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Gender and U.S. Foreign Policy

Hegemonic Masculinity, the War in Iraq, and
the UN-Doing of World Order

Janie Leatherman t

The U.S.-led war against Iraq has rocked the foundations of the international po-
litical system. The Bush administration took upon itself the task of enforcing UN
Security Council Resolution 1441, which the Security Council passed in October
2002, requiring full cooperation of the Iraqi government with weapons inspec-
tions. However, the resolution did not include clear guidelines for triggering en-
forcement. When it became clear to the Bush administration in January and February
2003 that there would be no Security Council consensus on a new resolution to
mandate enforcement of 1441, the Bush team worked around the United Nations.
For critics of the U.S. administration, the action was the first clear-cut example of
the implementation of the Bush national strategic doctrine that the White House
announced in September 2002. This doctrine calls for preemptive action against
potential threats to U.S. national security in the present, and to U.S. domination in
world politics in perpetuity. Hence, the Iraq War pitted two conflicting visions of
U.S. foreign policy against each other. On the one hand were claims that the United

. States was saving the UN Security Council from its own inadequacies and politi-
cal ineptitude. On the other hand were visions of the role of the United States as
the sole remaining superpower.

The exercise of such arrogance by the United States, with the aim of imposing
its own will on the world while stripping the United Nations of its role and legiti-
macy in international affairs, is a clear display of hegemonic masculinity. Such a
socially constructed role draws from an aggressive, nationalist orientation in for-
eign policy that prioritizes national interest, aggrandizement, and domination over
the pursuit of common interests and the global public good (Richardson 2003).
The United Nations is the universal body charged with safeguarding and promot-
ing humanitarianism and development, as well as peace and social justice. But the
U.S. policy of hegemonic masculinity puts the United Nations in a subordinate,
feminized position, discrediting its efforts to preserve a space for consensus building
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and multilateral decision making. In this chapter, I will conceptualize the elements
of a hegemonic masculinist foreign policy. The analysis develops two dimensions
of hegemonic masculinity. The first dimension is that of the hegemonic masculinist
state itself as an actor in international relations. I develop a framework for under-
standing how hegemonic masculinity is articulated in U.S. foreign policy by fo-
cusing on aggressive nationalism and the doctrine of superiority. But I am also
interested in showing how hegemonic masculinity plays out in real policy making.
Here the playing field is interactive. How does the hegemonic masculinist state
construct other states and international organizations, react to these constructions,
and further justify its own acts of superiority and aggression? Understanding these
dynamics of policy making is the focus of the second dimension of the analysis.
Here I will show how the rhetorical and policy initiatives of hegemonic masculin-

-ity are used to feminize foreign policy strategies of other states and international
organizations that emphasize consensus building and multilateralism.

The September 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States (NSS)
provides the key template for understanding the ideology and rhetoric of aggres-
sive nationalism and the doctrine of superiority. I draw from this doctrine to illus-
trate the first dimension of my analysis of hegemonic masculinity. To illustrate the
second dimension, and its connection to policy making, I will show how this stra-
tegic doctrine provides the key tenets for the Bush administration's policy toward
the United Nations and other key member-states in the context of the war on Iraq.
The conclusions will weigh in on the matter of the new imperialism that this hege-
monic masculinity espouses. I agree with Richardson, who argues that "enhancing
the universal authority of UN Charter-anchored international law comprises an
independent imperative for the world community" (2003, 1). Even the United States
needs to have an effective, internationally accepted, authoritative system of inter-
national law to advance its own purposes and protect its own people (3). The atroci-
ties at the Abu Ghraib prison and perhaps other locales underscore the self-defeating
dangers of a U.S. policy of calling for others to uphold international law such as
the Geneva conventions, when the United States is seen clearly to fail to apply
these standards to detainees in its own custody.

My own view is that imperialism, at least as we have traditionally known it-
the conquering of other people's land and their colonization-is dead. We live in a
globalized world. People are educated and connected to global events today as
never before. Global media, communications through the Internet, phones, faxes,
as well as flow of people mean that no country can dominate others without scru-
tiny (Leatherman and Webber forthcoming). An open environment dooms such
attempts to failure. The creation of the United Nations was itself part and parcel of
efforts to undo imperial politics. This was the bitter pill that Churchill and other
European imperialists had to swallow when they signed on to the UN Charter, the
provisions of which were most strongly advanced by then U.S. president Franklin
Roosevelt. Of the great allied leaders, it was Roosevelt who led the call for
decolonization, and it was the work of such international civil servants as Ralph
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Bunche that ensured decolonization would not just be an aim of the United Na-
tions, but a realizable goal with the institutional machinery and practices to make
it happen (Henry 1999). The U.S. military presence in Iraq, assisted by British
troops-themselves once familiar colonial rulers in the Middle East-smacks,
nonetheless, of the rebirth of imperialism. It also suggests that the United Nations
plays second fiddle to the most powerful country in the world. Has the United
Nations outlived its mission, or is it still relevant and able to respond effectively to
new challenges to international peace and security? At the core of this debate is the
question of whether collective security, as envisioned by the framers of the United
Nations Charter, can still serve the needs of the world community in an era de-
fined, on the one hand, by new demands for the pursuit of the global interest, and
on the other, the political reality of the unparalleled dominance of the United States
on the world scene today.

Hegemonic Masculinity

Bringing gender to the study of international relations is not a matter of "add women
to foreign policy and stir." The point of making a gendered analysis explicit is to
highlight different social expectations and consequences that attend from the
gendered roles of masculinity versus femininity. As Cynthia Enloe reminds us,

. patriarchy is not natural. It requires great effort to reproduce it and sustain it every
day (Cohn and Enloe 2003, 1192). I argue here, as do many feminist scholars of
international relations, that masculinity is not a monolithic, universal phenom-
enon. Rather, the social construction of gender roles produces various masculini-
ties that are always in competition and constantly being restructured as historical
circumstances change (Enloe 1990, 2000, 2002). To understand masculinity, we
have to see it as an open-ended process, in constant flux and reconstitution (Hooper
2001, 39). Gendered relationships, like all international relationships, are about
power and resistance (Hooper 2001; Enloe 1990, 2-3).

Hooper helps us understand these social expectations by developing a model of
"masculinism,' which term she prefers to "partriarchy" to convey the privileging
of masculinity. Thus, she argues that it is not men as such who give rise to a male-
centered order. Instead, she puts the emphasis on access to power and privilege.
Men gain this "not by virtue of their anatomy but through their cultural association
with masculinity. It is the qualities of masculinity that are closely associated with
power, rather than men per se, and the term masculinism, which implies aprivileg-
ing of masculinity, best captures this relationship" (Hooper 2001, 41). Hooper
also argues for differentiating various types of masculinity. One type that she de-
velops, following the work of R.W. Connell (1987), is "hegemonic masculinity."
As Connell points out, "mass culture generally assumes there is a fixed, true mas-
culinity" (1995,45). The concept of masculinity is typically thought to emanate
from the male body itself. However, masculinity does not exist in and of itself. It is
a relational term, and thus what is key is how it is socially constructed in relation to
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those who are in competition with or subordinated to it. Connell makes an histori-
cal argument about the emergence of hegemonic masculinity as a function of the
development of a Western bourgeois ideology in the nineteenth century (Connell
1995,68). Hooper also argues that hegemonic masculinity developed in the West
as "a global, racialized hierarchy of masculinities." These were "created as part of
the institutionalization of a complex set of race and gender identities sustaining
European imperialism-identities that still have a cultural legacy today" (Hooper
2001,55). Enloe also invokes this colonial theme. She reminds us that women
played a 'role in the imperial expansion in their capacity as wives of military men,
or colonial administrators, for example. Thus, we should not leave out of the pic-
ture how international affairs has depended on the ways both sexes relate to issues
of dominance (1990,4; UN Security Council 2000).

