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Chapter I: Introduction 
A. Disciplinary Focus of the Research: Introduction to Strategic Studies and the Study of International Security 
Strategic studies is an interdisciplinary field of study that at its core studies the ways in which military power and other coercive measures may be utilised to achieve political ends during “ a dynamic interaction of (at least) two competing wills.”[1]Given its broad subject matter,  strategic studies has incorporated numerous insights from the arts, humanities, sciences and social sciences, especially  International Relations, Political Science, Psychology, Sociology and Anthropology, among others.[2]This history and diversity of insight, which is often overlooked by critical security thinkers in critical international security studies (CISS), has enriched the study of strategic thought in international security studies (ISS)─which is dominated by realist security thinking.  Strategic thought, succinctly understood as the foremost ideas of civil and military strategists about the threat and the utilisation of force and the application of power to fulfil the ends of policy, provides the conceptual base that underpins strategic studies.[3] 
Critical security thinkers in critical international security studies generally hold that the militaristic field of strategic studies─with its focus on human nature, the quality of leadership, coalitions and diplomacy, the political essence of war and national commitment[4]─ is so narrow “ that it can only contribute less and less to understanding and action in contemporary security environments.”[5]Although there is no specific definition of what it means to be critical in security studies,[6]given the array of diverse perspectives that are associated with the label, it may be defined “ by those who frame their work using this label.”[7]Nevertheless, such work can often be located within the wider terrain of political theory (and social theory more broadly)[8]to the extent that it centers around the goal of emancipating individuals from the dominant and often unpredictable forces that shape their lives.[9]Many critical theorists therefore seek progressive political transformation to dismantle centres of power, often describing the desired  change in terms of security and human freedom, based on different understandings of human potentialities.[10]Epistemologically, critical theorists are concerned with the processes through which threats, collectivities and individuals are constructed, examining and illuminating how interests, identities and ideas matter in international relations.[11]In particular, they often favor a deepening of the referent object beyond the state, such as non-state actors, broadening the concept of security to include other sectors beside the military, extending equal emphasis to national and transnational threats and affirming the need for a transformation of realist thinking in international security─especially its conflictual logic (i. e., the ever present risk of conflict[12]).[13]Since the 1960s, however, this unrelenting “ assault” on strategic studies (which gained momentum in the mid-1990s) has had a chilling effect on the study of strategy, consigning it to a secondary position in the international security subfield and marginalising it in International Relations theorising.[14]Consequently, there is little integration across international and critical international security studies literature; and there is an absence of fresh thinking and new perspectives (as well as coherence)[15]in strategic studies, leaving it “’conceptually wounded,’”[16]which has had a damaging affect in the realm of policy where the “ absence of good strategic thinking is becoming increasingly evident.”[17] 
Taken seriously, these practical, environmental and intellectual challenges provide an opportunity to revitalise the theoretical foundations and practical applicability (i. e., inform security policy) of strategic studies[18]─which, in moving beyond traditional constraints, mayprovide an opening for greater cross-fertilisation, enrichment and dialogue between international security studies and critical international security studies.[19]On the one hand, critical security thinkers can encourage realist security thinkers to reconsider the utility of some of their basic conceptual assumptions, which, in doing so, would enhance military strategy development and ultimately military performance.[20]Realist strategic thinkers, for instance, typically see gender as irrelevant, rarely acknowledging the role gender plays in war and warfare. 
