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I will begin by sharing with you a story of a women’s development project in Rajasthan, India through which, it seems to me, we can learn much about not only women’s oppression, their struggles to overcome it and the resultant highs and lows, successes and failures, but also about the gendered nature of multi-level governance and how it is operationalised. 

The WDP was launched in 1984 in six districts of Rajasthan, with the assistance of UNICEF. The aims of this project included creating “a new sense of worth among poor rural women and facilitating their awareness to develop strategies regarding social and development issues” (Chakravarty, 1999:1-2). This was to be done through mechanisms that were both flexible and diverse. These mechanisms were to focus on improving women’s participation in development schemes, “especially [of women] from disadvantaged communities.” (Chakravarty, 1999:2) The agents of change in this scheme were the sathin, (the feminine form of the word friend) at the village level, and the pracheta (secular preacher) at the district level. The following agencies participated in the training, communication and monitoring required by the programme: the District Level Women’s Development Agency headed by the District Collector representing the governmental authority; the State Information Development Agency (a voluntary organisation) the Institute of Development Studies, an autonomous research institute in Jaipur, Rajasthan, and UNICEF, which provided funding for the training of sathins. The “structure was an attempt to balance power between the government and non-governmental segments” of the programme, and reflected the concern of a wide range of women’s groups that had been consulted in the process of setting up WDP. While most women’s groups had supported the programme, many had been sceptical “about the possibility of a fruitful collaboration between the state and the women’s movement in any form.” (p. 3)

“The sathin was envisaged as a worker with a difference: a catalyst of women’s empowerment at the grassroots. She was to be instrumental in the growth of women’s collective strength, to increase women’s bargaining capacity, and help them to articulate collective interests. ...But the effectiveness of the sathin was predicated upon a transformation within the sathin herself so that she could become, through this process, a woman leader.” (ibid., 3-4) Training of the sathin was thus an important element of the programme. At the heart of their work was a commitment to “collective processes, working upwards through first evolving village level platforms for articulating women’s points of view and then moving outwards to other groups of women engaged in similar processes. “ (ibid. p.3) Both practical and strategic interests were identified through this process: from famine relief measures, to combating gross forms of patriarchal and social oppressions”, minimum wages, recovery of land from encroachers, issues of widows’ claim to land, employment opportunities for women, safe drinking water and healthcare. The articulation of these interests and mobilisations resulting from these inevitably brought the sathin into conflict with the village social and political hierarchies. As “long as the sathins received support from the district agencies, from the voluntary organisations, and through them the government authorities, the sathins were not alone in their activities...The support of the district agencies was a crucial element in women’s confrontations with caste and class oppressions within rural society.” (ibid. :5) However, this edifice based on co-operation between multi-level agencies and actors revealed tremendous strains as the government moved to prioritise the ‘family planning’ programme at a time of drought and crop failure in Rajasthan between 1985 and 1988. 

On the one hand, government run famine relief programmes were the major means of survival for the rural poor, on the other, these programmes were used by local government officials to fulfill their quotas for the sterilisation of women as part of the family planning programme. Women were caught between these twin pressures. The sathins mobilised opposition to this double oppression with the support of the non-governmental organisations involved in WDP. The District governmental sector, however, refused to discuss the issue. (p. 7) In a parallel move, the sathins from various villages and districts met in 1986 and identified land and health as the two areas that most needed to be addressed by WDP.  As Chakravarty comments, “The only aspect of women’s health the state was interested in was that they should stop ‘breeding’. The women who participated in the health camps held in Ajmer District, on the other hand, were concerned with a whole host of issues around their bodies.” (p.8) As this dispute on the question of linking family planning and famine relief showed, the alliance between various sectors of governance was a fragile one when competing interests clashed. The state institutions had a powerful position in this dispute. 