The construct of hegemonic masculinity enables us to see the dominant pat-
terns of masculinity that function "at the level of the whole society and shore up
male power and advantage" (Hooper 2001, 54). This leads us to important ques-
tions: How does hegemonic masculinity subordinate other masculinities (e.g., non-
whites, racialized Others, members of different social classes, or gay men)? How
does it function to subordinate women (Hooper 2001, 54)? What are the historic
origins of the models for hegemonic masculinity, and how are they repackaged
and reconstructed over time?

Hooper answers these questions by identifying four models of hegemonic mas-
culinity in the Western tradition: the Greek citizen-warrior; the partriarchal Judeo-
Christian model; the aristocratic honor/patronage model; and a Protestant,
bourgeois-rationalist model. These four categories are just heuristic devices, not
distinct types. In practice, hegemonic masculinity is constructed by drawing on
various components of these ideal types.

Theorists of international relations draw from these categories in the way they
analyze the role of the state in foreign policy. In effect, they "reify" or personalize
the nation-state itself. The state becomes embodied as a (male) actor. Thus, the
United States is treated as though it is a single, purposeful player on the interna-
tional stage, when in reality we know that there are many policy makers involved
in designing the plans and actions that the United States carries out, and even
opponents of those plans and actions within the state. But personifying the state
also makes it possible to imbue it with the qualities of hegemonic masculinity, just
as we might the heads of state who represent that country. These kinds of maneu-
vers and the assumptions of hegemonic masculinity they subsume, can be found in
both realist and liberal approaches to the study of foreign policy. Realism tends to
make assumptions about the inherently conflictual nature of international rela-
tions, drawing from such political philosophers as Hobbes and Machiavelli. Liber-
als, in contrast, hold on to the possibility of good in human nature, and the benefits
of facilitating communication and understanding. They often look to Locke, Kant,
or Grotius for inspiration, for example. Liberalism tends to emphasize more the
Protestant, bourgeois-rationalist model of hegemonic masculinity. But the realist
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perspective is probably the most predominant both in the practice and the study of
international relations and foreign policy.

Perhaps what makes realism so powerful is that it draws from all four ideal
types and uses them in different combinations as changing political and historical
circumstances warrant (Hooper 200 1, 66). The spread of realism around the world
as the model for statesmanship has been supported in no small measure by its
intellectual ascendancy. New adherents are literally schooled into this approach
through their studies in leading university centers (notably in the global North),
that continue to attract students from all parts of the globe. Centers of higher edu-
cation in the United States have played a central role in the socialization of elites
into hegemonic masculinity by virtue of the ascendancy of American scholarship
on international relations that has lasted from the end of World War II through at
least the early 1990s (Friedrichs 2004). The United States has also played the
leading role in world politics throughout much of the twentieth and into the twenty-
first century. Being a "winner" in wars and the game of international politics in
general, and enjoying the extraordinary influence of a superpower role in the Cold
War' period that pitted the United States against a competing Soviet Union, and
then in a post-Cold War context that has left the United States as the sale, uncon-
tested superpower, has amply fed U.S. leaders and policy makers who desire to be
hegemonic masculinists. If U.S. history had been different, hegemonic masculin-
ity might not have come to dominant foreign policymaking in this way. Thus,
hegemonic masculinity is an especially powerful conceptual lens for understand-
ing U.S. foreign policy. The United States has waged wars in Latin America, Viet-
nam, and, via proxy, in much of the rest of the third world in an effort to secure its
hegemonic role and preserve it against the communist threat. Since the end of the
Cold War and the demise of the Soviet Union, no other single state can challenge
U.S. dominance in the world. The United States draws from vast resources in eco-
nomic, technological, intellectual, sociocultural, and military spheres. To date,
neither the European Union, China, India, Japan, nor any other country in the
world can compete on these expansive terms. Indeed, the United States has more
military capability that all the rest of the countries in the world combined. Thus,
we need to think critically about the U.S. role as global hegemon and how we can
understand the reasons behind its reliance on an often aggressive, militarist ap-
proach to domination (Boggs 2003).

Although the United States historically has relied on coercive force along with
more consensual forms of hegemony (Brilmayer 1994), since the 1990s, the Uni ted
States has increasingly imposed force without explicit endorsement from the United
Nations (Lobel and Ratner 1999). The concept of hegemonic masculinity gives us
one lens through which to develop a critique of this action, gain new insights, and
think about ways that leadership can be employed differently. One question this
exercise poses is, 'Where are the women?" How might including women systemati-
cally in positions of leadership change the conduct of U.S. foreign policy? Does it
have to be aggressive in order to be effective? Indeed, does hegemonic masculinity
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impose certain costs on U.S. standing in the world? And what are the costs that it
imposes on us as Americans at home? Are these acceptable? Are there better, more
effective ways of leading?

Mechanisms of Dominance

International relations is a grand, strategic arena for the deployment of hegemonic
masculinity. Many mechanisms of dominance, such as military service, colonial-
ism, or the management of the national security state, shore it up. Some of these
mechanisms have become highly ritualized. For example, Memorial Day celebra-
tions ritualize the institutionalized practices, customs, and expectations of the mili-
tary and a militarized society. Language itself can become ritualized and
masculinized. This has happened with the rational language used to justify nuclear
deterrence. Strategies were debated about weapons that could destroy civilization
without thinking about the real human terms of what was at stake. And much of the
rhetoric was highly sexualized. Defense intellectuals talked about missile "throw
weight," or its circular error of probability for landing at its intended target, as well
as its "penetrating capacity." They also used sexy acronyms for missiles, like SLCMs
and GLCMs-Sea Launched Cruise Missiles or Ground Launched Cruise Missiles
(pronounced slick'ems and glick'ems) (Cohn 1987). Similarly, the concept of sur-
gical strikes sanitizes war-almost turning it into a.healthy endeavor, while pre-
cluding the expression of any emotion and recognition of the deadly stakes involved.

The imagery and rhetoric of colonialism that defined hegemonic masculinity
for many generations also persists in new forms as a postcolonial legacy. For ex-
ample, strategic studies and international security are steeped in the rhetoric of
"mature" and "immature" anarchies, or zones of peace and zones of war that echo
the language used to justify colonial rule in the eighteenth and nineteenth centu-
ries (Tickner 2001, 56). Today European and especially Anglo-Saxon values of
hegemonic masculinity still set international standards in foreign policy, even if
the male actor is of a different cultural origin (Hooper 2001,85-6).

The role expectations of hegemonic masculinity may also be placed on women
heads of state. As Enloe notes, "elite men may let in a woman here or a woman
there, but these women aren't randomly selected." Indeed, Enloe tells us that Mar-
garet Thatcher served one of her most useful functions by "break[ing] through our
numbness." Seeing her in photos at head of state functions forced us to recognize
that all the other players were male (1990, 6).

