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6

Abstract7

This paper builds on previous research on gender in global politics, it engages with the8

epistemological issue of male dominance in the discourse of international relations and how9

that shapes international politics. The essay argues that explanations of inter-state relations10

that focus exclusively on the role of men are insufficient to explain global politics, as they fail11

to account for the impacts of wars and conflicts on women and misses the role of feminism in12

peace-building. The essay not only demonstrates that the propensity for wars and conflicts13

works differently for men than for women but also challenges the conventional wisdom that14

global politics is gender blind. The essay permits us to sharpen our understanding of the15

inefficiencies and insufficiencies of popular political theories while pointing to new16

interpretations of, and future avenues for, empirical research on global politics.17

18

Index terms— women; international politics; human rights; democracy; terrorism.19

1 Introduction20

nternational politics, as managed by men, has been configured by antagonism, conflicts, and wars which have21
hindered worldwide cooperation and development. That is why most scholars of world politics agree on the22
imperative of global peace and inclusive development. Yet there is still disagreement on how to pursue it. At the23
same time, the literature of world politics enjoys well-developed theories on the consequences of the actions and24
inactions of men but has little to say about the impacts of women’s roles. In other words, existing literature has25
paid insufficient attention to the role of gender in world peace.26

In the aftermath of the Cold War the political will for a move away from antagonism to cooperation should27
gather momentum. And women can play a role in this regard. Though women’s positions, worldwide, may28
vary according to race, class, and geographical location, they are disproportionately situated at the bottom of29
the sociopolitical scale in all societies ??Tickner, 2001:7). Therefore, redefining women’s relationship to global30
decision-making processes becomes an all-important in attaining sustainable solutions to the structural issues31
that lead to division and violence within the international society.32

Exploring aspects of development such as human rights, democracy -shows that society has not been friendly33
towards women. World development has been tied to a system that is patriarchal and thus, privileged men’s34
interests over women’s. For instance, scholarship in the area of democratization is biased against women in terms35
of the state institutions on which its analysis focuses. Since women have always had less access to formal political36
institutions, the focus of scholarship in democratization on political channels misses the means of women’s37
participation in politics through non-formal political channels. It thus obscures the role of women.38

The reasons for this are not farfetched. For instance, a widely held belief, according to ??ickner (1992:3),39
is that Military and foreign policy are arenas of policy-making least appropriate for women. Strength, power,40
autonomy, independence, and rationality, all typically associated with men and masculinity, are characteristics41
we most value in those to whom we trust the conduct of our foreign policy and national interest.42

Consequently, the qualities traditionally required by international politics -power, military might, politicsare43
those assumed to be mainly associated with masculinity. In any case, constructions of masculinity are not44
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5 GENDER AND THE STUDY OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICS

independent of, but dependent upon, opposing constructions of femininity. In other words, higher value is45
attributed in the political sphere to idealized masculine characters, which again is depicted as reflecting objective46
laws rooted in human nature. By treating this idealization as if it were universal laws of behavior, international47
relations theories provide only a partial picture of international politics.48

2 II.49

3 Method50

The writings of classical and contemporary scholars of world politics, as well as feminists, serve as the data for51
the essay. These writings were source from the text, periodicals, and scholarly articles on the subject matter.52
The data were subjected to critical interpretative analysis to fit-in with the exploratory scheme of the essay.53

4 III.54

5 Gender and the Study of International Politics55

The issue of gender in international relations is yet to receive the attention that is due to it. Instead, the issue56
of women has been subsumed in the battery of contending issues in the international arena. This suppression of57
women issues is for at least two reasons. First, there is the methodological problem and the epistemological issue58
that are constantly raise about the limit and parameters of international relations as a discipline. The disciplinary59
hiatus has been the undoing of the conception of women as the hidden faces in international relations. This60
tendency has ensures that gender issues in international relations remain in obscurity because scholars believe61
that the issue of gender is an intra-national matter that has nothing to do with global politics. Second, it has62
been argued by those who hold this view that international relations are ’high politics’ while the issue of women63
is ’lowpolitics.’ The problem has been due to the claim that the issue of gender is an inappropriate category in64
international relations since the discipline is gender-neutral as it cannot discriminate between men and women.65