On the other hand, and, following political scientist Pascall Vennesson, who argues the same in his Is Strategic Studies Narrow? (2017) article, realist conceptions of strategy in international security are often misunderstood or overlooked by critical security thinkers. Realist conceptions of security for instance are far from narrow.[21]As Vennesson argues, Prussian General Carl von Clausewitz (1780-1831) observed that a theory of war “’must also take the human factor into account.’”[22]Consequently, he developed, from his study of People’s War, a number of crucial insights of lasting value to unveil struggling non-state actors in global politics,[23]such as the dynamic interplay between the forces of counter-resistance and resistance.[24]Further, some Cold War realist strategic thinkers like Thomas Schelling, saw strategic studies as “’a vast interdisciplinary field,’” incorporating sociology, political science, economics, law, philosophy and mixing numerous other sub-theories like game theory or theory of choice.[25] 
Given the above and following Schelling’s outlook on strategic studies, one of the aims of this research is to reinvigorate the Clausewitzian concepts of counter-resistance and resistance within classical realism by incorporating theoretical insights gained from critical international security theory, namely conventional constructivism and feminist geopolitics. It also incorporates conceptual insights from critical philosophy and critical masculinities and femininities with the aim ofincreasing the potential and general applicability of Clausewitz’s theory of resistance in the 21 st century. It supports this approach through a case study that examines the gender dynamics of Northern Ireland’s ethno-national conflict beginning in the late 1960s, which involved the British state and Northern Irish non-state forces. A case study approach also accords with Clausewitz’s argument that it is far better “ to study one campaign in minute detail than to acquire vague knowledge of a dozen wars.”[26] 
Although international security studies has distinct realist biases and critical international security studies is theoretically, thematically and methodologically diverse, building links between the two disciplines is not an entirely uncharted path─particularly in critical international security studies.[27]Laura Sjoberg, for instance, as Vennesson points out, incorporates realist strategy and tactics in her analysis of gender and gender subordination in global war and warfare, while Tarak Barkawi and Shane Brighton, in their discussion of the historicity of war, examine the problem of uncertainty in Clausewitz’s work.[28]As an initial step towards building this link between international security studies and critical international security studies, I first situate the research within a greater context by providing an historical overview of gender and international security using insights from international security studies and critical international security studies. 
B. Situating the Research: An Historical Overview of Gender and International Security 
It has been said that it is a feminist fantasy to think that women could play a decisive role in war and in promoting national security because history offers no evidence for it. [29] This view, however, only serves to emphasise the historical invisibility of women in matters of war and national security rather than their absence; [30] and, it is clearly out of step with the contemporary existence of female heroism in numerous theatres of war throughout the world. [31] Having appeared intermittently in historical narratives, at sparse intervals, [32] it is not surprising that women’s contributions to war and warfare are widely assumed to be insignificant in western strategic literature. [33] The ancient lineage of female warriors (sometimes leading all-female armies into battle) within many civilisations, such as Artemisia I of Caria or Joan of Arc, and their ferocious feats are largely ignored or considered irrelevant in international security studies─though critical international security studies, mainly feminist security theory, has done much to increase the visibility and relevance of women in international theory in the 21 st century. [34] 
The expansion, for instance, of female and feminist global influence in the 1970s and 1980s, generated a substantial array of international non-governmental and governmental initiatives centered on women.[35]An important catalyst was the United Nations Decade for Women (1975-85) with its Convention on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women in 1979.[36]This has been matched by a remarkable worldwide increase in the presence of women within traditional citadels of masculinity, namely, national and international security politics and armed forces. [37] Consequently, in the contemporary era there has been a burgeoning spotlight on the relationship between women and security.  Although it is unclear if this is due to changing cultural attitudes regarding traditional gender roles or from state-centric “’considerations of expediency and utility,’” [38] what is clear, is that in modern warfare, women matter. Women matter not only because women at arms continue to play decisive roles in the outcome of armed resistance, but also because, as research suggests, their distinctive insights may lead to security policy innovations that enhance the provision of justice and security [39] as well as peace. 
