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‘Gender’ does not refer to biological differences but to the interpretation of those behaviors of men and women that pertain to civilization and culture (masculinity and femininity, Connel, 1995). Traditional international politics with the emphasis it places on security, dominance, war and survival, is the sector where men predominate the most. The questioning of gender highlights the influence exercised by ‘hegemonic masculinity’ on the very core of international relations as well as on their theoretical context (Goldstein, 2001).

Many scientific approaches claim that gender has an important role to play in the understanding of international politics and, especially, of war. These theories aim at change, both in the theory and the practice of ‘masculinity’, in those fields where it serves as an ideology that legitimizes male dominance. The basic question is why gender is so invisible in International Relations, though, as many claim, it is of central importance in the understanding of conflict?

Maud Eduards (2003) states that “war is a narrative about men, violence and aggressive masculinity”,  while Peterson (1997) speaks of a crisis of ‘masculinity’.  Francis Fukuyama speaks from within a similar framework. His article Women and the Evolution of World Politics (1998) elicited a storm of commentary and controversial viewpoints because, as he writes, “the world, as we know it, has been created by men”, arguing that, “if women governed, the world would be less violent and more conciliatory and cooperative than the world we are familiar today.”

To the question of how power is distributed between the two sexes, or, who governs the planet today, the evidence is irrefutable: Men comprise 95% of state leaderships, 96% of ministers and 94% of highest ranking officials in government and inter-governmental posts. Conclusion: Power is gendered! 

In the brief analysis offered here, I will argue on the following working hypothesis: The incorporation of the dimension of gender in international politics and the balancing of the distribution of power between the sexes may lessen the tensions created by hegemonic masculinity and may lead to the resolution of crises through dialogue and the peaceful coexistence of human beings (Kantian peace).

security, defense and hegemonic masculinity
The institutions relating to safety and defense occupy a central role in the field of international relations. Historically, these institutions include virtually exclusively men, who produce norms and practices which are linked with “masculinity” and “masculine hegemony”, while, at the same time, determining the agenda and policy of those institutions. Hegemonic power has multiple aspects – military, political and economic. The army, naturally, is the most salient field in terms of locating hegemonic masculinity. In accordance with our patriarchal culture, a man’s honour is to a large degree dependent on his ability to use violence; hence the word manliness is interwoven with fearlessness, bravery in conditions of war and the use of violence (Karamanou, 2003). The top positions in defense and in military institutions provide a fairly convincing sample of “hegemonic masculinity”, which has gone virtually unchallenged by feminists or by dissenting men (Connell, 1995)

In the history of most military institutions, androcracy (the rule of men) is considered perfectly natural. As Connell argues (1995) “hegemony may be founded only on the condition that an affinity exists between culture and institutional power”. Nikos Tzifakis (2004) writes that, “the traditional approach to safety reproduces patriarchal power relations and legitimizes the creation of military organizations where, not only are the acceptable roles available to women limited, but male models of behavior are dominant which expose women to the risk of mistreatment.”

The differentiation of the sexes is reproduced through two main mechanisms. One is the identification of ‘human’ with ‘man’ (in French, ‘human’ and ‘man’ are referred to by the same word, ‘homme’, while in the Greek grammar the male gender frequently subsumes the female as well!). The second mechanism concerns the placement of men and women within two different spheres of activities.  In ancient Greece, the male is identified with power and freedom. Aristotle made the distinction between free male citizens and the rest of the population – women, children and slaves. A man’s life was identified with war against other men, or with intellectual activity. Honour and glory be to him who is “brave, capable and successful in times of war or peace.”  Courage, manliness, leading capacity and intelligence were considered male virtues. The only virtue acknowledged in women was beauty and their sole destination child bearing. The public sphere belonged to men “the city belongs to men” and the private sphere to women.

Aristotle believed that all relations are the outcome of negotiations and balance of power and considered this perfectly natural. It is known that antagonism and competitiveness were central elements in the lives of Greeks.  As Slater notes, “nothing meant anything for the Greeks unless it involved the defeat of someone else.” They competed around anything that could instigate a battle – from beauty, to singing, to physical strength, to poetry and drinking, to the ability to go without sleep. This desire for competition, for fame and glory, extended to the relations between the city-states and, predictably, the ensuing wars were their downfall.  As it is known, Thucydides – the father of realism – has fully documented both the value system as well as the strategic dogma of the ancient Greeks.