Indeed, classical political thinkers like Socrates (c. 470 -399 BCE), Plato (427-347BCE), Aristotle (384 -32266
BCE), Thomas Aquinas (1225 -1274), Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712 -1778), and Karl Marx (1818 -1883) have67
traditionally ignored women or at best consigned them with inferior roles. The writings of these heavyweights68
are the very tradition that installs man to male chauvinism and hegemony. Consequently, until very recently,69
western literature has often emphasized the comparative inferiority of women, not because of what they cannot70
do, but more because of their physiological features. It is this bias of western literature on women that has71
continually enforced the benign neglect of gender discourse. In contradistinction, traditional western literature72
has consistently present men as a role models, movers, and motivators of society. Patriarchy sets up the father73
as the epitome of all spheres. Therefore, Hans Morgenthau’s (1948) famous classic ’Politics Among Nations: The74
Struggle for Power and Peace’ referred to statesmen, and there is no entry for ’women’ in the index. Continuing75
in that tradition, but with a slight shift, Kennth Watz (1959) wrote ’Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical76
Analysis,’ with only one entry for women in the index -Women, role in government. Therefore, in international77
politics, while men are assessed on their merits as individuals, women have tended to be judged as female or as a78
group. However prevalent and interesting such descriptions of world politics might be they are of doubtful utility79
to a world in search of peace and inclusive development.80

In the meantime, women have been represented as the ’weaker sex’ or the ’second sex’ and stereotyped with81
such qualities as sensitive, emotional, trivial, fragile, indecisive, submissive, sentimental, unthinking, uncritical82
and helpless (Sankar and Rajeshkannan, 2014;Ladele, 2009). Women are socialized to internalize these qualities83
so that they are conditioned to derogate their sex and cooperate in their subjugation. Thus, at adulthood, the84
woman is assumed to have been properly school in servitude, muteness, invisibility, and dependence, with a natural85
acceptance of a corresponding male superiority and dominance (Uko, 2006). Though these uni-dimensional images86
of women were creatures of men without any reference to the complexity of women’s experiences the milieu has87
for long helps to block women from participating in the public sphere, where policy is made, and are relegate of88
the realm of private.89

But there have always been traditional differences between the public and the private arenas. The public90
associated with State administration is regarded as the realm of men, while the private, connected with the91
running of the household and the family, is the domain of women’s roles as wives and mothers. Thus, the decision92
to go to war-the political decision; the conduct of it-the military opinion and more often the reconstruction of93
society after the war ends is usually left to men as decision-makers, while women are left with savoring the94
impacts. With the benefit of time, therefore, it can be said that one significant trend which runs through the95
works of Morgenthau and his disciples is its fixation with ’heroic’ male protagonists, its treatment of women as96
nonexistent, non-entity; its pretense that international politics is fix, and its cold shouldering of the effects of97
political decisions on men and women. This trend in scholarship leads to the worry as to whether the study of98
international relations should be limited to exploring the processes of decision making.99