In feminist security theory, the neglect or marginalisation of female violence in the history of high politics or war is inextricably linked to long-standing cultural beliefs in the masculinity of war and the inbuilt aggressiveness of men [40] (i. e., “ a cultural inability to reconcile the categories of ‘ woman’” and ‘ soldier’”[41]). Indeed, throughout history, male political leaders and rulers often had extensive knowledge and experience regarding military matters, which facilitated the political-military complex. Thus, as indicated, national and international security architecture has traditionally been the “ accepted domain of male privilege” [42] and war has been understood as a predominately male-dominated activity.  Most significantly, western state militaries have a long history of continually subjugating or regulating female insights in order to maintain a male-centric institution and to perpetuate the idea that in war, “ men have superior truth and insight.”[43]As a result, in many western societies it is understood that the real soldiers are men. When a woman therefore distinguishes herself in high politics or in the battlefield men are more likely to view her as an “’honorary’” male rather than an exemplary female.” [44] 
In many cases, governed by cultural convention, women are not socialised to fight, and a woman’s possession of military acumen is not highly esteemed. [45] As sociologist Bill Rolston, drawing from feminist security theorist Laura Sjoberg, emphasises, gender expectations in society are that men will display “’toughness, autonomy, aggression, rationality, confidence and (hetero)sexuality,’” and women “’sensitivity, (inter)dependence, passivity, emotionality, quietness, innocence, grace, caring and purity.’”[46]These expectations, as Rolston further emphasises, feed directly into how war is viewed which are consequently highly gendered affairs.[47]Men are the heroes and warriors who are expected to protect the group, the region or the nation, while women are either victims or carers, holding the family and home together despite everything.[48]One rationale for men’s fighting is to protect women within the group or nation who are unable to protect themselves.[49]This rationale becomes most apparent when the nation is represented as female; defence of the motherland and defence of mothers and other females thus “ merge into one rhetorical justification for warfare.”[50]Women who take up arms, then, not only have to face the enemy in the theatre of war, but they also must overcome, among others (i. e. hierarchies of race or class), the gendered hierarchies that high politics and war engender. Cultural resistance to war-like women and the devaluation of feminine perspectives and participation in matters of national security and war, however, is not insignificant. 
Most crucially, male security actors deprive themselves of feminine knowledge and insight, which even Plato, the ancient Greek philosopher, recognised as a damaging weakness.  Although Plato’s philosophical framework involves the persistent disparagement of women and their feminine behavior and characteristics, he understood that totally excluding women from the realm of security meant that the state was losing “ a certain amount of potential talent…., especially in its capacity to wage war .” [51] Further, as Joshua Goldstein has noted, a fierce commitment to a militarised masculinity can undermine military effectiveness. [52] During World War II, for instance, the Third Reich, despite increasingly desperate circumstances, was unwilling to mobilise German women for combat, while the Soviet Union, with a less traditional view of gender roles, “ took full advantage of their human resources” by mobilising hundreds of thousands of Soviet women into irregular forces and the Red Army. [53] The Soviet Union’s willingness to transgress or redefine traditional notions of masculinity and warriors increased the effectiveness of the military in combat, and in some cases, the use of female combatants even “ turned the tid[e] of battle.” [54] More contemporarily, there is ample research evidence that shows that men and women in western democracies approach national security and war differently, [55] which suggests that women have a distinctive portfolio of strategic wisdom that could be cultivated, articulated, preserved and acted upon. 
In war, as realist security theory cautions, it is often the case that what works brilliantly in one context will ultimately fail in another. [56] The same military principles and strategies, for example, that were responsible for French General Napoleon Bonaparte’s (1769-1821) initial successes proved disastrous in his later campaigns. [57] Hence, the enduring need, as Chinese military strategist Sun Tzu (544-496 BC) recognised, for unconventional thinking in warfare. [58] A need that is even more pronounced in contemporary warfare─given the enhanced complexity involved in solving today’s military problems. [59] Securing strategic goals in the theatre of war not only calls for “ astute strategic planning and judgement by political and military leaders,” [60] but also an awareness of other factors like environment, technological developments and social pressures. [61] This is particularly true in counterinsurgency (COIN) and counterterrorism (CT) campaigns (i. e. subsets of classical war that often involve population-centric warfare) where the centre of gravity, to the extent that resistant insurgents operate among their respective communities, has generally been the population of the area involved. [62] This places distinct burdens on political and military leaders. [63] 
Planning and executing a counterinsurgency/counterterrorist campaign, for instance, calls for culturally astute leaders, who, in seeking the support of the population, must work with, not against, the grain of local society. [64] Additionally, because conflict is a highly gendered experience, men and women are differently impacted by conflict because of their roles, priorities, status, needs, and access to legal and power structures. [65] Yet, while much of the literature on counterinsurgency/counterterrorism emphasises the need to engage local populations, often through social or economic intervention, [66] most works fail to “ acknowledge gender [is another] factor that can influence an operation’s success.” [67] 
It is noteworthy that, in 2004, during Operation Iraqi Freedom (2003-2011), US military leaders began to recognise the relevance of integrating female combatants into counterinsurgency operations, after running into issues that prevented male combatants from properly acknowledging or communicating with female Muslims in Iraq.  Lioness military units, later deployed as Female Engagement Teams (FETs) in Afghanistan, were decisive [68] in obtaining actionable intelligence; in providing a female presence during house searches; [69] in searching Muslim women for contraband items or concealed weapons (i. e. female-on-female searches); and, in understanding a particular district’s social fabric─without enflaming cultural sensitivities regarding gender. [70] The strategic value of the Lioness program and Female Engagement Teams (FETs) in counterinsurgency and counterterrorism is noted in the literature, [71] but the extent to which they act as a force multiplier, particularly, in other types of insurgencies, such as anti-colonial/post-colonial resistance, political violence or ethno-national conflicts, is not yet fully understood or appreciated. 