Hegemonic masculinity is also at stake in advancing and protecting the institu-
tions and ideology of national security. One of the rituals of such foreign
policy making in the United States is the development of a presidential strategic
doctrine that sets the parameters of threat assessments. The focus of these doc-
trines has shifted over time, but the functions of hegemonic masculinity remain
the same. For example, U.S. foreign policymakers used the war against commu-
nism to justify both the U.S. military buildup and a nuclear arms race against the
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Soviet Union. In this instance hegemonic masculinity operated on two fronts. First,
U.S. foreign policymakers projected the United States to the international audi-
ence as on guard, at the ready, all-powerful, and determined to dominate its Soviet
opponent, or at least to maintain a precarious balance of mutual assured destruc-
tion (MAD). But domestically, the war on communism was also used as a tool to
police and thwart internal dissent. Thus, liberal critics were emasculated and femi-
nized as "pinkos" (Hooper 2001, 86).

The precepts of political realism are deeply invested in hegemonic masculinity.
They have prevailed in the United States and around much of the world since the
end of World War II. As Hooper explains,

realism, largely developed in a cold war climate, had an affinity with the type of
cold war masculinity discussed above-the masculinity of tough-talking presi-
dents and of John Wayne and James Bond. Its ascendancy over prewar liberalism
was in part achieved through a successful "emasculation" of liberalism and of
liberals as "failed men" who had sought to domesticate international politics
with Enlightenment reasons but had ended up appeasing Hitler. (2001, 103)

The post-World War II triumph of realism cast liberals in a subordinate role. The
implication was that liberals were at risk of aiding communists, or at the very least,
of going soft on the struggle against communism. This also meant that liberal
strategies for international politics-communication, negotiation, consensus build-
ing, multilateralism, and institution building among nations-were suspect. Such
soft approaches to power were discounted as feminine. Thus, the national security
of the United States could not be trusted to liberals. That this is still an issue is
evidenced by the press discussion in the run-up to the 2004 presidential election
on the Democrats' dilemma on foreign policy (Brooks 2004, 23).

The threat of the emasculation of U.S. power was further reinforced by the
outcome of the war in Vietnam, coupled with the collapse of the imperial presi-
dency with the Watergate scandal (Schlesinger, JT. 1973), the resignation of Nixon,
and the election of Jimmy Carter, who promised disarmament and raised human
rights to the pinnacle offoreign policy. It fell to Reagan, as well as to George H.W.
Bush, and later his son, George W. Bush, to erase the Vietnam legacy, the liberal-
ism of Carter, and reestablish U.S. military dominance. Reagan did this by playing
up the communist threat and outracing the Soviet Union with new generations of
actual and proposed nuclear weapons, and a program for "star wars" defense
(Wi ttner 2003). With the collapse of communism, George H.W. Bush developed a
strategic doctrine based on a "new world order" and the threat of rogue states
(Klare 1995). Thus, the Gulf War, started in 1991 by Bush to drive Saddam Hussein
back into Iraq from his illegal domination of Kuwait, was the first great test of the
Bush doctrine of promoting a new world order against threats from the periphery
(Hermann 1991). This doctrinal approach, which emphasizes the dominant role
the United States plays in the world as the key state in the "core," versus the subor-
dinated position of third world states in the "periphery," has been continued under
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the presidential term of George W_ Bush, Indeed, he has organized his foreign
policy around the war on terrorism specifically in the context of threats from the
periphery, from mostly poor, developing countries like Libya, North Korea, or
Iran (i.e., the "axis of evil").

Women are largely absent from the "war on terrorism," Indeed, they are mostly
absent from the formal settings where power and politics meet (Tickner 1999)_
Hegemonic masculinity works very effectively to erase the concerns of domestic
and civil life from the international agenda (Hooper 2001, 92)_ Yet in the late
1990s and early twenty-first century, we see a new ideal type of masculinity emerge,
the "New Man," Hooper suggests this ideal type has emerged in part because of
the end of mandatory military conscription and the growing importance of activi-
ties previously considered feminine that are now being incorporated into the glo-
bal economy. The softening of hegemonic masculinity has legitimized the show of
emotion by men, and their participation in household responsibilities-like assist-
ing in the rearing of children (2001,73-74)_ However, as Hooper notes,

in the struggle to transform hegemonic masculinity, there is a rivalry between
New Men and a backlash masculinity supported by disaffected blue collar males
who have lost both their job security and their patriarchal positions in the family,
In the United States these are the "angry white males" who disciplined Bill Clinton,
the "new style" president, forcing him to reinvent himself as an "all American
man's man" who would keep Hillary, "the wicked witch of the West," out of
public eye, at least until the latter part of his presidency (2001, 157, citing an
article from the Independent on Sunday).

To mobilize public support for the war on terror, the Bush administration plays on
the cultural politics of this backlash. Thus, in tough guy mode, the president donned
a flight suit and landed an F-16 top-gun style on the deck of an Air Force carrier to
announce (as it turned out, prematurely) the end of hostilities in Iraq. (If his pro-
nouncement had been correct, the image would have become the centerpiece of
his reelection campaign.)

The Bush rhetoric also works to subordinate and racialize terrorists for cow-
ardly acts of violence: their uncivilized behavior, their low-tech, crude strategies
of shock and awe that rely on the beheading of captives. The often-run videotaped
image of Saddam in captivity, unshaven, hair wild, eyes unfocused and confused,
and above all, submissive before a male U.S_ officer probing his oral cavity with a
tongue depresser, speaks volumes of the effort to render the (Arab) terrorist threat
docile and subordinate. This imaging seems to stand in contrast to earlier portray-
als of Arabs. Norton argues that those images tended to conflate "sexuality with
violence," Saddam himself was often depicted as a "figure of phallic danger" (the
first President Bush typically mispronounced Saddam as "Sodom") (Norton 1991,
27-28). Thus, the masculinity of the Arab has often been emphasized, in contrast
to other colonial representations, which play up the Other as feminine, passionate,
irrational, weak, and cowardly (Norton 1991,26). Yet the recent media coverage
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of Saddam and the insurgents and terrorists in Iraq, as well as the Bush rhetoric,
have emphasized feminine rather than hypermasculine qualities. Even the White
House's attempts to play up Saddam's weapons of mass destruction (WMD) were
framed less in the context of hypermasculinism than as cowardly acts of deception
waged against the (impotent) United Nations.