But then, the fact that the international system dominated by masculinity has until very recently been100
bedeviled by conflict and war challenges the justification for male dominance. As a matter of fact, governments,101
worldwide often garner support for the war by appealing to masculine characteristics to the extent that there102
evolved a nexus between masculinity and international conflicts. This practice is so commonplace to the extent103
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that no attempt has been made by any of the protagonists of the male-dominated global system to excuse the104
nexuses. Somewhat, behind Francis Fukuyama’s (1992) ’End of History and the Last Man’ is the thinking that if105
the termination of the ideological conflict signals the end of global war, militarism, competitiveness then the roles106
of men in world politics are ended and women can now take the central stage with their cooperative tendencies.107
In another word, by his submission, Fukuyama unwilling acknowledged that wars and conflicts which have so108
far characterized the international system is due to the pervasive system of male dominance, assigned to the109
anatomical differences between the sexes and women’s reproductive roles. This critique of Fukuyama’s treatise110
minimizes the roles of both men and women in international relations. that swirled around international politics111
align with socially learned beliefs, behavior, and expectations (not genetic and anatomical characteristics) that112
men are warlike, aggressive, and competitive. But these are not made in all innocence. They are filtered through113
a lens of traditional values and beliefs which distort perception in international politics.114

As a solution to the problem, there emerged feminists’ perspective in International Relations. Although the115
fact that women have been active in working for causes about peace is not a new phenomenon, but the emergence116
of active feminist perspectives in International Relations is relatively recent. Its origins can be traced to the 1980s.117
However, contrary to Fukuyama’s thinking, the focus of feminist scholarship of international relations is beyond118
’peace as a women’s issue’ to a focus on the fact that all citizens have vital roles to play in issues of peace and119
conflict. Thus, focusing on feminization of international relations may reveal the reasons why wars have so far120
been perpetuated. It may help to reformulate key concepts -sovereignty, power, and security -in ways that allows121
for new possibilities for solving current global challenges. But how can this be?122

For instance, while the works of traditional theorists of international relations focus on the causes and123
termination of wars, feminist theorists of international politics are interested in what happens during wars in124
addition to their beginnings and endings. With feminists’ perspective, it becomes easier to understand military125
capability’s failures to guarantee against outside threats to state as well as their perception at being antithetical126
to human security, particularly those of women and other vulnerable groups within the countries. Thus, the127
inclusion of feminist perspective in international relations scholarship is approximately the ultimate one step128
forward ever taken in the discipline, in its upward march to exclusiveness. Despite all, gender inequality persists.129
Gender inequality persists because modern society has continued to consolidate the patriarchal tendency that130
had traditionally neglected women.131

IV.132

6 Women Peace Hypothesis and it Limits133

The women and peace hypothesis posits a distinction between the orientations of men and women regarding issues134
of war and peace. It claims that ’women are more pacific than men in their approach to international relations,135
being more accepting of compromise to resolve interstate disputes and less likely than men to believe that war is136
necessary or appropriate in particular conflict situations.’ 1 It associates competition, competence, dominance,137
violence, intransigence, and territoriality with men while ascribing moderation, accommodation, compromise,138
tolerance, and pacifism with women.139

The gendered division of power and violence to which the hypothesis calls attention is succinctly summarized140
in Global Gender Issues which notes that: Throughout history there have been numerous examples of women141
warriors, and women fighters exist today. In spite of this, there is a pervasive gender dichotomy that divides142
women and men into ’lifegivers’ and ’life-takers’ ... As life givers, women are not only prevented from engaging143
in combat, but are also expected to restore ”life” after a death dealing war is over. Women are expected to144
mourn dutifully the loved ones who fell in war and then to produce new lives for the nation to replace its lost145
members. ??Thus] in spite of their participation, women remain associated with war’s opposite-peace ??Peterson146
and Runyan, 1993:81-82).147

Feminist theorists emphasize the unique motherhood experience of women, to establish the link between women148
and peace by celebrating the traditionally ’female’ attributes of caring and nurturance.149