This clash of interests became even more pronounced when the sathins tried to mobilise their resources by organising themselves into a union, and by demanding the ‘regularising’ of their status within the state structure as government employees enjoying security of employment and an adequate wage for their work. In 1990 sathins went on strike on this issue. The government agencies refused their demands stating that the sathins were volunteers, not employees; that they were uneducated and illiterate and therefore could not be government employees. The fact that the WDP had envisioned the participation of poor, low caste women as central to the success of the programme, and that these women could not be educated and literate did not enter into their consciousness. The local government officials, such as the Block Development of Officer, even sent letters to the husbands of the sathins instructing them to “bring their wives to their senses” or accept the consequences. Chakravarty comments, “From the movement of the sathin around wages and other related issues it is clear that while the sathins had been transformed from being ‘passive recipients’ of development policies the ‘upper’ levels of the WDP had remained class [and caste] bound and instrumentalist in their approach to the program.” (p.11)

The tensions resulting from this fracturing of the WDP came to a head with the gruesome gang rape of one sathin - Bhanwari Devi - in 1992. Bhanwari Devi was paraded naked through the streets of the village and her husband was also beaten up for not being able to keep his wife under control. The men involved were acquitted by the Magistrates’ Court on the grounds that “an upper caste man would not disregard caste…differences to rape a low caste woman.” (ibid. :16) In the last few years, the sathin programme has been bureaucratised, as well as starved of funds. Chakravarty concludes from this that “The government wants empowerment without breaking into the power of those including themselves, who have power over the disempowered....while the sathins struggle...for the statutory minimum wage of workers and the survival and expansion of the scheme, the government claims credit for the ‘success’ of the sathin programme in Beijing, Vienna and Geneva” (p. 18). 

 This story raises many questions. For the women’s movements, there is the danger of providing legitimacy to programmes that are not under their control. For international organisations such as the UNICEF there is the question regarding the nature and focus of training provision - by focusing on the training of the sathins and not at the upper echelons of the government hierarchy and the village level political actors, the clash of political cultures becomes inevitable. For the non-governmental organisations and academic institutes there is the question of providing legitimacy to state led programmes, but also of delivering appropriate levels of support for the sathins when and where these were needed. And for the sathins there is the real question of levels of risk involved in doing their work without adequate support, as well as of how to translate conscientisation into practical results when the structures of power are supported by political hierarchies at every level.  

Governance of Polities and Governance of Communities: 

In the context of this story, governance, I would suggest, can be examined along two different axes. The first, and the one that most political scientists focus on is the governance of polities. Governance of polities is about regulating political life at different levels – local government, the nation-state, international institutions – and is also about the role that different actors play in this regulation – state and non-state actors, epistemic communities, social movements at the local, national and global levels. The second axis, which does not get much attention in the mainstream literature, but is equally important for daily lived lives of women such as Bhanwari Devi is the governance of communities. There are processes and rituals as well as discourses and spectacles of violence that are deployed in order to police community boundaries and punish transgression. The parallel sovereignties thus created both challenge and work within the state. The boundaries of communities are defined, policed and defended through education, through popular mobilization, through rituals, festivals and in many parts of the world through arranged marriages. Through all these, modes of thinking are given shape – of the Self and of the Other. In the name of culture the languages of hatred – racism, sexism and homophobia for example – are aired and those of alternative visions of community contained. The community’s governance in this sense is aligned with the perpetuation of gendered traditions. 

The regulation of the realm of the community takes place through both formal and informal institutions, systems and discourses – caste, religious and ethnic local governing councils, modes of communications and excommunication, and also through spectacles of violence to subdue the rebels within communities. Governance of communities is carried out through powerful non-state parallel systems of ‘justice’. These include not only resolving disputes between members of the community but also passing judgments on matters deemed to be relevant to the ‘honour’ of the community and ensuring the execution of such judgments. Whether this involves regulating sexualities at the local level, or it involves constructed civilisational clashes between Muslims and Christian worlds, these non-state governance institutions, mechanisisms and discourses play a critical role in disciplining the way we live our lives. The state is mobilized in defence of the dominant social norms through constitutional, legal and policy frameworks as well as through modes of policy implementation – police personnel for example are often implicated in religious riots, in participating in the ritual humiliation of the transgressors of community norms. 
These boundaries are also defended and policed through demonstrations of violence, which while not legitimated by all state fractions, is tolerated and even participated in by others. ‘Crimes of honour’ and of passion then become more than just crimes: this is violence that regulates sexuality within communities. This means that such violence is seen as ‘legitimate’ within the community in the as a means of regulating communities, securing its cultural borders and insuring against transgression of its norms. 

These traditions bleed over time – diasporic communities everywhere take with them the burdens and the markers of community norms and rituals and diasporic ‘legalities’ which regulate their life away from home.  Whether migrants within national borders or diasporic international communities, these traditions help define them in new contexts, provide them with internal resources of solidarity to cope in situations of social exclusion. They help them to make personal sense of politicized otherness in strange lands. From the local to the global the governance of communities involves disciplinary modes of discursive as well as social power. 