This is partly explained by a tendency in some internal wars, like counterinsurgency and counterterrorism, [72] to assign men and women “ to different categories of various utility for combat and pacification.” [73] Since counterinsurgency requires categorising the population into combatants and non-combatants, and since the quickest way to distinguish between low-risk civilians and high-risk combatants is by gender, men are invariably cast as suspicious objects, while women are perceived as “’naïve’” objects of pacification, protection, and humanitarian-salvage. [74] Based on this logic, women are inferior, but necessary: inferior, because they are seen as playing “ more minor, subservient roles than [insurgent] men;” [75] and, necessary, because, in order to contain insurgent violence, they must be won over to the counterinsurgent side. [76] But, this too is a naïve (and precarious) assumption because it is based on traditional notions of masculinity and femininity, which are not static and can be transgressed at any time; [77] and, because it fails to recognise that women can shape and influence resistant forces and networks at critical junctures─all of which presents a gender-fused network of resistance to counter-resistant forces. 
So, while categorising by gender may be seen as an efficient way of securing and controlling the population in the initial response to an insurgency, [78] a tactical necessity in many contexts, it carries a strategic risk to the degree that it (mis)guides tactical design, which may have a counterproductive effect on operational outcomes. [79] Tactical missteps, for instance, that result from the militarisation of the domestic sanctuary and intimate spaces (i. e. bringing the home into the battlefield) can further alienate the population, particularly marginalised segments of society (i. e. women and children), resulting in an escalation of collective insecurity and violent backlash from resistant forces. 
It is understood, in constructivist security theory, that in the face of adversarial threat perceptions, states (and, ordinarily their adversaries) are motivated by collective insecurity to combine their efforts to bolster their own national security. [80] In addition, the shared perception of adversarial threats strengthens both individual and collective identities, especially nationalist identity, [81] which provides the basis for shared action. [82] In relation to state-level war and conflict, this shared action usually involves coercion.  But coercion is both productive and counterproductive to the extent that anything gained by coercion is exposed to threat and subject to vulnerability because it is not achieved with consent (i. e., “ the free will cooperation of others”). [83] 
In turn, this creates new forms of resistance with different degrees of intensity. [84] Intolerable predicaments, then, like colonial/post-colonial domination, give rise to nationalist fighters, who, in being denied legitimate nationhood, construct a culture of defiance through their resistant acts and the cultivation of a resistant imagination. [85] Resistance of this kind has enough force, if one goes by history, to transform a collective group into a weapon of solidarity as a stronghold against a stronger enemy to achieve a common destiny—a dream worth fighting for. [86] Yet, the strategic literature, in assuming masculine subjects, [87] barely glances at the feminine essence of resistance, which obscures the role women as members of non-state military groups play in creating and challenging conflict. [88] This is especially true in relation to ethno-national conflicts. [89] But, in fact, because women help shape reality, no account of war can be even nearly complete unless we understand the role women play in violent, non-state resistance. [90] 
C. Introduction to the Research: Northern Ireland in Context 