When the women peace hypothesis is taken to global politics, the ’care-giving’ perspective emphasizes150
the universal applicability of women’s predisposition toward nurturance and a more tolerant attitude toward151
the resolution of international conflicts (Elshtain, 1985;Scaltsas, 1992). The hypothesis argues that moreover152
’maternal thinking’ and ’preservative love’ derived from women’s practice of mothering counterbalance theories153
of international relations that give priority to such concepts such as power, hegemony, and hierarchy (Dietz,154
1985;Ruddick, 1989). Because of its acclaim committed to values of freedom and equality, feminism seeks to155
expose and undermine the social and political structures based on hierarchy, domination, and exploitation. The156
military is judged to embody the above characteristics which are rejected as a legitimate instrument of foreign157
policy. This rejection, in turn, encourages anti-militarism and informs the argument that more women are more158
likely than men to have dovish views about global politics. Furthermore, it is argued that since women make up159
a disproportionate proportion of the economically disadvantaged, they are more sensitive to the disservice which160
the high cost of military/security centered foreign policy does.161

But, there exist fundamental counters to the commonly held view of women as peacemakers and women as162
peaceful people. With the increase in civil wars and international terrorism in the aftermath of the Cold War, the163
violent side of women is being revealed. Women now act as suicide bombers, spies, snipers, leaders of rebellious164
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groups, etc. Women made up the Palestinian ’army of roses’; the ’Black Widows’ who fought in Chechnya; the165
’Black Tiger’ Tamil women fighting for a state against the Sinhalese in Sri Lanka,166

7 Volume XX Issue II Version I167

8 ( F )168

At this juncture, it is axiomatic to state that tolerance, empathy, and pacifism are not necessarily ’female’169
attributes but rather the norms of any population category that has traditionally had little opportunity to170
exercise power. Thus women’s predisposition toward peace than men is, at least partly, because the exercise of171
public control has generally been a masculine activity.172

9 V. Women’s Human Rights in an Era of Violence173

The need for a gendered perspective of international relations is more than ever before of utmost importance.174
In the civil wars and ethnic conflicts predicted by Fukuyama, and which has since proliferate since the end of175
the cold war, though women are generally excluded from the decisions leading to the wars, they are increasingly176
the victims of those strives. For instance, as more civilians are targeted, conflicts take toll on women. They are177
killed; displaced; violated physically, psychologically and emotionally; and their social structure disrupted. There178
are other impacts of war on women.179

It is not in many countries that women have equal access with men to resources such as education, employment180
opportunities, political participation, health services, nutrition, etc. It was in acknowledgment of the fact that181
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) adopted in 2000 gave development attention to women. Goal 3:182
’Promote Gender Equality and Women Empowerment’ is explicit in its call for global action on behalf of women183
(UN, 2000). The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) adopted in 2015 (but which came into force in January184
2016) ask states to go further than was outlined in the MDGs. Specifically, Goal 5; ’Achieve Gender Equality185
and Empower Women and Girls’ is explicit in its submission that ’gender equality is not only a fundamental186
human right but a necessary foundation for a peaceful, prosperous and sustainable world (UN, 2015). In other187
words, a true definition of progress must include peace, equality, and development. There is no doubt that188
several attempts have been made to address the human rights concern of women (see Table 1).But there exists189
no ground to believe those women’s rights as human rights will be achieved as long as they depend on individual190
states, political systems, and the male-dominated worldwide decision-making mechanism to implement them.191
The reason they may not be achieved is because they would result in fundamental changes to the political, social,192
and cultural structures of many states that are skew in favor of men. Parents have a basic human right to decide193
freely and responsibly on the number and spacing of their children. The human body, whether that of a woman194
or man, is inviolable, and respect for it is a fundamental element of human dignity and freedom.195

1979 Convention on the Elimination of All forms of Discrimination Against Women (New York)196
Article 12 calls on countries to ’take all appropriate measures to eliminate discrimination against women in197

the field of health care in order to ensure, on a basis of equality of men and women, access to health care services,198
including those related to family planning. are a few examples of cases whereby women have been prominent as199
terrorists. Thus, although the ’typical terrorist’ was male several terrorist groups have a strong female presence200
??Ness, 2008: 13). For example, there is Fusako Shigenobu (founder and leader of the Japanese Red Army);201
Ulrike Meinhof (of the Baader-Meinhof group in Germany); and Leila Khaled (who was actively involved with202
the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine).203