The War on Terror and the Bush Strategic Doctrine
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On September 17,2002, the White House issued the "National Security Strategy
of the United States" (NSS), its first comprehensive rationale for pursuing an ag-
gressive and preemptive national security strategy against hostile threats, espe-
cially from rogue states and terrorists. The document, the origins of which can be
traced to a 1992 Defense Planning Guidance draft report by Paul Wolfowitz, maps
out the Bush administration's approach to foreign policy across a number of issue
areas. These include dealing with terrorist threats, regional conflicts, working with
allies, economic growth, development assistance and trade, and promoting de-
mocracy. It is partly triumphalist in tone-heralding the end of the Cold War and
the "victory of the forces of freedom," and also partly a warning about new threats
on the horizon from terrorists and rogue states who are "enemies of civilization"
(NSS 2002, 1). The NSS also points repeatedly to the danger of renewed great
power aggression. I will focus my attention on a gendered analysis of the document's
threat assessments and responses. As we shall see, the NSS encompasses a number
of principles that provide the rationale for the Bush-led war against Iraq and justi-
fication for sidestepping the United Nations in the process. The Bush NSS is pre-
mised on a doctrine of ensuring the perpetuity of U.S_ power and enforcing it
through unilateral and proactive measures, including preemptive war, or anticipa-
tory self-defense. Balance of power in this case means U_S_preeminence-"a bal-
ance of power that favors freedom" (2002, 3)_One might even read this to mean
freedom for the Bush administration to impose its will as it wishes. Indeed, the
document later says, "while the United States will constantly strive to enlist the
support of the international community, we will not hesitate to act alone, if neces-
sary, to exercise our right of self defense by acting preemptively against such ter-
rorists, to prevent them from doing harm" (2002, 5)_This policy is extended not
only to terrorists, but to "those who knowingly harbor or provide aid to them,"
Thus, the Bush administration determined that "America will act against such
emerging threats before they are fully formed" (2002, 1)_The word "multilateral"
appears in the document just nine times, The great majority of these utterances are
in the context of economic relations. Where multilateral cooperation is required
on security issues, the NSS is vague. In fact, all it states is, "the United States is
committed to lasting institutions like the United Nations, the World Trade Organi-
zation, the Organization of American States, and NATO as well as other long-
standing alliances." But even this meager indication of support is undermined in
the next sentence, which argues, "coalitions of the willing can augment these
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permanent institutions" (2002, 2). In other words, if multilateralism does not work,
the United States will lead on its own. Hence the document makes clear that
multilateralism is subordinate to the unilateral exercise of U.S. power. The NSS
also foresees U.S. dominance in perpetuity. These claims to enduring superiority
are stated repeatedly. For example, the NSS claims that the United States "must
build and maintain our defenses beyond challenge" (2002, 18). Later it continues:

[T]he United States must and will maintain the capability to defeat any attempt
by an enemy-whether a state or non-state actor-to impose its will on the United
States, our allies, or our friends. We will maintain the forces sufficient to support
our obligations, and to defend freedom. Our forces will be strong enough to
dissuade potential adversaries from pursuing a military build-up in hopes of sur-
passing, or equaling, the power of the United States. (NSS 2002, 18)

The Bush doctrine is cloaked in the rhetoric and practices of hegemonic mascu-
linity. First, it feminizes and discounts multilateralism for its failures of the past
and naive faith in the goodness of the human community. Here an implicit link is
drawn between failure to act and liberalism, echoing realists' critiques of the fail-
ure of liberals in the run-up to World War II. Thus, the NSS states, "we cannot
defend America and our friends by hoping for the best. So we must be prepared to
defeat our enemies' plans, using the best intelligence and proceeding with delib-
eration. History will judge harshly those who saw this coming danger but failed to
act" (2002, 1). It equates passivity with liberalism and implicitly with the feminine
qualities of powerlessness, vulnerability, and victimization. Such a feminine pos-
ture, says the Bush doctrine, is destined to fail in the international arena as well as
in protecting domestic interests (and the home front). This is reiterated later when
the NSS argues that "our best defense is a good offense" (2002, 6). The best of-
fense puts the battle outside the United States, but the Bush doctrine also calls for
an offensive strategy in the guise of homeland security. Thus, the hegemonic mas-
culinity of the NSS'sets up mechanisms of dominance and subordination for U.S.
rule internationally and also domestically. Second, the doctrine is steeped in patri-
archal attitudes of dominance and subordination. One means of subordinating the
"Other," including third world governments that are would-be recipients of U.S.
aid, is to make subtle threats of the costs of noncompliance with U.S. security
actions. Thus, the NSS makes clear that "nations that seek international aid must
govern themselves wisely, so that aid is well spent. For freedom to thrive, account-
ability must be expected and required" (2002, 2). One element of the patriarchal
maneuver here is to leave silent the identification of the party that is doing the
judging, but it should be clear to the reader that the United States both issues the
standards and alone delivers the judgments. Third, the NSS invokes patriarchal
dominance to dehumanize and subordinate the enemy. The principal threat is seen
as coming from rogue states. The language of the war against terror is thus cloaked
in the languageofthecivilized fighting against the uncivilized. This racialist rhetoric
is neocolonialist and illustrates how hegemonic masculinity draws on historical
models, and particularly Western, colonialist, and Anglo-Saxon models of
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superiority to justify the aggressive postures pursued under the rubric of national
security. In the NSS document, rogue states-which is code for small, poor states
that are very Other, very different from the West, and part of the global south-are
said to share such attributes as brutality against their own people, greed, disregard
for international law, insatiable appetite for acquiring weapons of mass destruc-
tion and advanced military technology, active sponsorship of terrorism around the
world, and the rejection of basic human values. Finally, they are said to "hate the
United States and everything for which it stands" (2002, 8-9). The enemy sold iers
are feminized for their cowardly fighting strategies, as much as.for their desire to
attain a masculine status of parity that is not to be theirs. We see such rhetorical
moves in the NSS's claims that "traditional concepts of deterrence will not work
against a terrorist enemy whose avowed tactics arewanton destruction and the
targeting of innocents; whose so-called soldiers [emphasis added] seek martyr-
dom in death and whose most potent protection is statelessness." Moreover, the
document emphasizes that these so-called soldiers act in secretive, elusive.ways-
again feminizing them as playing dirty, using trickery, acting like a deceptive whore.
Because these so-called soldiers do not play fair, the United States is justified in its
own interpretations of international law that lead it to generously claim rights to
act preemptively (NSS 2002, 9).

The NSS also calls the United States to a military role that is global in its patri-
archal reach. It admonishes other great powers not to test its resolve. It calls for
building and maintaining U.S. defenses on a scale that is "beyond challenge," The
deployment of U.S. force encompasses allies and friends, thus casting a large pro-
tective umbrella. The maintenance of armed forces overseas is a profound symbol
of U.S. commitment. These claims invoke the Judea-Christian model of patriar-
chy, the aristocratic codes of honor and patronage, as well as the Greek warrior-
citizen. We are prepared to spend our treasure, and to sacrifice our blood for the
greater good. "Through our willingness to use force in our own defense and in
defense of others, the United States demonstrates its resolve to maintain a balance
of power that favors freedom" (NSS 2002, 18). Finally, the NSS is characterized
by hegemonic masculinity in its duplicity and hypocritical approach. Double stan-
dards, or the ability of the hegemon to act outside of any set standards, is another
mechanism for promoting U.S. superiority, and simultaneously the subordination
and feminization of Others. We see this in the NSS aims to deny rogue states and
terrorists access to weapons of mass destruction and advanced military technol-
ogy, while the NSS simultaneously outlines an aggressive policy of military ex-
pansionism for the United States in bases around the globe, and an ongoing
commitment to the technological superiority of U.S. forces. This policy line was
further elaborated in a classified version of the NSS document, a six-page version
of which was.released in December 2002. It takes the United States a step closer to
the limited use of nuclear weapons. The release of the document was timed to

. serve as a warning to Saddam Hussein. While U.S. officials denied that the admin-
istration was lowering the threshold for the use of nuclear weapons,
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they also argue that the strategic calculations necessary for combating terrorism
and hostile nations must inherently be different from those used during the Cold
War, when deterrence meant simply convincing the Soviets that the United States,
if attacked, could and would wipe them out. Against today's new enemies, the
administration has argued, it may be necessary to strike preemptively and with
nuclear weapons that would keep fallout to a minimum. (Allen and Gellman
2002, 1)

Such weapons include low-yield nuclear weapons that can burrow deep into the
earth and destroy underground bunkers or warehouses of biological or chemical
weapons (Allen and Gellman 2002, 1). Similarly hypocritical, the NSS derides
rogue states and terrorists for a failure to adhere to human rights and international
law, while it explicitly calls for exemptions for the United States-especially im-
munity from the International Criminal Court.

