswell, whose work addressed personal

insecurities including ‘emotional insecurities’. He wrote: ‘The expectation that
violence will ultimately settle the clashing demands of nations and classes means
that every detail of social change tends to be assessed in terms of its effect on
fighting effectiveness, divides participants into two conflicting camps, segregates
attitudes of friendliness and of hostility geographically, and creates profound
emotional insecurities in the process of rearranging the current political
alignment.’Harold Lasswell,World Politics and Personal Insecurity (New York:
Free Press, 1965), p. 57.

18 Neta C. Crawford, ‘The Passion of World Politics: Propositions on Emotion and
Emotional Relationships’, International Security, 24, 4 (2000), pp. 116–17.

19 William J. Long and Peter Brecke, ‘The Emotive Causes of Recurrent
International Conflicts’, Politics and the Life Sciences, 22, 1 (2003), p. 26.
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theories.20 Though incredibly prevalent in the social sciences,
especially political science, these said assumptions, about the nature
of rationality and the explanatory reach of psychology, are, as we
will see later, mistaken.21

Again, this is not to say that rationalist international relations schol-
arship has been wholly blind to the existence of the emotions in world
politics. Rather, the emotions have been seen as unimportant phenom-
ena or dismissed as dangerous distortions that reside outside the legit-
imate bounds of scholarly concern. For example, although fear has been
a persistent theme underlying many theoretical accounts of interna-
tional relations, the view that ‘[f]ear is supposed to lurk beyond the
reach of our rational faculties’ is incredibly common.22 Thus, Hans
Morgenthau highlighted the ‘distorting effects’ that ‘mutual fear’ may
have on already ‘antagonistic foreign policies . . . overlaid with world-
embracing ideologies’.23 More broadly, Morgenthau dismissed the
emotions as ‘[d]eviations from rationality’, writing that:

It stands to reason that not all foreign policies have always followed so
rational, objective, and unemotional a course. The contingent elements of
personality, prejudice, and subjective preference, and of all the weaknesses of
intellect and will which flesh is heir to, are bound to deflect foreign policies
from their rational course. Especially where foreign policy is conducted under
the conditions of democratic control, the need tomarshal popular emotions to
the support of foreign policy cannot fail to impair the rationality of foreign
policy itself. Yet a theory of foreign policy which aims at rationality must for
the time being, as it were, abstract from these irrational elements and seek to
paint a picture of foreign policy which presents the rational essence to be
found in experience, without the contingent deviations from rationality which
are also found in experience.24

20 Jonathan Mercer, ‘Rationality and Psychology in International Politics’,
International Organization, 59 (2005), p. 77.

21 William J. Long and Peter Brecke,War and Reconciliation: Reason and Emotion
in Conflict Resolution (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2003), p. 4.

22 Corey Robin, Fear: The History of an Idea (Oxford University Press, 2004),
p. 27.

23 Hans J.Morgenthau, Politics among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace,
revised by Kenneth W. Thompson (Boston: McGraw-Hill, 1993), p. 79.

24 Morgenthau, Politics among Nations, p. 7.

6 Ethics, emotions and the human brain

www.cambridge.org© in this web service Cambridge University Press

Cambridge University Press
978-1-107-03741-0 - Reason and Emotion in International Ethics
Renée Jeffery
Excerpt
More information

http://www.cambridge.org/9781107037410
http://www.cambridge.org
http://www.cambridge.org


That said, Morgenthau did concede that ‘[t]he possibility of
constructing, as it were, a counter-theory of irrational politics is worth
exploring’, though it was not a project he took up himself.25

Similarly, and more recently, James Fearon’s rationalist explanation
for the causes of war suggests that consideration of leaders’ ‘emotional
commitments’ might help to explain why ‘rationally led states have
conflicting expectations about the likely outcome of military conflict’
when a strictly rationalist theory suggests that, with identical informa-
tion, they ought to come to the same rational conclusion.26 In doing so,
Fearon draws on Geoffrey Blainey’s argument that conceived ‘disagree-
ments about relative power as a consequence of human irrationality’.27

In particular, mutual and hence irrational and unwarranted ‘optimism
about victory in war’ is, Blainey suggested, a function of ‘moods which
cannot be grounded in fact’.28 Yet, despite recognising that they may
help to explain why states go to war, no further discussion of the
emotions is included in Fearon’s work. Rather, the emotions are, again,
dismissed as irrational distortions of rational thought.