Unfortunately, since domestic violence takes place at home -the private sphere -it has not been adequately204
captured as a consequence of conflicts and wars, again, perhaps because women are the central victims.205

Except for the attention given by Turpin (1992), ??aufman and Williams (2013) and NiAolain (2017), the206
relationship between conflict, and domestic violence is yet to receive it deserved attention.207

For instance, a correlation exists between intrastate or inter-state conflicts and domestic violence against208
women. As a consequence of militarized society, domestic violence increases even after wars (Cockburn,209
1998;Kaufman and Williams, 2007). The Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against210
Women (CEDAW) of 1979 is seen by many as the international bill of rights for women. The UN Security Council211
Resolution 1325 on ’Women, Peace and Security’ of October 2000, was followed by Resolution 1820, ’Eliminating212
Violence against Women and Girls,’ of June 2008. It is germane to note that Resolution 1325 stresses the213
importance of the full participation of women in every segment of society if peace and security must be attained214
in the international system. Furthermore, Resolution 1820 demands the ’immediate and complete cessation by215
all parties to armed conflict of all acts of sexual violence against civilians’ (UN Dept. of Public Information,216
2008).However, while most states support the goals of these Resolutions, there exists virtually no enforcement217
mechanism. Thus, among the challenges standing in the way of women rights are lack of political will; lack218
of awareness on the part of women about their secured rights; lack of financial resources to provide sufficient219
services to support women; a shortage of women decision makers; and the reluctance of men (decisionmakers) in220
improving women’s status in society.221

At the same time, what might have previously been the protected domain of the home, which is seen as women’s222
space, has become part of the battlefield as suicide attacks and pilotless drones which kills its victims irrespective223
of whether they are civilians or combatants. This blurring of the battle lines has effectively transport the private224
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space to the public sphere, but the people who are said to occupy the previous private space (the women) have225
not been given their rightful place in the in the discourse of international politics. Thus, despite Resolution226
1325, conflicts have continued to be resolved with little or nil involvement of women. Again, despite Resolution227
1820, there are countless examples of civil wars wherein women and children are violated, notwithstanding the228
protection offered by the Resolution.229

10 VI.230

11 Women and the Fault Lines of Democracy231

The advantages inherent in a democracy have been well-publicized by the democratic peace put forward by232
Michael Doyle (1986), who built on Immanuel Kant’s 1795 Perpetual Peace. According to Doyle, ’the predictions233
of liberal pacifists ? are borne out: liberal states do exercise peaceful restraints, and a separate peace exists among234
them ??Doyle, 1998 ??Doyle, : 1156)). Thus, because democracies depend on ’the consent of the governed’235
democratic governments have learned to be more hesitant to engage in war, which will be unpopular at home,236
will require public support, and will result in loss of lives and strain national budget ??Rasler and Thompson,237
2005; ??ussett, 2001;Ray, 1995).238

But, it is interesting that participation in most democracies is conditioned on citizenship. And citizenship239
is gendered. For instance, even the most liberal definitions of citizenship are grounded in the social contract240
of seventeenth-eighteenth century Europe, which is base on ’male, property-owning headsof-household ? [and]241
thus, democratic theory and practice have been built on the male-as-norm engaged in narrowly defined political242
activities’ ??Tickner, 2002: 105). Thus, in theory, democracy promotes equality among all citizens. It offers243
every citizen an opportunity to influence. In reality, often democracies are patriarchal governmental structures,244
in which power in all its ramifications -be it political, economic, or social, etc.is concentrated in the hands of245
wealthy men with the resources to gain access to high office. These officeholders are also known to mentor often246
and promote younger people of their kind who act like themselves. Therefore, democracy, as a system, may be247
construed to limit progress for women, rather than allowing them to advance ??Tickner, 2002: 104-106). A clear248
case in point is the defeat of Hillary Clinton by Donald Trump in the 2015 United States presidential election.249
The foregoing suggests that no matter how sophisticated a democracy might appear to be, it can always find250
excuses to exclude women from the decision making process and positions of power. Moreover, there is a world251
of differences between rights secured and rights enjoy.252