In the next section, I investigate how this doctrine, steeped in hegemonic mas-
culinity, plays itself out in the Bush administration's relationship with the United
Nations and the policymaking that led to the war on Iraq. I begin this discussion
with a brief overview of the UN's mission, and how the Bush policies of domina-
tion have threatened the historical viability of this universal institution.

The UN's Historical Mission

The United Nations' historical mission is to prevent future generations from suf-
fering the scourge of war. What the founders of the United Nations had most im-
mediately in mind was the prevention of another world war, having already
witnessed two in little more than a generation. However, they also spelled out
other goals: to reaffirm fundamental human rights, and promote the equal rights of
men and women and of all nations of the world-large and small; to establish
conditions for justice and support for international law; to practice tolerance and
live in peace; to ensure that the resort to the use of armed force was only for the
common interest; and to promote the economic and social development of all
peoples. These ideals are announced in the preamble to the United Nations Char-
ter and are developed throughout the Charter and in subsequent UN resolutions,
treaties, and agreements that add to the body of international law and customary
practices. To further these aims, the United Nations was established with a General
Assembly (GA) to represent equally the voices of all the independent countries in
the world; aWorld Court, to solve disputes between them through adjudication; an
Economic and Social Council to promote development and human security; a sec-
retary general to lead symbolically and to a limited degree politically with respect
to the aims and interests of the world's peoples; a Trusteeship Council to oversee
decolonization; and of course, a Security Council to maintain international peace
and security. Of these bodies, only one has clearly outlived its purposes: the Trust-
eeship Council. It has overseen perhaps the most extraordinary of political trans-
formations of the twentieth century--decolonization. This is often little noted, but
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of momentous historic significance. The work of the Trusteeship Council tells us
that it is possible for the world community to come together with common purposes
for the restructuring of international politics and the uplifting of human rights and
equality among all peoples. Decolonization was a change that was both political and
mental-a transformation of beth people's minds and lives. It challenged and sought
to transform the practices of Western hegemonic masculinity. While the Trusteeship
Council has outlived its mandate, we have not yet seen the end of the work to be
done when it comes to thinking about the long-term effects of colonialism.

We assumed that once decolonization was abolished, all nations became equal.
Instead, we have witnessed the emergence of new forms of hegemonic masculin-
ity and new expressions and policies of oppression. As we have seen above, we
still have to check our mindsets: the Bush administration casts the war on terror-
ism as a war between the civilized and uncivilized worlds. This echoes of colonial-
ism and imperial disregard. The cruel, trophy photos of prisoner abuse at Abu
Ghraib prison in Iraq disturb us partly because of their historical insinuation. Su-
san Sontag (2004) develops a comparison between these photos and the photos
made at the turn of the last century of black victims of lynching here in the United
States. Sontag argues that the white people first committed the lynchings, then
triumphantly photographed their trophies. She says the Abu Ghraib photographs
are a part of the same phenomenon. These photos are also symbolic statements of
how the U.S. treats "rogue states." They are to be disciplined, punished, and tor-
tured or killed by shock and awe techniques. Even though the world has moved
past the organizational structures of colonialism, hegemonic masculinity contin-
ues to thrive and to promulgate a motif of racialized Others to motivate the design
and implementation of foreign policy whether on the individual prisoner or coun-
tries as a whole.

What may be most striking about the UN's historic mission is the great mis-
match between its design for dealing with issues of international peace and secu-
rity, and the real problems it has faced since its founding in 1945. The UN was
established with the idea of ensuring security between states-averting interna-
tional war. But the bulk of threats to security have come from internal conflicts-
civil wars and their spillover effects regionally. The United Nations has been
hampered in responding to these problems for several reasons. The Charter en-
shrines the sovereign equality of nation-states, and it calls for the nonintervention
in the internal affairs of states. These bedrock principles mean that the internal
threats to security are-formally speaking=-out of bounds.

In practice, the United Nations has evolved slowly since 1945 to deal with these
challenges. Three developments can be highlighted. First, the creation of a body of
human rights law has undermined the principle of nonintervention. Most recently
these provisions have been extended to the notion of aiding internally displaced
persons (IDPs), and not just refugees; and the international community has moved
toward upholding the principles that any people targeted for mass extermination
or harm should be rescued by the international community. It is not enough to
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condemn genocide in the aftermath. Intervention in such cases is fully warranted.
Somalia underscored this notion, as did Rwanda, albeit in vain. Second, peace-
keeping missions have been established in the post-Cold War period in the ab-
sence of signed consent by the warring parties. Thus, contrary to Cold War practices,
in the 1990s the United Nations has been prepared to move into failed states and
provide assistance, as was done in Somalia or East Timor. Third, Secretary Gen-
eral Boutros Boutros-Ghali, in his landmark 1992 report, An Agenda for Peace,
called on the United Nations not only to have conflict early warning and preven-
tion, but also peace enforcement and postconflict reconstruction (Boutros-Ghali
1992). So the United Nations has been in the business of rebuilding countries and
aiding with their democratic development, It has come a long way from prohibi-
tions on nonintervention, in spite of the fact that many third world countries still
eye such activities with distrust and disapproval, including China.

A second basic problem with the original conception of the United Nations'
mission lies in the formation of a Security Council with five permanent members
(the P-5). Through the presence of these states-the United States, Britain, France,
Russia, and China-the legacies of World War II still echo in the Security Council
chambers. Here we see the partriarchal and masculinist privileges of the five per-
manent members of the Security Council come head to head with the pillar of
liberalism on which much of the United Nations is built. What is still more prob-
lematic is the Permanent Five's exclusive right to the veto. This sets up a mecha-
nism for dominance and subordination in the core of the United Nations' institutional
machinery for collective security. In practice, this prerogative obviates the possibil-
ity of universal enforcement of international peace and security if it does not suit
one of the P-5. Any of the P-5 can veto aresolution that threatens its own interests.
The United States has done this on many occasions witn respect to the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, an important reason why this dispute is resistant to resolution.