The prolonged and sometimes bloody conflict across Northern Ireland and Britain between 1969 and the Good Friday (Belfast) Agreement in 1998, widely known as ‘ The Troubles,’ claimed the lives of roughly 3, 700 people and witnessed an extensive violent campaign involving British security forces and a range of Loyalist armed groups (fixed on keeping Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom) and Republican armed groups (whose aim was a United Ireland). A campaign, the longest continuous deployment in Britain’s history,[91]that was unparalleled in its hostility and fierceness in the history of Western Europe since the Second World War.[92]Most crucially, the eruption of wide-scale violence in August 1969 in Northern Ireland and the manner in which state and non-state forces responded, in particular, the British government and the Irish Republican Army (IRA), played a major role in influencing the length and outcome of the conflict.[93] 
The insurgent (or guerrilla) natureof paramilitary violence meant that armed groups were deeply embedded within their respective communities─ specifically, pro-Republican/nationalist Catholic or pro-Loyalist/unionist Protestant communities─ generating a high level of community influence and control[94]as well as sectarian violence.[95]Significantly, both communities, as feminist legal theorist Fionnuala Ní Aoláin (2013) has observed, were highly conservative (i. e., patriarchal), resulting in gender roles that were profoundly “ circumscribed and implicit in all communal and social interactions across Protestant and Catholic neighborhoods.”[96]Strong ideologies of purity, female caregiving and motherhood were deeply embedded in gender relations.[97]These ideologies pervaded women’s political choices, regulating how and in what ways they engaged in or supported political violence.[98] 
At the same time, a police-led “‘ policy of criminalisation’” implemented by the British government, though later abandoned in favor of a military-led approach,[99]positioned the police as the state’s front-line response to paramilitary violence.[100]Police raids by the Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUC) seeking paramilitary combatants or weaponry[101]generally involved the invasion of private family homes,[102]typically in Catholic communities, which bore the brunt of state repression.[103]Thousands of women were also indirectly or directly swept up by mass curfews, road blocks and other limitations on the freedom of movement at different times during the conflict.[104]Consequently, women engaged in ongoing acts of resistance to the presence of security forces, supportive of republican/nationalist paramilitaries, while a minority of women, willing to step beyond the gender norms of their community, took up arms against the state.[105]The considerably large prison population resulting from the aggressive criminalisation policy also meant that prisons were a habitual part of  life for many living in the jurisdiction.[106]Given the complexity, however, of Northern Ireland’s political violence, it will be broken down into specific concepts in Chapter III: Counter-Resistance and Chapter VI: Resistance, following clarification of the research’s conceptual and theoretical framework in Chapter II. 
D. Purpose of the Research 
This dissertation, through gendered concepts and tri-theoretical engagement, looks at the gendered impact of British counterinsurgency/counterterrorism (i. e. counter-resistant) practices and policies in Northern Ireland during ‘ The Troubles.’ The primary purpose of this research is to identify key moments of impact in assessing the motivations of Republican female combatants who took up arms against the British state. Female combatants in Northern Ireland represented a minority of all combatants in Northern Ireland.[107]Evidence of this is found in the statistics on politically motivated prisoners.[108]Between 1972 and 1988 there were an estimated 1018 politically motivated female prisoners, while there were roughly 15, 000 Republican men and 5000 to 10, 000 Loyalist men who served prison sentences.[109]The majority of these female prisoners were Republican.[110]Consequently, this research seeks to build a stronger profile of Republican female combatants through engagement with the heavy masculine presence that permeates counter-resistant and resistant forces.[111]In so doing, this research attempts to bolster some of the global gaps in security research.  For one, there is a critical need in international security studies for perceptual data, such as beliefs, ideas, identity, feelings and motivations, relating to female ex-combatants, allowing their gendered histories to be more fully exposed for further research and study. 