Thus, since 1900 only about 15 percent of the states of the world have had one or more female heads of state; and253
many of them came to power as widows of male rulers (HDR, 2008: 343-346). They conclude Margaret Thatcher254
of Britain, Megawati Sukarnoputri of Indonesia, Golda Meir of Israel, Corazon Aquino of the Philippines, Angela255
Merkel of Germany, Christiana Fernandez de Kirchner of Argentina, and Michelle Bachelet of Chile. However,256
these females-in-power exceptions show that women have never been absent in world politics (Wilmer, 2000)257
they have only remained invisible within the discourse of world politics conducted by men. In other words, the258
practice of democracy worldwide suffers from gender myopia, the denial of the existence of the barriers that259
prevent women from really enjoying the same rights as men. Thus, it is not enough to romanticize democratic260
principles; we need to know the gender that has access to the system of governance and benefit the most from it.261

12 VII.262

13 Conclusion263

While not denying that most women’s lives, roles, and experiences differ from those of men, who are traditionally264
the decision-makers, women must be The river of thought on human rights and development runs inexorably265
toward the emancipation of women everywhere and the equality of men and women (Worldwatch Institute, 2002).266
1 2

1

Year Conference Key Is-
sue

1968 United Nations International Conference on
Human Rights (Teheran)

Figure 1: Table 1 :
267

1Year 2020 © 2020 Global Journals Studying Global Politics in the Post-Cold War Era: Possibilities for a
Feminization

2© 2020 Global JournalsStudying Global Politics in the Post-Cold War Era: Possibilities for a Feminization

5



13 CONCLUSION

6



[Peterson and Runyan ()] , V S Peterson , A S Runyan . Global Gender Issues 1993. Westview Press.268

[Tickner ()] , Ann J Tickner . Gendering World Politics 2001. Columbia University Press.269

[Institute ()] , Worldwatch Institute . State of the World 2002.270

[Dietz ()] ‘Citizenship with a Feminist Face: The Problem with Maternal Thinking’. M G Dietz . Political Theory271
1985. 13 p. .272

[Ray and Lee ()] Democracy and International Conflict: An Evaluation of the Democratic Peace Proposition,273
James Ray , Lee . 1995. Columbia: University of South Carolina Press.274

[Scaltsas ()] ‘Do Feminist Ethics Counter Feminist Aims’. P W Scaltsas . Explorations in Feminist Ethics, E B275
Cole, S Coultrap-Mcquin (ed.) (Bloomington) 1992. Indiana University Press.276

[Elshtain ()] J B Elshtain . Reflections on War and Political Discourse, 1985. 13 p. .277

[Francis ()] End of History and the Last Man, Fukuyama Francis . 1992. New York: The Free Press.278

[Melander (2005)] ‘Gender Equality and Interstate Armed Conflict’. Erik Melander . International Studies279
Quarterly 2005. December. 49 p. .280

[Caprioli and Boyer ()] ‘Gender, Violence, and International Crisis’. Mary Caprioli , Mark Boyer . Journal of281
Conflict Resolution 2001. 45 (4) p. .282

[Goal 5: Achieve Gender Equality and Empower All Women and Girls United Nations ()] ‘Goal 5: Achieve283
Gender Equality and Empower All Women and Girls’. http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/284
gender-equality United Nations 2000.285

[Rasler ()] ‘How Democracy, Interdependence, and International Organizations Create a System for Peace’. Bruce286
Rasler . The Global Agenda, Charles W Kegley, Eugene Wittkopf (ed.) (Boston) 2001. McGraw-Hill. 6. (th287
ed)288