Another basic problem is that the composition of the Security Council does not
reflect the world's opinions. The P-5 tend to work with their own interests in mind,
not global interests, Collective security is undermined by these developments-we
have seen such failures in Vietnam, Panama, Rwanda, Somalia, Sierra Leone, and
Congo, among others. Such self-interested participation is amply demonstrated by
the U.S. Presidential Decision Directive 25 (PDD 25, February 1996), a document
signed by President Clinton in the aftermath of the Somalia crisis. Its provisions for
peacekeeping were so restrictive that the United States practically shut down UN
peacekeeping efforts in the rnid-1990s. Only the General Assembly can overcome a
deadlock in the Security Council. GA resolutions may speak to the conscience of
the world community-as a 2003 GA resolution condemning the Israeli airstrikes
against Syria did. However, even with an overwhelmingly favorable vote-in that
case the United States was joined by only a couple of micro states in opposition-
the GA resolution is not legally binding. It is merely a symbolic statement with no
teeth. Consensus building and multilateralism in this context are feminized under
the doctrines of hegemonic masculinity. Indeed, Carol Cohn tells us that in her
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research at the United Nations, she "heard the Third Committee of the General
Assembly-that's the committee that works on social, humanitarian, and cultural
issues-referred to in-house as the 'ladies' committee. On the other hand, the Se-
curity Council remains an overwhelmingly male and masculinized preserve" (Cohn
and Enloe 2003, 1189-90). The great range of UN peace operations in the 1990s
has stretched the United Nations thin. Meanwhile, the United Nations has faced
massive budget shortfalls as the United States and some other countries following
suit have repeatedly failed to pay their UN dues and arrears to the special funds for
UN peacekeeping. The United Nations is itself chronically underfunded; its oper-
ating budget is about $1 billion dollars a year-what the United States spends in
Iraq in justone week's time. And these limited funds have to be stretched to cover
the needs of all the countries of the world, not just for humanitarian needs but also
for health, education, development, climate, and disaster relief. The United Na-
tions' effectiveness thus suffers from some inherent weaknesses. Some of these, as
we have seen, stem from the founding structures and principles of the UN, while
others are a function of the overwhelming tasks it faces and the limited resources
it has with which to address them.

Beyond these internal and external problems, the Security Council has been
particularly stymied by the rise of the United States as the sole superpower. Through-
out the 1990s the United States has used multilateralism when it has served its
purposes, and if not, then unilateralism, Under the second Bush administration,
unilateralism has predominated at the expense of the UN's legitimacy. Boutros
Boutros-Ghali's memoir, Unvanquished, is essentially a treatise, as he puts it, on
"the loss of an opportunity to construct an agreed-upon post-Cold War structure
for international peace and security." He writes somewhat bitterly that it was his
fate, as the secretary general of the United Nations folIowing the end of the Cold
War, to create a post-Cold War structure and to do so with the United States as the
sole remaining superpower. Yet, the opportune moment for transformation was
lost, and the United Nations emerged instead from the 1990s "seriously damaged"
(Boutros-Ghali 1999, 336-337).

This period has been bracketed by the U.S.-led coalition that forced Iraq out of
Kuwait and the current U.S.-led coalition occupying Iraq. During this period, Iraq
has been one ofthe driving concerns of the UN Security Council. Following Iraq's
invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, the Security Council unanimously adopted
Resolution 678 authorizing the use of force under Chapter VII of the UN Charter
to secure Iraq's withdrawal. This action followed eleven other Security Council
resolutions already passed in 1990 that sought Iraqi compliance. From 1991 to
2002, the Security Council passed twelve more resolutions that imposed on Iraq
comprehensive sanctions and numerous requirements for disarming (Browne 2(03).
On September 12,2002, Iraq was again the center of attention as President Bush
made enforcement of UN resolutions and the disarmament of Iraq weapons of
mass destruction a key foreign policy objective of the United States in his state-
ment before the United Nations General Assembly in its opening session.
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Bush used the occasion of his address to the GA to bring together key strands of
his September 17, 2002, NSS and to characterize the Iraqi regime as a rogue state,
deceitful and conspiring to develop and produce weapons of mass destruction,
including biological, chemical, and nuclear arms. He placed Iraq in the category
of a grave threat that the world community faced from "outlaw groups and re-
gimes and that accept no law of morality and have no limit to their violent ambi-
tions" (Bush 2002, 1). The greatest concern, he made clear, was that "terrorists
will find a shortcut to their mad ambitions when an outlaw regime supplies them
with the technologies to kill on a massive scale." According to Bush, Iraq was the
one place where all these dangers converged "in their most lethal and aggressive
forms, exactly the kind of aggressive threat the United Nations was born to con-
front" (Bush 2002, 1).

Similar to the NSS doctrine, Bush warned other UN member states that they
could not afford to place their confidence in the good faith of the Iraqi regime. The
speech, like the NSS, lays out the logic for preemptive action. The justification for
doing so against Iraq is mapped out extensively by Bush in the context of Saddam's
repeated acts of defiance towards UN Security Council resolutions. But Bush's
speech goes further than just mapping out a justification for war against Iraq to
thwart any possibility of Saddam equipping terrorists with WMD. What Bush aims
to put at stake is the viability of the United Nations and the system of collective
security in place since the UN's founding in the aftermath of World War II. As
Bush states, "the conduct of the Iraqi regime is a threat to the authority of the
United Nations, and a threat to peace. Iraq has answered a decade of UN demands
with a decade of defiance. All the world now faces a test, and the United Nations a
difficult and defining moment. Are Security Council resolutions to be honored and
enforced, or cast aside without consequence? Will the United Nations serve the
purpose of its founding, or will it be irrelevant?" (Bush 2002,3, emphasis added).

This speech constitutes the Bush administration's bid for imperial power. It
casts the United States in the role of the lone ranger-prepared to go to the rescue
when no other legal instruments provide redress, when the rest of the world fails to
attend to the "urgent duty of protecting other lives, without illusion and without
fear" (Bush 2002, 1). Bush assures his audience that "by heritage and by choice,
the United States of America will make that stand" (2002, 4). He makes it clear
that "the purposes of the United States should not be doubted. The Security Coun-
cil resolutions will be enforced-the just demands of peace and security will be
met-or action will be unavoidable. And a regime that has lost its legitimacy will
also lose its power" (2002,4).

Bush's approach to liberating Iraq, as heralded in his GA speech, also intones
the kinds of patriarchal claims to protection and the neocolonialist forms of hege-
monic masculinity that we reviewed above in the NSS document. Among the jus-
tifications for the aggressive U.S. policy, Bush cites the long suffering of the Iraqi
people in "silent captivity. Liberty for the Iraqi people is a great moral cause, and
a great strategic goal" (Bush 2002, 4). The remainder of this paragraph hints at the
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U.S. strategy of liberating Iraq to occupy it and turn it into a free, democratic
society in the American mold. However, there is no recognition here that the long
suffering of the Iraqi people has come at the hands of U.S. and Security Council
policies of imposing indiscriminate sanctions on the Iraqi people (Amove and

. Abunimah 2002). Responsibility and accountability for the U.S. role in this suffer-
ing is erased from the text.

Bush's speech to the GA stands in sharp contrast to the address given by
Secretary General Kofi Annan. He, too, understood that the Bush strategic doc-
trine put the viability of the United Nations at risk. Speaking to the GA shortly
before George Bush, Annan used the podium as an opportunity to draw sharp
lines between the unilateralist, preemptive doctrine emerging from the U.S. ad-
ministration, and the multilateralism and rule of law that the United Nations
stands for. He called for the full use of multilateral institutions to deal with the
threat of terrorism. And he insisted "every government that is committed to the
rule of law at home must be committed also to the rule of law abroad" (Annan
2002, I). Recalling the founding principles of the United Nations, and also allud-
ing to the historical legacy of colonialism, he reminded the member states gath-
ered that "international security is riot a zero-sum game. Peace, security, and freedom
are not finite commodities like land, oil, or gold that one state can acquire at another's
expense. On the contrary, the more peace, security and freedom that anyone state
has, the more its neighbors are likely to have" (2002, I). In sum, Annan warned
that following or rejecting a multilateral course of action "must not be a simple
matter of political convenience. It has consequences far beyond the immediate
context" (2). On November 8, 2002, the Security Council finally adopted Resolu-
tion 1441 after two months of laborious consultations and negotiations among the
fifteen members of the chamber. As Henry Richardson notes, this process

illustrated a new constitutive problem for the intemational community. For the
first time, the United States publicly approached the Security Council as a hege-
mon to threaten the organization with "global irrelevance" and to demand, rather
than negotiate, a certain result from the Council, accompanied by the threat of
military action against Iraq outside of and against Council authority if its wishes
were not met. Washington did so in spite of the common knowledge of deep
suspicions, questions, and opposition throughout the world community against
attacking Iraq at that time (2003, 6).