Despite the strength of this view, however, recent scholarship has
witnessed increasing acknowledgment of the role that the emotions play
in politics and international relations. In particular, since 2000 we have
seen the emergence of a growing ‘emotions and . . .’ literature. In polit-
ical science, scholars of political psychology and political theory29 have
examined the role that emotions play in democratic deliberations,30

25 Morgenthau, Politics among Nations, p. 7.
26 Fearon, ‘Rationalist Explanations of War’, pp. 392 and 391.
27 Fearon, ‘Rationalist Explanations of War’, p. 392; Geoffrey Blainey, The Causes

of War (New York: Free Press, 1973).
28 Blainey, The Causes of War, p. 54; Fearon, ‘Rationalist Explanations of War’,

p. 392.
29 See, for example, Joan Tronto, ‘Affected Politics’, Political Theory, 39 (2011),

pp. 793–801, a review article which discusses: Christopher Castiglia, Interior
States: Institutional Consciousness and the Inner Life of Democracy in the
Antebellum United States (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2008);
Davide Panagia, The Political Life of Sensation (Durham, NC: Duke University
Press, 2009); and John Protevi, Political Affect: Connecting the Social and the
Somatic (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2009).

30 George E. Marcus, The Sentimental Citizen: Emotion in Democratic Politics
(University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2002); Sharon R. Krause,
Civil Passions: Moral Sentiment and Democratic Deliberation (Princeton
University Press, 2008).
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civic engagement31 and understandings of citizenship.32 Similarly,
interdisciplinary studies originating in the fields of psychology and
neuroscience have analysed the impact that particular emotions, such
as disgust, have on party political and ideological orientation.33

In International Relations, scholars have sought to demonstrate that
emotions play a significant role in ‘characteristic processes of world
politics’.34 Thus DominiqueMoisi has examined the geopolitics of fear,
humiliation and hope,35 Stephen Peter Rosen’s work explores ‘the ways
in which emotional memories may affect rational decisions’, particu-
larly in the context of war,36 and Andrew A. G. Ross has examined the
place of emotions in the global anti-American protest movement.37 In
the subfield of international political economy, scholars have demon-
strated the effects of emotions on a range of phenomena, from financial
crises to the emergence of self-regulating markets.38 Perhaps most

31 Michael MacKuen, Jennifer Wolak, Luke Keele and George E. Marcus, ‘Civic
Engagements: Resolute Partisanship or Reflective Deliberation’, American
Journal of Political Science, 54, 2 (2010), pp. 440–58.

32 Nicholas A. Valentino, Vincent L. Hutchings, Antoine J. Banks and Anne
K. Davis, ‘Is a Worried Citizen a Good Citizen? Emotions, Political Information
Seeking, and Learning via the Internet’, Political Psychology, 29, 2 (2008),
pp. 247–73.

33 Kevin B. Smith, Douglas Oxley, Matthew V. Hibbing, John R. Alford and John
R. Hibbing, ‘Disgust Sensitivity and the Neurophysiology of Left–Right Political
Orientations’, PLoS ONE, 6, 10 (October 2011), pp. 1–9; David M. Amodio,
John T. Jost, Sarah L. Master and Cindy M. Yee, ‘Neurocognitive Correlates of
Liberalism and Conservatism’, Nature Neuroscience, 10 (2007), pp. 1246–7;
Douglas R. Oxley, Kevin B. Smith, John R. Alford,MatthewV. Hibbing, Jennifer
L. Miller, Mario Scalora, Peter K. Hatemi and John R. Hibbing, ‘Political
Attitudes Vary with Physiological Traits’, Science (19 September 2008),
pp. 1667–70.

34 Crawford, ‘The Passion of World Politics’, pp. 116–17.
35 Dominique Moisi, The Geopolitics of Emotion: How Cultures of Fear,

Humiliation, and Hope are Reshaping the World (New York: Random House,
2009).

36 Stephen Peter Rosen, War and Human Nature (Princeton University Press,
2005), p. 2.

37 Andrew A.G. Ross, ‘“Why They Don’t Hate Us”: Emotion, Agency and the
Politics of “Anti-Americanism”’, Millennium: Journal of International Studies,
39, 1 (2010), pp. 109–25.

38 Wesley Widmaier, ‘Emotions before Paradigms: Elite Anxiety and Populist
Resentment from the Asian to Subprime Crises’, Millennium: Journal of
International Studies, 39, 1 (2010), pp. 127–44; Earl Gammon, ‘Affect and the
Rise of the Self-Regulating Market’, Millennium: Journal of International
Studies, 37, 2 (2008), pp. 251–78.
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prominently, scholars concerned with peacebuilding, post-conflict
justice and reconciliation have also begun to consider the ways in
which negative emotions born of past injustices might be addressed in
ways that reduce the probability of renewed violence.39 Finally, a
further body of literature that recognises and explores the role that
emotions play in transnational activist networks is also gathering
momentum.40