As with governance of polities, however, governance of communities is constantly challenged and reshaped by the struggles of individuals and groups both directly by crossing critical boundaries of race, caste and religion, of sexuality and of class. These challenges tap into both internal sources of strength – network of sympathisers, as well as networks of support from outside. Circulation of political vocabulary allows them access to alternative political languages, visions of society and of other imagined communities. 

What I want to emphasise here is that it is in the interplay of the two axes of governance – of polities and communities - that the concept is best be understood.
Framing the Global Governance Literature
Governance can be defined as a system of rules for public life. In this definition we go beyond the concept of government and include both state and non-state disciplinary modes. Governance includes multiple actors as well as multiple sites.  At the heart of the concept there is an assumption of a shift in the sources or ‘spheres of authority’ from the state to these multiple actors and sites (Rosenau, 1999). In this context, the state becomes only one of the many institutions that regulate our lives – make rules, ensures that these rules are accepted and implemented and that there are penalties attached to breaking of these rules which are enforceable. This insight is further reinforced by the inclusion of the concept of governance of communities within the ambit of governance. The fracturing of state forms in the face of other hegemonic discourses and regimes of social power becomes part of the narrative of governance. This needs to be mapped out to analyze the unexpected and most often contingent flows of power in particular moments and spaces.  Feminist work in this area needs to be more systematically brought together and further theorized.

The mainstream literature has discussed the concept of governance in three main arenas:  

1. Markets 
This has included markets in goods and services as well as increasingly the markets of knowledge – information technology, patents on knowledge based products etc. The argument goes that global markets are now too big, the volume of exchange of goods and services too high and the complexity of interactions especially in the sphere of finance too great to be able to be regulated by the state. The linking of local, national, regional and international markets has created multiple sites of both production and exchange, which per force mean that the state is unable to exercise its authority over market processes. At the same time, the primacy of markets has the effect of marketising institutions – market norms become embedded as institutional norms. 

2. Institutions 

This has included the three levels of governance – local, national (sometimes regional and sub-regional) and international. It has focused largely on the way in which the national state has either been overtaken by or has had to transform itself in response to, globalisation. Here the argument is that institutions participating in the regulation of the global economy are increasingly of a wide range – from the national state to private agencies. This reflects the complexity of market interactions on the one hand, and changing patterns of political actors and their behaviour on the other. Transnational companies as well as transnational movements operate both on the ground and virtually making it difficult for states to always be able to mediate between them or to exercise its authority over them. 

3. Ideology 

This has included analyses of how certain ideas attain the status of ‘common sense’, how the normativity of particular discourses becomes entrenched as self-evident. This is what Rossenau calls the ontological and the paradigmatical force of the concept (1999).  It suggests the hegemonic dominance of certain epistemic communities – experts, policy analysts and policy makers, intellectuals. The literature also takes into account how these ontologies are promoted through networks of influence and authority of the richer countries as well as how these are stabilized through being institutionally embedded through international policies, conventions, treaties etc.  

I would like to add another dimension to the understanding of governance here in order to better understand the interplay between these three arenas - markets, institutions and ideologies - and to arrive at a more complex picture of governance. This is the arena of the spectacle.  

4. Spectacle 
Spectacle here refers to the modes of production of meanings through a display of political power such that transgression and disciplining of the other are seen as the exercise of legitimate power. Some cultural norms then become human rights and other human wrongs, consent to and legitimacy of dominant relations of power is then produced for us through performance at international summits, through military success that ‘shocks and awes’, through participatory modes of politics both violent and peaceful at both local and global levels. Our daily socialities are commodified; citizens become consumers chasing the latest technology that will keep them better informed, where choice for the few reigns supreme over access to public commons. The capturing of these spectacles and their distribution is carried through both traditional and new means of communication – the print and electronic media, who circulate images of these spectacles that support the ideologies of power. 


It is unsurprising that most of the mainstream literature on governance not only ignores governance of communities as an area of research but is also largely ungendered in its approach to the governance of polities. The eliding of governance with the public sphere makes sure that these exclusions take place. Feminist approaches to global governance have addressed this gap by engendering the debates on governance. Let us go over the four arenas of governance outlined above one by one and examine debates within each of these has taken shape. 