1

What is perhaps most significant about the Council's efforts was the role it played
as a "fourth branch of the U.S. government." While the Congress effectively aban-
doned its role in the U.S. system of checks and balances, giving the Bush admin-
istration a Congressional Resolution that amounted to a blank check to go to war,
the Security Council, backed by world public opinion, put the breaks on (Richardson
2003,6). The UN Security Council Resolution 1441 did give the Bush administra-
tion much of what it sought. It notified Iraq that it "has been and remains in mate-
rial breach of its obligations under relevant resolutions;' and that it has "a final
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opportunity to comply with its disarmament obligations" and "set up an enhanced
inspection regime" to complete the disarmament process established by Resolu-
tion 687. It also committed the Security Council to "convene immediately upon
receipt of a report" to consider false statements or omissions and to seek full com-
pliance, and "in that context, that the Council has repeatedly warned Iraq that it
will face serious consequences as a result of its continued violations of its obliga-
tions" (UN Security Council 2002).

But for the United States a key shortcoming of the resolution was the lack of
any automaticity regarding enforcement action in the absence of Iraqi compliance.
The United States did not want to seek a second UN resolution to authorize the use
of force, but other Council members, and notably France, refused to accept any
automaticity in the resolution (Murphy 2003; de Villepin 2003a, 1). During the
months that followed leading up to the March 19,2003, U.S.-led coalition attack
on Iraq, the Security Council remained seized of the Iraqi crisis. It continued to
review reports from such bodies as the UN Monitoring, Verification and Inspec-
tion Commission (UNMOVIC) and the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA). The United States mounted its own efforts to provide the Security Coun-
cil with evidence of Iraqi programs ofWMD in order to gain support for a second
resolution authorizing the use of force for noncompliance. However, the United
States failed in this endeavor. In an unprecedented show of public concern, the
Security Council was showered with hundreds of thousands of e-mails from indi-
viduals across the globe urging the Council to stand firm against U.S. imperialist
ambitions. French foreign minister Dominique de Villepin spoke to these concerns
in the chambers of the Security Council on March 19,2003, on the eve of war, and
to unprecedented applause following his speech. He warned:

Make no mistake about it: the choice is indeed between two visions of the world.
To those who choose to use force and think they can resolve the world's com-
plexity through swift and preventive action, we offer in contrast determined ac-
tion over time. For today, to ensure our security, all the dimensions of the prob-
lem must be taken into account: both the manifold crises and their many facets,
including cultural and religious. Nothing lasting in international relations can be
built therefore without dialogue and respect for the other, without exigency and
abiding by principles, especially for the democracies that must set the example.
To ignore this is to run the risk of misunderstanding, radicalization and spiraling
violence (de Villepin 2003b, 1).

In the absence of Security Council endorsement, the Bush administration as-
sembled its own coalition of the willing. The Bush team claimed prior authority
for enforcement action, pointing to earlier UN Security Council resolutions on
Iraq. In so doing, the White House was following a trend already established in the
1990s by the first Bush Wbite House, and later by President Clinton, in reference
to enforcement action against Iraq. Already in a 1999 article published in the Ameri-
can Journal of International Law, Lobel and Ratner warned that "the tendency to

GENDER AND U.S. FOREIGN POLICY 121

I
lt

bypass the requirements for explicit Security Council authorization, in favor of
more ambiguous sources of international authority, will probably escalate in the
coming years" (1999, 125). Thus, failing to achieve a new UN Security Council
Resolution to endorse enforcement action against Iraq, the United States essen-
tially carried out an end-run operation around the UN. The United States launched
offensive operations against Iraq in a "shock and awe campaign," which it had
widely advertised in advance of the attack, and thus took into its own hands key
prerogatives of the United Nations Security Council under the provisions of col-
lective security: namely, strict control over the initiation, duration, and objectives
for the use of force (Lobel and Ratner 1999, 125). As Farer (2002, 360) also ar-
gues, "the Bush Doctrine, to the extent it implies unilateral action, cannot be con-
tained within the UN Charter norms that have served as the framework of
international relations for the past half century."

In fal1.2003, the Bush administration sought a new UN resolution in an effort to
secure additional troops and funding for the reconstruction efforts in Iraq. As with
other UN resolutions, the Bush administration resisted negotiations on the draft it
presented. Butit is indeed interesting that the United States returned to the United
Nations in another effort to gain that legitimacy. The result in this instance was
Resolution 1511. It transferred some limited authority to the United Nations-a
bare-boned mandate to delimit and oversee the U.S. occupation. For example,
1511 acknowledged that the Security Council would deploy UN personnel but
only "as circumstances permit." It committed the United States to providing the
Security Council with a timetable for the drafting of a new constitution for Iraq
and holding democratic elections. It required the United States to report back to
the Security Council on these developments at least every six months (UN Secu-
rity Council 2003). But it did not commit troops or funding by other countries to
the efforts in Iraq. It did not go very far in committing UN legitimacy to the initia-
tive. Yet it opened the door to this process by investing oversight in the Security
Council for the U.S. occupation of Iraq and transfer of sovereignty to the Iraqi
people. In so doing, Resolution 1511 raised the question of whether the dog is
wagging the tailor it is the other way around.

Even if the United States gained the consent of the Security Council members
for Resolution 1511--did it gain legitimacy for the U.S. occupation of Iraq, for
U.S. dominance, for a U.S. doctrine of preemptive action? I doubt this. What the
members of the Security Council were signaling was the imperative of forging a
global interest, of working as an international community in the common interests
of the Iraqi people, including for the reconstruction of Iraq and finding the com-
mon means to do this: for example, establishing as a priority the International
Advisory and Monitoring Board, and using the Development Fund for Iraq in a
transparent manner. It takes real multilateralism to work for the global interest, not
virtual multilateralism. Coerced cooperation is not cooperation; it is capitulation.

The real essence of the Security Council negotiations in New York has not been
about the future of Iraq, but the future of the United Nations, of international law,
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and of political legitimacy-not just at the national, but at the global level. Para-
doxically, as the United States has sought to sideline the United Nations, yet return
to it for the cloak of legitimacy, the Bush administration has stoked the fires of an
international debate of the greatest import. As Richardson notes, "this global dia-
logue has reaffirmed the Council under the Charter as a major prescriber of global
legal authority about the use of force against Iraq, in restraint of a demand by
Washington for recognition of global U.S. hegemony" (2003, 2).