In addition to focusing attention on the place of emotions in the
processes and practices of international relations, many of these
works are grounded, implicitly or explicitly, in the claim that conven-
tional rationalist approaches are at odds with the patterns of human
interaction that mark the actual practice of international politics and
ethics. In particular, it is becoming increasingly widely accepted that by
overplaying the roles played by reason and rationality, rationalists have
overlooked or dismissed the significant contributions that emotions
make to the theory and practice of international relations and ethics.
Of course, these types of criticisms are nothing new. Since their incep-
tion, detractors of rationalist theories of international relations have
used the limitations of rationalism as a foil for the development of non-
rationalist and, occasionally, affect-based theories.41

Many prominent feminists have thus argued that the ‘rational
actor model’ with its reason-centred account of interest-seeking beha-
viour cannot explain the full gamut of relationships and interactions
that take place in international relations. As Kimberly Hutchings
explains, ‘[f]rom the feminist point of view . . . the model of the individ-
ual as a rational “chooser” is highly problematic’ as it is based on the
premise that the moral agent is ‘independent and instrumentally
rational, with complete discretion over his or her own body and

39 Long and Brecke,War and Reconciliation; Shiping Tang, ‘Reconciliation and the
Remaking of Anarchy’,World Politics, 63, 4 (2011), pp. 711–49; Yinan He, The
Search for Reconciliation: Sino-Japanese and German-Polish Relations after
WorldWar II (Cambridge University Press, 2009); Jon Elster,Closing the Books:
Transitional Justice inHistorical Perspective (Cambridge University Press, 2004);
Martha Minnow, Between Vengeance and Forgiveness: Facing History after
Genocide and Mass Violence (Boston: Beacon Press, 1998).

40 Margaret R. Keck and Kathryn Sikkink, Activists beyond Borders: Advocacy
Networks in International Politics (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1998);
Sonja K. Pieck, ‘Transnational Activist Networks: Mobilization between
Emotion and Bureaucracy’, Social Movement Studies, iFirst (2012), pp. 1–17.

41 Marcus et al., Affective Intelligence, p. 5.
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capabilities’.42 This, she notes, reflects only one subset of actors engaged
in international politics, ‘white, able-bodied, middle class’ adult males.43

As Ann Tickner argues, conceived in this context rationality is ‘stereo-
typically associated with masculinity’, while emotion is considered a
feminine trait.44When coupled with the ‘separation of public and private
spheres’ that has marked most conventional accounts of international
politics, a further division between reason and emotion has been engen-
dered. Thus, while reason is commonly associated with the public realm
of politics, emotion is considered private and personal.45

Of course, at the centre of the feminist movement is the slogan ‘the
personal is political’, ‘the central message of feminist critiques of
the public/domestic dichotomy’.46 It thus comes as something of a
surprise that ‘few explicitly feminist projects . . . situate emotions at
the centre of research’.47 Although some elements of moral sentiment
theory are present in feminist theories of the ethics of care,48 the specific
roles that emotions play in international politics have not been a core
focus of much feminist scholarship.49 Rather, where the emotions have
been considered in recent feminist work, it has largely been in the areas
of methodology and research ethics.50

42 Kimberly Hutchings, Global Ethics: An Introduction (Cambridge: Polity,
2010), p. 62.

43 Hutchings, Global Ethics, p. 62.
44 J. Ann Tickner, ‘You Just Don’t Understand: Troubled Engagements between

Feminists and International Relations Theorists’, International Studies
Quarterly, 41 (1997), p. 614.

45 Joan Tronto,Moral Boundaries: A Political Argument for an Ethic of Care (New
York: Routledge, 1993), p. 52.

46 Susan Moller Okin, Gender, Justice and the Family (Princeton University Press,
1989), p. 124. See also Catharine A. MacKinnon’s argument: ‘For women the
measure of the intimacy has been the measure of the oppression. This is why
feminism has had to explode the private. This is why feminism has seen the
personal as the political. In this sense, for women there is no private, either
normatively or empirically.’ Catharine A. MacKinnon, Toward a Feminist
Theory of the State (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1989), p. 191.

47 Bleiker and Hutchison, ‘Fear No More’, p. 127.
48 See, for example, Carol Gilligan, In a Different Voice: Psychological Theory and

Women’s Development (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1982).
49 One notable exception to this isMaryHolmes, ‘Feeling beyondRules: Politicizing

the Sociology of Emotion and Anger in Feminist Politics’, European Journal of
Social Theory, 7 (2004), pp. 209–27.

50 See Brook Ackerly and Jacqui True, ‘Reflexivity in Practice: Power and Ethics in
Feminist Research on International Relations’, International Studies Review, 10
(2008), 696 and, in particular, their discussion of the works of Maria Stern
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