1. The Governance of Markets and Marketised Institutions
Markets lie at the heart of capitalist social relations. The dominant market actors, in the context of globalisation, are those that control trans-national capital, which is the motor behind much of economic activity – through the circulation of money, through speculation on money markets, and capital movements as well as through tax evasion and money laundering. While mainstream critical IPE theorists have focused on the unevenness of the market arena in the context of capitalist social relations, feminists have argued that markets are socially embedded institutions and roles ‘within market systems are structured by non-market criteria’ (Harriss-White, 1998:201). These non-market, though clearly not non-economic, criteria lead to specific gender based distortions in the markets (see van Staveren, 2002; Palmer, 1992). In the market system, participants come to specific markets with unequal capabilities and bargaining capacities and resources as a result of and which inhere in unequal market structures, regulated and stabilised by gendered state formations, and characterised by more or less unequal power - class and gender are two bases for unequal power relations operating in the market. The current, dominant neo-liberal economic theorizing however does not query that individuals can pursue their economic self-interests in ways that has nothing to do with the ‘best price’. Neither does it question the “degree to which self-interest places economic goals ahead of friendship, family ties, spiritual considerations, or morality.” (Block, 1990:54) Nor, indeed how reproductive roles might change in the playing out of market roles (Harriss-White, 1998). Finally, there is an assumption that instrumentality in decision making goes hand in hand with obedience to rules, and with maximising interests, rather than a set of signals that can lead to conflictual economic and social behaviour in different groups of populations. The social embeddedness of markets is therefore not considered, other than as a distortion, by neo-classical economists. Together this brings into question the assumed neutrality on the basis of class as well as gender and other cleavages of inequality of markets in terms of access, competitiveness and efficiency. 


Because of the primacy accorded to markets within the neo-liberal frame, their regulation becomes a key issue. Within the neo-liberal frame, the state is assumed to be, together with social embeddedness, a force that undermines and distorts the efficient running of markets. States themselves are seen as suspect economic actors – their regulatory reach needs to be contained in the interest of ‘good governance’, which is then associated with the qualities such as the discipline of the market, increasing transparency and accountability of the state. It is in this project that institutions of global governance – the IMF, the World Bank and the WTO - become stronger vis as vis the state, that are presented as neutral players seeking maximum economic efficiency for all through attempting to ensure ‘fair dealing’ in the markets2.


If institutions regulate markets, markets also leach into institutions their operative dynamics. Institutions begin to frame policies, to justify these policies and to seek alternative policies within marketised norms. A ‘new constitutionalism’ takes shape, which “can be defined as the political project of attempting to make transnational liberalism, and if possible liberal democratic capitalism the sole model for future development” (Gill:412). Governance institutions themselves become marketised. Feminists have assessed the nature of gendered, marketised global institutions as based on market principles, promoting market based solutions to social and political problems, and stabilising these solutions with the support of dominant epistemic elites (Taylor, 2000). 

The privatization of public goods such as health and education and the erosion of our commons are indeed cause for concern for us all. As the sathins saw in Rajastan, marketised institutions of the state did not regard their priorities – access to land and access to health – as primary to a women’s development programme. Access to land was too sensitive and disruptive of the dominant local social relations and health was interpreted simply as working towards containing population growth. The logic of the market operated in both these cases by state institutions convinced of this logic and actively promoting it. Thus, in analysing the constitutive parts of governance, a feminist analysis can deepen, historicize and engender the debates on the governance of markets, the changing role of the state, and on the ideologies of governance.  

2. Governance of/through Institutions 

Institutional structures – formal as well as informal - their operations, the processes through which these operations are conceived of and put into effect, the outcomes resultant from these processes and the analysis of these outcomes all form part of governance of/through institutions. The actors involved in these institutional processes and their relationship to others are also a key part of the story of governance – the access to networks, both formal and informal, the political spaces available or not available, and the control over economic resources that service these institutions. Strategies to open access, spaces and control are devised, refined and operationalised in this context. 