Second, it will assist in reaching a more complete understanding of women’s involvement in ethno-national conflict, which has received limited attention in international security studies.  Assessing ethno-national conflict, as critical security theorist Alison Miranda has demonstrated in her Women as Agents of Political Violence (2004) article, is particularly important in terms of conceptualising gender and nationalism because anti-state ‘ liberatory’ nationalisms tend to generate greater activism by women than state nationalisms “ and these conflicts often produce comparatively high numbers of female combatants.”[112] 
Third, it responds to the growing demand for bridge-building research, which addresses the analytical limitations of international security studies (ISS) and critical international security studies (CISS), thereby exposing dynamics between theoretical divides. Such data may open the door for the emergence of a more balanced body of knowledge in contemporary terrorism.  The growing demand for bridge-building research in security studies is evident in the mandate of research institutions like The Canadian Network for Research on Terrorism, Security and Society (TSAS), which is committed to developing a platform for “ critical yet balanced discussions of issues related to terrorism, security and their impact on society.”[113]As such, one of the institution’s main objectives is to “ foster communication and collaboration between academic researchers in multiple disciplines.”[114] 
The secondary purpose of this research is to provide implications for national and global policy-making in security, which may increase military performance.[115]Accordingly, and in line with Prussian General Carl von Clausewitz’s Kritik (i. e., critical inquiry of all phases of war),[116]the research is tailored toward examining cause and effect relationships, such as the misevaluation of strategic environments or the excesses of state militarism, which, in turn, may reveal policy fault lines that can be acted upon.[117]Rethinking counterterrorism policies, for instance, may result in more nuanced and effective policies that limit the opportunities for abuses of state power[118]or collateral damage through more self-restraining or insightful military operations.[119] 
E. The Research Question 
The primary research question guiding this research is to ascertain “ What were the gendered effects of British counterterrorism measures on female combatants during Northern Ireland’s ethno-national conflict? In addressing this question, I consider the differential interactions of both republican female and male combatants with Britain’s national security policies and its counterterrorism regime as well as the interface of republican male and female combatants within the regime. Conceptually, differential interactions relates to the idea that some people or groups are treated differently than others in specific contexts.[120]Consequently, I define differential interactions as being sensitive not only to differences of gender (e. g., gendered thinking), but also to disability, sexual orientation or generation.[121] 
Regarding the interface of male and female combatants within the regime, I also consider the intra-individual causes (i. e., intrinsic motivations) behind decision-making processes that are associated with demographic characteristics, such as age, religion, employment status, gender, level of education, and family and social history.[122]Above all, this research strives to identify which, if any, counter-resistant military strategies and tactics were significant factors in motivating Irish Catholic women to participate in more deadly forms of political violence.  As classical military doctrine makes clear, for every action there is a reciprocal reaction from opposing forces, which, depending on the action chosen, leads to an escalation or de-escalation of violence[123]─though the route violence takes is sometimes unpredictable due to chance, unforeseen obstacles or the potential of a situation.[124]However, it is important to note that although this research aims to revitalise Clausewitz’s concepts of counter-resistance and resistance, there is more emphasis placed on revitalising the concept of resistance. This is a result of time constraints,[125]which does not allow for a deeper examination of the gendered nature of counter-resistance.[126]Nevertheless, to the extent that the two concepts are conceptually interlinked, according to Clausewitz’s theory of resistance, there is still considerable attention paid to the concept of counter-resistance, which sets the groundwork for understanding the gendered nature of resistance. 
F. Significance of the Research 
According to Ní Aoláin (2013), throughout the last decade, there have been some attempts to document the gender dimensions and effects of counterterrorism measures; however, much of the critical analytical focus has been on the practices of the US military in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Guantánamo Bay, and on the way that gender is entrenched in the differential impacts of both non-militarised and militarised counterterrorism polices directed mainly at radical jihadist groups.[127]In the context of Northern Ireland’s counterterrorism measures, there is much knowledge to be harvested from an area that has a long history of being exposed to anti-terrorism legislation―particularly in relation to emergency regulations.  Stop-and-search powers, for example, as Ní Aoláin contends, were primarily directed at the Catholic community in Northern Ireland, not as a way of locating individuals or weapons, but more as a means of control.[128] 
Most significantly, the military operational effects of Britain’s counterterrorism regime on women in Northern Ireland have not been systematically documented, despite the fact that many women (though only a minority) participated and/or died in armed operations.[129]As Ní Aoláin asserts, “ no work to date has investigated the parallel intersections with state conflict-management and counterterrorism strategies.”[130]And, “ researchers have yet to systematically document the extent to which the state’s counterinsurgency activity targeted women and the effects of state counterterrorism policies on women in Northern Ireland.”[131]And, although there is a large inventory of research regarding the participation of male combatants in Northern Ireland’s ethno-national conflict, there is a dearth of critical research that focuses on the ways in which Irish female and male combatants differentially experience counterterrorism regimes as well as the interface of Irish female and male combatants within Britain’s counterterrorism regime. According to legal theorists Catherine O’Rourke and Aisling Swain (2017), for example, the “ deeply gendered” elements of state patterns of harm, conflict and violence remain under-examined and under-documented.[132] 
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