[Ness ()] ‘In the Name of Cause: Women’s Work in Secular and Religious Terrorism’. Cindy D Ness . Female289
Terrorism and Militancy: Agency, Unity, and Organization, Cindy D Ness (ed.) (New York) 2008. Noutledge.290

[Doyle ()] ‘Kant’s Perpetual Peace’. Michael W Doyle . American Political Science Review 1986. 80 (4) p. 1156.291

[Kaufman and Williams ()] Joyce & Kaufman , Kristen Williams . Women, the State, and War, (Lanham, MD)292
2007. Lexington Books.293

[Waltz ()] Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis, Kenneth Waltz . 1959. New York: Columbia294
University Press.295

[Millennium Development Goals and Beyond ()] http://www/un.org//millenniumgoals/pdf/Goal_3_296
fs.pdf Millennium Development Goals and Beyond, 2000. 2015.297

[Morgenthau ()] Politics among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, Hans J Morgenthau . 1948. New298
York: Knopf.299

[Caprioli (2005)] ‘Primed Violence: the Role of Gender Inequality in Predicting International Conflict’. Mary300
Caprioli . International Studies Quarterly 2005. June. 49 p. .301

[Ladele ()] Reconstructing Identities through Resistance in Postcolonial Women’s Writing: A Reading of Ezigbo’s302
The Last of the Strong Ones, Omolola Ladele . 2009. Nebula. 6 p. .303

[Sankar and Rajeshkannan ()] ‘Representing the African Culture in Buchi Emecheta’s The Bride Price -A Study’.304
T Sankar , T Rajeshkannan . International Journal of English and Literature 2014. 5 (8) p. .305

[Ruddick ()] S Ruddick . Maternal Thlinking: Toward a Politics of Peace, (Boston) 1989. Beaco.306

[Security Council Demands Immediate and Complete Halt to Acts of Sexual Violence against Civilians in Conflict Zones United Nations Department of Public Information ()]307
‘Security Council Demands Immediate and Complete Halt to Acts of Sexual Violence against Civilians308
in Conflict Zones’. http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2008/sc9364.doc.htm United Nations309
Department of Public Information 2008.310

[Cockburn ()] The Space Between Us: Negotiating Gender and National Identities in Conflict, Cynthia Cockburn311
. 1998. London: Zed Books.312

[Tickner ()] Ann J Tickner . Gender in International Relations, (New York) 1992. Columbia University Press.313

[Uko ()] Transcending the Margins: New Directions in Women’s Writing’, African Literature Today, Iniobong I314
Uko . 2006. 25 p. .315

[Hdr ()] ‘United Nations Development Programme’. Hdr . Human Development Report 2008.316

[Regan and Paskevicute (2003)] ‘Women’s Access to Politics and Peaceful States’. Patrick M Regan , Aida317
Paskevicute . Journal of Peace Research 2003. March. 40 p. .318

[Wilmer ()] ‘Women, the State and War: Feminist Incursions into World Politics’. Franke Wilmer . Global Politics319
in a Changing World, Richard W Mansbach, Edward Rhodes (ed.) (Boston; Houghton Mifflin) 2000.320

7

http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/gender-equality
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/gender-equality
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/gender-equality
http://www/un.org//millenniumgoals/pdf/Goal_3_fs.pdf
http://www/un.org//millenniumgoals/pdf/Goal_3_fs.pdf
http://www/un.org//millenniumgoals/pdf/Goal_3_fs.pdf
http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2008/sc9364.doc.htm

	1 Introduction
	2 II.
	3 Method
	4 III.
	5 Gender and the Study of International Politics
	6 Women Peace Hypothesis and it Limits
	7 Volume XX Issue II Version I
	8 ( F )
	9 V. Women's Human Rights in an Era of Violence
	10 VI.
	11 Women and the Fault Lines of Democracy
	12 VII.
	13 Conclusion