In the literature on global governance one key debate has been on the nature of the state in the context of globalisation. It is suggested that the state is no longer capable of addressing the issues arising from the global reach of capitalism whether these are relating to competition in and regulation of the market, or to maintaining rules within its borders in order to resolve the collective problems of its citizens. In the neo-liberal literature, the state was presented not only as weak but also as dysfunctional. “Weak institutions – tangled laws, corrupt courts, deeply biased credit systems, and elaborate business registration requirements – hurt poor people and hinder development…” according to the World Development Report on Building Institutions for Markets  (2002: http://econ.worldbank.org/wdr/WDR2002). The question then was whether the state could respond to the new pressures of global political economy and if so, what should be the parameters of its functioning? 

To these questions, the realists reply with a defense of the state. They emphasize the continued centrality of the state by asserting “the absence of a legitimate authority to which states are subordinate and give allegiance” (Gilpin, 2002:237). Upon this rather well rehearsed position, the state and its interests – security and independence – continue to hold supreme and determine national behaviour. For the realists, the clearest rejection of the governance discourse comes from asking question of power: “…governance for what? What are the social, political and economic purposes that governance is to serve? Unless these issues can be resolved, proposals for international governance must be greeted with considerable scepticism.” (Gilpin, 2002:246). This obviously does not attend to questions of process – of an examination of new institutional frameworks that might be worked out, new regimes that might be stabilized with state complicity, which might in the end overtake the state. Neo-Marxist have argued that what we are witnessing is not the demise of the nation-state but its ‘internationalisation’; not its destruction but its transformation. In brief, Cox argues that from being bulwarks against the global intrusions into national economies, today’s states are becoming mediators, adapters and negotiators with the global political economy. The state’s role, therefore, becomes one of helping to adjust the domestic economy to the requirements of the world economy (1996). 

One of the most important insights that feminists have brought to bear on the state debate is that gendered social relations are constitutive of the state while at the same time, the state is crucial to the continued dominance of patriarchal relations of social production and reproduction. So, the state can become the focus of feminist engagement both as a mediator between communities and the market, and as complicit in marketising institutions and privatizing social provision. In order to influence the state, feminists have focused on institutional structures and processes at both state and sub-state levels, as well as at the global level “in which women have found or carved out niches for themselves and their interests as women” and therefore “introduce into global governance women-centred ways of framing issues…” (Meyer and Prugl,1999:4-5). In order to lobby and hold the state accountable, women’s groups have approached governance at a global level through critical gender politics “exploring the purposive, goal-oriented…social-movement strategies to influence the United Nations…” and Bretton Woods institutions (p. 5; also see O’Brien et.al., 2000) as well as encouraging civil society mobilisation.  

The problem of the state is clearly evident in the story of the Women’s Development Programme. The modernizing and liberalizing Indian state is convinced of the need to change not only India’s economy but also its gendered social relations – upto a point, so long as such change is not too disruptive, or too quick or too deep. International organizations, especially the UN, have been instrumental in providing the framework where such important changes can be discussed safely, and at a distance, with the support of major international actors. They have also, as with UNICEF, provided resources for programmes approved by the UN – women’s empowerment being one. The various women’s conferences have been catalysts for the Indian state. However, as Bhanwari Devi had to recognize, the state’s impulse to change is limited by limited resources and hierarchical distribution of resources. Asking for land is a revolutionary and disruptive act which needs to be stopped and to be punished. Like Oliver Twist, the sathins need to be taught a lesson such that they do not dare to ask for more again. While the governance of polities axis comes into play when the state- through its institutions and actors - refuses the sathin’s demands, focuses on ‘family planning’ and eventually starves the Women’s Development Fund of its radical edge, the governance of communities axis plays out in the violent made attendant upon disciplining lower caste Bhanwari Devi for daring to raise her voice against domestic violence of upper caste males in her village. 

3. Governance as Ideology 

The stabilization of markets, and also of marketised institutions require this third form of governance. Governance as ideology is produced and circulated through hegemonic discourses, educational institutions, media, both traditional and digital. Critical scholars have pointed to the ways in which epistemic authority secures the neo-liberal discourse by evoking images of knowledge based manegerialism, which if allowed access to governance channels, results in efficiency gains based on objective problem solving approaches to the challenges of globalisation (Gill, 1995, McMichael, 2000, Baxi, 2002, Rai, 2002). The hegemonic dominance of certain professional communities – experts, policy analysts and policy makers, intellectuals - at multiple levels of governance can be assessed by focusing on the construction of epistemic authority. Such authority then reinforces the ideological message through research, dissemination of that research through seminars, publications and policy networks (Rai, 2004).  

