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Pervaiz Nazir (PhD, Columbia University) is a lecturer in the Department of
Politics and International Studies (POLIS) at the University of Cambridge. His
main research interests include North–South relations, South and West Asian
politics, ThirdWorld development, and Islam and modernity. Recent publications
include The war on terror in Pakistan and Afghanistan: discursive and political
contestations (2010) and articles on ‘jihad’ and ‘Islamic political thought’ in Sage’s
Encyclopedia of political science (2010).

Adam Jones, Gender inclusive: essays on violence, men and feminist international
relations, London, Routledge, 2009, ISBN13 9780415775137 (hbk), ISBN13
9780415666091 (pbk), 313 pp

Gender inclusive is an annotated and expanded collection of Adam Jones’ work on
violence, men and feminist international relations (IR) over the last 20 years,
including research on gender and genocide, discussion of and interaction with the
developing field of feminist international relations, and essays urging the
recognition of male victims of gender violence in local, national and global
politics. The book discusses the theoretical and empirical contributions of
studying men and masculinity in IR in a number of different situations, including
war and genocide. The theoretical chapters engage and critique feminist
approaches to IR; the empirical chapters provide cross-regional analyses to
support the book’s general contention that there is important and ignored sex
discrimination against men in global politics. From Kosovo (chapter 5) to Ciudad
Juarez (chapter 7) and from Bosnia (chapter 14) to Rwanda (chapter 12), Jones
reads gender dynamics in war and conflict in a way that pays attention to sex-
based subordination of men and women.

There is value to many of these individual contributions and the compilation
of them into a comprehensive book makes more than a sum of its parts. Jones is
correct about the value and indeed crucial nature of studying men/masculinity to
and in feminist research (see, for example, Heeg Maruska 2010; Hooper 2001) and
has done some stunningly important empirical research about how global politics
affects men.

In making this argument, Jones consistently talks about ‘gender-specific’ (by
which he usually means sex-specific) discrimination against men as caused by
feminist attention to women’s rights. While gender theorists often understand
‘sex’ as biological (male/female/other) and ‘gender’ as social (masculinities and
femininities), Jones uses the two words interchangeably. Concerned with ‘gender’
discrimination against men, Jones characterizes feminist attention to women’s
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issues as ‘tunnel vision’ and ‘superficial ideological framings’ (xvi), ‘male-as-
perpetrator paradigm’ (15) and ‘de facto equating of gender primarily with
females/femininity’ (76).

These characterizations reveal a fundamental weakness in the book: an
understanding of gender subordination of men and gender subordination of women
as analytically and practically separate phenomena with (presumed) different
causes, impacts and solutions. This understanding is both articulated explicitly
in the text of the book and implied in the preface, which takes a combative,
sexualized and oversimplified approach to analysing the theoretical positions and
empirical content of feminist work in IR.

Contrary to Jones’s impression, feministworkdoesnot ‘takewomen’s lives as an
epistemological starting point’ (77, citingGrant 1991) tomakewomen ontologically
or epistemologically prior to men. Instead, it does so because, without feminist
analysis, research often has a narrow epistemological basis, taking men’s lives as
representative of all lives for the purpose of knowledge-building. It is not that such
researchmakeswomen entirely invisible, but it sees, largely or only, masculinity. In
other words, that research focuses with blinders on things that are typically men’s
(particularly elite, political, warrior men’s) experiences, and pays attention only to
the men and women who have those experiences. Taking women’s lives as an
epistemological starting point, however, reveals things that IR does not usually see,
not only aboutwomen but aboutmen and about peoplewho fall through the cracks
whenwe (wrongly) talk about sexasdichotomous—suchas intersex, transgenderor
transsexual people who do not fit easily as ‘men’ or ‘women’.

A more productive research direction would be to use feminist frameworks to
understand the gendered hierarchies that impose suffering in all its forms on the
basis of gender whether perpetrated on men, women or others and whether
perpetrated by men, women or others. Such an approach contributes to a project
of identifying and understanding the nature of not just sex but gender
subordination in local, national and global politics.

As it is, the book evinces political hostility towards the feminist project, which
has the theoretical tools it lacks to do the work that Jones expresses interest in
doing: identifying and understanding complex, interdependent webs of gender
hierarchy in global politics. A closer look at feminist work shows not just that it is
a mere potential ally to Jones’ work on ‘men’s victimization’ but an essential
component and suggests that hostility to and critique of that work is not only
counterproductive generally, but at cross-purposes with his goals specifically.

Feminist theorizing, brought to its full potential, argues that a sophisticated
understanding of the difference between (and interrelation of) sex and gender is
essential, causally, to understanding how the world works; constitutively, to
understanding what the world is; and normatively, to understanding how tomake
it better. The work in Gender inclusive can become a(n) (essential) part of that
project, but only if/when it is rethought as part of a broader story of gender
hierarchy, rather than a counter-narrative to women’s subordination.
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Julia Lovell, The Opium War: drugs, dreams and the making of China, London,
Picador, 2011, ISBN13 9780330457477 (hbk), ISBN13 9780330537858 (pbk), 352 pp

This book aims to chart the way in which successive Chinese generations have
used the Opium War to assail imperialism for the purposes of nation-building. It
relies heavily on secondary sources, rising and falling with them. The Opium War
has won accolades from various reviewers. Among them, Bernard Porter has
pinpointed some shortcomings, indicating that Lovell ‘isn’t as surefooted on the
British aspect of her subject’ (Porter 2011). I suggest that she is not on some
Chinese aspects either, sometimes falling victim to old perceptions.

One such perception is that Britain was justified in starting the Opium War
because the Co-hong imposed excessive restrictions on British merchants. It is
along this and similar lines that Peter Fay (1975) and Harry Gelber (2004) have
built their arguments. Lovell’s graphic repetition of these restrictions might
resuscitate old perceptions. She could help mutual understanding by putting the
Co-hong in perspective, explaining that nomadic Manchu paranoia about the sea
and men-from-the-sea had inflicted severe suffering on local Chinese, laying the
south coast of China to waste for decades (Wong 1976; 1998; 2011).

Lovell criticizes the anti-imperialist 1919 May Fourth protesters for
inconsistency. She argues that the protesters boycotted foreign goods and decried
the Great Powers’ partition of China while worshipping Western civilization.
Indeed they admired Western civilization, particularly its concept of equality
among nations, but they also abhorred the Powers’ refusal to give China what
they preached. It was the Versailles Treaty that provided the initial impulse for the
protests. The protesters were consistent; the Powers’ double standards were not.
In the end, even Sun Yat-sen, an ardent admirer of Western civilization, wondered
why the teacher persistently bashed the student.
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