Concluding Thoughts

I began this chapter asking questions about how and why it matters to analyze
---foreign policy through a gendered lens. Throughout this critique of the Bush doc-

trine of the war on terrorism and U.S. policy on the United Nations and Iraq, we
have approached the challenge of a gendered analysis using the concept of hege-
monic masculinity. One of the important challenges we are left with is to think
creatively about the costs that such a foreign policy imposes. Also, what kinds of
issues might come to the forefront if we had a different gendered lens on foreign
policy making than a masculinist' one?

At the time of this writing (summer 2004), elites in Washington have a growing
sense of unease that the occupation of Iraq has undermined the Bush doctrine.
Many of its pillars have been called into question. The preemptive strategy, as well
as the pillar of unilateralism (also known as "go-it-alone with a coalition of the
willing"), and the proposition that bringing democracy by force, from the top down,
to Iraq could transform that country in short order, as well as provide a stimulus
for democratic change throughout the region-all these tenets are now in ques-
tion. Robin Wright of the Washington Post reports that "the Bush doctrine could
become the biggest casualty of U.S. intervention in Iraq" (Wright 2004). U.S.
credibility and integrity have been thrown into doubt. The pretexts for invading
Iraq have not held up to scrutiny-the WMD were never found; the claimed ties
between Iraq and al-Qaeda have not materialized; and the war on Iraq has destabi-
lized the region, making it more prone to terrorism and violence, not less. Many
critics point out that the Bush approach to the war on terror, exemplified by occu-
pying Iraq, plays directly into the hands of Osama bin Laden, and fuels, not dampens,
the fires fOTrecruiting new terrorists members. The claims to moral superiority
behind the Bush policy of proactive defense are also in tatters. In spite of evidence
of U,S. forces and subcontractors torturing prisoners in Iraq, administration offi-
cials have tried to direct the horror at the photos themselves-as though they are
the problem, And they have tried to frame the treatment of prisoners as humilia-
tion or abuse, not torture. As Susan Sontag points out, "even when the President
was finally compelled, as the damage to America's reputation everywhere in the
world widened and deepened, to use the 'sorry' word, the focus of regret still
seemed the damage to America's claim to moral superiority" (2004, I). Sontag
sees no retreat on the horizon from such horrors as long as the United States is
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committed to an endless, perpetual war on terror. The history of the annals of war
is a history of the corruption of the human spirit that violence invites. She is right
to tell us that this "inevitably leads to the demonizing and dehumanizing of any-
one declared by the Bush administration to be a possible terrorist." The torture at
Abu Ghraib prison and "the extralegal American penal empire" (Sontag's phrase)
should shock Americans into questioning the failures of a "pseudo-religious doc-
trine of war, endless war" (Sontag 2004,3). Trophy photos oftorture are, however,
not so frequently found in the annals of war. These pictures may be so disturbing
to us in part because they remind us of the racialized nature of the U.S, war on
terror, and its connections with the country's own racial history, As Sontag writes
(2004,26),

if there is something comparable to what these pictures show it would be some of
the photographs of black victims oflynching taken between the 1880s and 1930s,
which show Americans grinning beneath the naked mutilated body of a black
man or woman hanging behind them from a tree. The lynching photographs were
souvenirs of a collective action whose participants felt perfectly justified in what
they had done, So are the pictures from Abu Ghraib.

The policy of going it alone may have its benefits from a military strategic
perspective-the United States could keep strict control over command and op-
erational objectives and means of achieving them-but these are short-term gains
at the expense of longer-term costs, The international community has been reluc-
tant to provide assistance in the reconstruction of Iraq and forces to shore up inter-
nal security. In essence, the United States has been told, "If you want to do it your
way, you can do it your way all the way. Don't come running to us to bail you out."
Is a muscular policy of preemption and unilateralism dead? Many neoconservatives
still say no. The war on terror will continue; the threat ofWMD is still present; the
need for preemptive action has been neither exhausted nor discredited. They see
no alternative (Wright 2004).

This chapter's analysis warns us to count carefully the costs of hegemonic mas-
culine policies, and to look for alternatives. To find the alternatives, we need to
think about the impact that hegemonic masculinity has on real lives. This means
on the lives of the victims of our policies-like the prisoners in Abu Ghraib or
elsewhere who were tortured or killed in captivity-as well as what these policies
are doing to us as Americans. What makes us seek such trophies as the photos of
Abu Ghraib? We need to look long and hard at the answers. For these photos are
really there for us as a mirror to see ourselves. This is what happens to those in the
role of implementing a policy of domination cloaked in moral superiority, There
are signs that the international community is beginning to look at the consequences
of war and violence in a new light and in ways that signal the first significant
challenge to hegemonic masculinity in the chambers of the Security Council itself.
In October 2000, the fifteen member states took up for the first time in history a
detailed discussion of the impact of war and conflict on women, and also the
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imperative for women to be involved in peace negotiations, conflict early warning
and prevention, demobilization, disarmament, reconstruction, and decision mak-
ing. The results of that discussion led to the unanimous adoption of Resolution
1325, a landmark document that treats women and the girl child not just as victims
of war and targets of systematic rape, but as active agents who play many roles in
war and also are essential to the pursuit of peace. Resolution 1325 underscores
that including women in the framing of international relations puts into perspec-
tive the kinds of gendered violence that hegemonic masculinity perpetuates, and
its high social costs. Keeping women in the picture brings forward new questions,
and also new possibilities for the resolution of conflict.

Keeping an eye on the gendered dimensions of foreign policy also alerts us to
the costs of policies justified under the guise of hegemonic masculinity. A New

----.J'arkTimes article by Sornini Sengupta about the life of Iraqi girls in the aftermath
of the U.S.-led invasion and occupation brings this story home to us (2004). She
tells us that "even though the last years of Saddam Hussein's rule had brought new
restrictions on women's freedoms, the simultaneous collapse of the police state
that had kept public order and the new leeway for religious clerics to demand
stricter compliance with Islamic law have increasingly narrowed girls' lives." One
of them, fifteen-year-old Mariam Saeed, said, "It's as if you are in prison." Girls
and women live in virtual lockdown in their own homes-for fear of being raped
or kidnapped jf they step outside. The violence and economic turmoil are robbing
them of their future, as they sit at home watching their chance at schooling and a
meaningful life slip past their reach (Sengupta 2004). These are some of the real
costs of hegemonic masculinity that are obscured when the first line of action is
the pursuit of narrow, national interests rather than the global interest, the common
human interest. There are other signs that the United States must start counting the
costs of hegemonic masculinity, as the international community grows wary of the
United States' special role. In a telling move, Secretary General Kofi Annan urged
.the Security Council not to grant U.S. troops in peacekeeping operations any ex-
emption from prosecution under the provisions of the International Criminal Court.
Alluding to the atrocities at Abu Ghraib, he said that "it would be unwise to press
for an exemption, and it would be even more unwise on the part of the Security
Council to grant it. It would discredit the Council and the United Nations that
stands for the rule of law" (Lynch 2004). Indeed, the United States determined by
late June that it did not have the support to gain the adoption of the resolution for
the third year in a row, and thus decided not to pursue the matter further in the
Council. This defeat can be taken as a very significant measure, along with the
steady determination of the Council over the last year and a half not to legitimize
the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, that hegemonic masculinity has its costs-and its
time of accounting. This analysis also reminds us that there are alternative ap-
proaches to foreign policy, and that thinking through a gendered lens can lead us
to self-criticism, self-awareness, empathy for others, and new creative ways to
evaluate the old approaches and formulate new ideas.
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