Three different strands become visible when we examine the context in which ‘governance’ emerged as discourse. First, was the collapse of the Soviet Union and the beginning of the post-Cold War period in the international system and building on this, was the convergence of economic policies under globalisation within the liberal and neo-liberal framework. Second, as a consequence of the collapse of ‘communism’ and the rise and dominance of the neo-liberal framework in the global economy, a re-examination of the role of the state in the context of the post-Cold War globalisation. And third, the emergence of the discourse of democratisation as the most appropriate framework within which both political and economic transitions could be accomplished – democracy became the bulwark against both forms of totalitarianism as well as the return to state managed economies. The concept, indeed ideology, of global governance has come to take account of all these three strands.
  

In the wake of the collapse of the Soviet Union and of the state socialist model of development, macro-economic thinking converged around the primacy of the markets. The discourse of neo-liberalism, then emphasizes, and indeed normalizes, the “efficiency, welfare and the freedom of the market, and self-actualisation through the process of consumption” (Gill, 1995:401) even though the outcomes of these policies are contradictory, hierarchical and inefficient to protect human life and the world in which we live. This discourse of the market also has another message – if market based competition is the most efficient way of allocating resources in society, then any attempts to interfere in its functioning would be per se inimical to the ‘greater good’. As we have seen above, any attempts by the state to regulate markets then become scrutinized through the concerns of the economic actors that occupy the dominant positions within the market.  

In his critique of the work of the Commission on Global Governance, Baxi comments on the discrepancy between the assumptions of globality by the Commission and the “central facts of contemporary world disorder” (Alternatives, 21, 1996, pp525-549; p. 530). Violence and poverty in particular are growing apace, and both affect women in particular ways. The feminisation of poverty and violence against women in creating and policing new and old inter-state borders has made this co-operative development a fraught discourse for women. In this context Baxi rightly comments that “If governance is to be conceived as a process, it is well to recall that process is permeated by structures-in-dominance, both in states and civil societies” (p. 532). The contradictions that arise out of capitalism’s march across the globe are embedded in social relations of inequalities based on class, gender, ethnicities and religions among others. An assessment of the processes and institutions of governance needs to be aware of these contradictions and the power relations that frame them.  

Finally, in terms of the role that epistemic authority plays to legitimize and stabilize discourse, feminist scholars have long challenged the definitions and recognized processes of knowledge production. Feminist critics have focused on how epistemological frameworks have been constitutive of the binaries of rational/emotional, universal/particular, objectivity/subjectivity. As Harstock has pointed out, “ the vision of the ruling class (or gender) structures the material relations in which all parties are forced to participate, and therefore cannot be dismissed as simply false” (1997:153). However, feminist work has also been done on a more assertive project. As Alison Jaggar has pointed out, this has meant rethinking the relationships between these binaries so that the historical identification of emotions, particularity, and subjectivity with the subordinate or the subaltern is challenged by suggesting the mutually constitutive nature of these binaries (1997). 

The power of ideology manifests itself in many ways in the story of the sathins of Rajasthan at both levels of polity and community. From macro-level policy on health to micro-level patriarchal satrapies of the Block Development Officers, they have to traverse a hostile terrain. The assumptions of women’s work as ‘voluntary’ work meshes neatly with the assumptions of macro-economic framework that feminists economists have long critiqued; the denial of appropriate remuneration for their work flows easily from these assumptions. There are assumptions too about appropriate behaviour of women, particularly low caste women – and the price of transgression of these boundaries of appropriateness are high. If ideologies justify the playing out of dominant modes of power then the judgment in the Bhanvari Devi’s rape case is governance as ideology par excellence; the power of the law swings behind caste, gender and class based hierarchies to crush the defiant voice of one woman. 

3. Governance as Spectacle
Power displays through the production of spectacle is an important arena of governance that we need to analyse. This arena was first opened for scholarly scrutiny by Guy Dubod who in his The Society of the Spectacle (1967) argued that modern spectacle was “the autocratic reign of the market economy which ad acceded to an irresponsible sovereignty, and the totality of new techniques of government which accompanied this reign” (1988:2). The spectacular power was, he suggested concentrated (totalitarian state power such as the Soviet Union) as well as diffuse (democratic systems such as the United States). In his 1988 Comments on the Society of the Spectacle, he expanded this to include integrated power of the spectacle through which spectacle has gone global: “the globalization of the false was also the falsification of the globe” (1988:10). What we see, therefore, in media news 24/7 disciplines our senses as well as our understanding of this world; it makes our choices for us while at the same time giving the appearance of endless choice to us. Further expanding this discussion of the political economy of the imagery of power, Michele Focault argued in his book Discipline and Punish () that the spectacle of corporeal punishment is disciplining of not only the one being punished, but also of those who witness the punishment being meted out. Foucault sees the exercise of power as not limited within the boundaries of sovereign states, through the enforcement of law: “We must eschew the model of Leviathan in the study of power. We must escape from the limited field of juridical sovereignty and state institutions, and instead base our analysis of power on the study of the techniques and tactics of domination” (1980:102). The state is then only one of the sites of disciplinary power, which takes many forms of which enacting (together with the exercise) of disciplinary power is an important part. 

Building on this analysis of power, Judith Butler in her book Gender Trouble () argued that gendered power is a fiction that needs to be sustained in the domain of political economy through social performitivity. Through the enactment of dominant gender roles we recognize, circulate and reproduce the meanings of masculinity and femininity and thus perpetuate gendered social hierarchies. Though these interventions on the place of spectacle in society have been challenged, they do open up an important analytical seam for the construction of governance theory. We have seen above how the concept of governance has evolved, embraced and been challenged. The dominance of certain states and ideologies within international relations literature has led to an increasing acceptance of the term despite some unease about its political foundations. I would suggest that this dominance is embedded in the popular imagination about governance through the casting of political spectacles. Therefore on the one hand, we need to understand the importance of these spectacles and dissect these to lay bare their politics. On the other, we can understand spectacle as politics in contemporary times where it stands for “the colonization of social life by capitalism: …the submission of ever more facets of human sociality to the ‘deadly solicitations’ of the market” (Stallabrass, 2006:92-3). Such analysis adds another dimension to our understanding of the concept of governance. This dimension is particularly important to understand as increasingly the media –traditional and virtual – is becoming a battleground of ideas and spaces where ideologies of governance converge and contend.  Thus, as Dubod states, “The spectacle is not a collection of images; it is a social relation between people that is mediated by images… Understood in its totality, the spectacle is both the result and the project of the dominant mode of production” (Knabb, 2005, http://www.bopsecrets.org/SI/debord/ ).

As Butler’s work shows, feminist scholarship has ranged widely to understand the exercise of gendered power. It has always incorporated photography, theatre, poetry and art into mainstream feminist political analysis to ‘display’ the varied ways in which patriarchy holds sway. If we examine the three arenas of market, institutions and ideology we find that all three are consolidated through and in the space of the unfolding spectacle of governance. Whether it is ‘the shock and awe’ of the Iraqi war, the grey suited men pictured at G98 Summits surrounded by security barriers, the Abu Ghraib prisoners being carted in shackles or indeed, the counter-spectacles and alternative narratives of the Battle of Seattle, the World Social Forum and Live 8 Concerts. Dominant states such as the United States put up hugely  and purposefully aggressive display of military power as well as the spectacle of a ‘siege’ of  civilization through the media’s coverage of radical movements – Islamist, but also radical such as in Cuba or in the streets of Seattle and Genoa.  Both sets of images create a powerful visual medium through which the dominant modes of power are captured and circulated and reinforced. And through which challenges to that power display is mounted through alternative modes of communication, largely on the web, through blogs presented to new audiences. The co-option of journalists into militaries as embedded reporters for example, shows us how the creation of spectacle and its distribution is organised, congealing of markets, institutions and ideology into a visual manifestation power. From Lindi England in Abu Ghraib to Bhanwari Devi in Rajasthan, women have both participated in and been the victims of repressive governance regimes. Feminist scholars and women activists have understood that gender discipline is enforced through economic dependence, political exclusion and also through cultural markers of the subjugation of women by men. As such the challenge to patriarchal power has also been comprehensive. 

In Conclusion: Challenges by and for Feminist Politics 
Feminists have built their engagements with governance institutions on some key concepts that emerged from women’s struggles and scholarship – 

1. a gendered analysis of the political economy and the relations between states and markets 

2. a challenge to the state reproduced division between the public and the private and 

3. a commitment to transformation of gender relations that form the basis of formal and informal politics. 

If we take these insights into account when assessing key arenas of governance that we have identified above – markets, institutions, ideologies and spectacles - of global governance we stretch the boundaries of the governance debates.  

However, feminist scholarship and activism also faces some important challenges. While feminists have posited a powerful critique to mainstream global governance literature, they also need to present an alternative articulation of what governance means (Pearson, 2004). If they do not like marketised institutions, they need to be able to sketch the outline of governance institutions that they would like to see. Catherine Hoskyns and I (1998) have argued that “[f]or both strategic as well as practical reasons women have had to organize separately as women. ..[However, the] feminist challenge is limited by a current lack of focus on the importance of redistributive policies that are rooted in the structural inequalities of capitalist production and exchange“ (p. 362). We posed the question: can gender recover class? Following Spivak, I would argue that a recognition of the importance of redistribution allows us  “[b]oth in the economic area (capitalist) and in the political (world-historical agent) ... to construct models of a divided and dislocated subject whose parts are not continuous or coherent with each other” (ibid. 276) And these dislocations, and discontinuities are where women seeking transformation within political economy as well as the discursive circuits of power can find agency. This is particularly relevant now when marketisation and the retrenchment of welfare provision under globalisation are creating tremendous pressures and inequalities across different social and spatial boundaries. We see, however, that feminists are engaging with institutions within the convergent ideological framework of neo-liberal governance because the space for alternatives has scaled down even as the recognition of gender based inequalities has increased. This is not to suggest that these engagements are not important. Indeed the solid ground of embedded liberalism has fractured so much under the neo-liberal onslaught that the protection of the welfare state seems a radical project well worth participating in. However, a recognition of the limits of the strategies of engagement with ‘constitutional neoliberalism’ also need to be taken seriously if we are to be effective in developing political strategies of empowerment for both poor women and men.  

Issues of gender have particular salience in the debates on governance. Unless we use the insights that have emerged from feminist theory and practice we will not be able to encompass the needs of the future in the conversations about the global present. To reiterate, feminist contributions to these conversations lie in ways in which political activism and theoretical insights have been methodologically imbricated to develop insights on governance. These insights have examined the discursive as well as the material power wielded in embedding certain dominant explanations of governance in the mainstream literature which have then shaped the agendas for ‘governing’ (Kooiman, 2003) and paradigms of governance. Specifically, feminist interventions in the areas of knowledge creation, recognition and institutionalisation have particular salience for the processes of embedding neo-liberal marketised discourses of globalisation and governance. Feminist debates on the state and democracy have relevance for the way in which political activism as well as the relational understanding between the state and global institutions of governance might be viewed. Gendered critiques of markets as not only uneven spaces of exchange, but as inefficient and distorted mechanisms that build upon unequal gendered social relations subject the normalisation of rationality of the market to rigorous scrutiny. The global governance debate needs to make a conceptual shift to embed these insights, developed through everyday struggle at local, state and global levels, as well as through engagements with and critiques of mainstream literature if theories of critical governance are to fundamentally challenge the structures-in-dominance within this field. Specifically, we would suggest three areas where feminist deconstruction of the concept provide radical insights into the concept. First, such an analysis becomes an exercise in the recognition of the multiple bases of inequalities that are being stabilised through systems of global governance: class, North/South relations and gender as the unequal social relations constitutive of global capitalism which find reflection in marketised institutions. Second, it allows us to reflect upon gendered arguments and political strategies that challenge these inequalities. From gender mainstreaming to gender budgets, from gendered Codes of Conduct to gendering workers’ unions, from enhancing the scope of micro-credit to the extension of Tobin Tax to Maria Tax (Pearson, 2004). Finally, while these multiple strategies are critical to addressing gendered inequalities, the focus on the study of how global capitalism is embedded in socially unequal regimes of production and social reproduction also allows us to view the limits of these strategies. However important to the lives of individual men and women shifts in specific policies cannot offset the disciplinary dominance of global capitalist relations. To challenge that a broader alliance of feminist form part, would be needed. As I have argued elsewhere, “the next phase of women’s struggles needs to take on board more centrally the issue of redistribution of resources if power relations in society are to be refashioned“ (Hoskyns and Rai 1998:363). Without meeting this challenge courageous women like Bhanwari Devi will continue to be offered up as sacrifices on the alter of dominant social relations and will continue to experience governance only as violence. 
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