War has been specifically studied as a discharge of male aggression and as a ‘test of masculinity”. To this end, more than sufficient evidence is provided by the correspondence of the writer Dos Passos. While fighting in France, his letters resonated with passionate violence. To his friend, Arthur McComb, he confesses that he was never happier than in the heat of battle: “I continuously feel a need for the intoxication of great bombing raid… That is where I feel more alive than at any other time.” In other words, that is where I feel like a real man… (Peter G. Filene in XY The Masculine Identity, Batinder, 1992). And, according to Pierre Bourdieu’s succinct observation, to praise a man, it is enough to call him “a man”.

These considerations give rise to the obvious question: is masculinity a biological given or is a socio-ideological construct? The question pits the proponents of biological determinism against the constructivists, but it does the same for two contemporary feminist trends: the one which espouses a complete dualism against the one which sees similarities and ill-defined boundaries between the sexes. The former view had a period of upsurgence with E. O. Wilson’s sociobiology, which he founded it in 1975.  Socio-biological theories hold that it is the hereditary male aggression which provides the biological foundation for male dominance, hierarchy, competitiveness and war.

Constructivism rejects the view that gender is unitary, immutable and biologically based and opens the way to the notion of a multiplicity of models. If masculinity is learned and constructed, then, there is no doubt that it may be changed. What was built may be torn down and rebuilt from scratch. The two viewpoints, biological determinism and constructivism, are diametrically opposed. Nevertheless, the variety of behaviors belies the predominance of biological factors while the heterogeneity of models cannot obscure those traits that are common to both sexes.

feminist analysis in foreign policy

Feminist analysis aims at effecting change and at transforming the conceptualization of international politics. It is essentially interested in an understanding of power: who possesses it, under what conditions, how it functions and with what results. It holds that politics and economy are related to human beings, that power is not something vague but something that needs to be understood on the basis of historically conditioned social relations, at a particular place and time. Feminists first proclaimed that politics impact on both the public and the private spheres. Feminist politics, with its emphasis on the private, was the politics of the “here and now” which negotiated immediate shifts in theory and in practice and contributed to a change in the mode of conceptualization and, indeed, the nature itself of politics. Recently, it has put forward the claim that an analysis of international relations needs to incorporate patriarchal structures as major dynamic factors. The understanding of patriarchy and of how it impacts on world inequalities is one of the greatest contemporary challenges (Youngs, 1999).

Feminist analysis turns its attention to the traditional notion of “masculinity” as a decisive factor in shaping the preferences of foreign policy. Feminists question the pressures and societal expectations created by the model of the “real man” and the effects it has on the structure of thought and behaviour. Everyone occupying an official post recognizes the danger for any public person of conveying an image of being “soft” or, even worse, “feminine”. (Enloe, 2000).  Militarist and “masculinist” culture exerts a great amount of pressure on politicians to appear hard and aggressive, especially on issues of security and defense. This political competitiveness and the pressure to appear “forceful” result in a severe delimiting of possibilities, as in, for example, those for American foreign policy to play a more useful role in creating a truly safe international community. President Bush in his handling of foreign policy is “a real man”, a men’s man. He himself does not believe in alliances, diplomacy and other soft forms of power (Deelstra, 2004). Ann Tickner claims that the Iraq war is the outcome of a purely “masculine" approach. The emphasis on a staunch military answer precluded any other option. Therefore, the war, too, against terrorism – good against evil – reflects precisely this problematic, binary mode of thinking which precludes other intermediate solutions.

The feminist theory of international relations is the expression of a wider framework of feminist thought and critiques which began at the end of the 80s.  Feminists attempted to dispute the boundaries and theoretical blockages of the traditional discourse of International Relations, by pointing out that a theory based on the function of the states, within a perennially unprincipled and state-based framework, allows for hardly any space at all for feminist theory (Tickner, 1997). Feminists waged the battle for the annulment of the dividing lines between national/international and public/private and opened up the dialogue for the human rights of women. The inclusion of women’s rights in international treaties, such as CEDAW, unavoidably challenged the boundaries and strictures of international politics (Steans, 2003).

Peterson and Runyan point out the fact that feminist theories on international relations do not concern women exclusively, nor do they derive from women only. Feminist critique, as it has been interpreted by non-feminist theorists of international relations, appears to be coming out of a different world where the “experiences of women” constitute an important advantage that could enrich our knowledge of the world. Feminist theory, very summarily, contributes the following points:

· It reveals the androcentric (male centred) character of traditional theories of international relations, and particularly of realism.

· It articulates the theoretical framework of gender

· It obliges academics to acknowledge discrimination based on gender, in place of their causal accounts to do with objective conditions

· Provides empirical data which instantiates the significance of the dimension of gender in international politics

· It poses questions concerning the marginalization of women and the public/private distinction

· It promotes alternative models to those of patriarchy

· It seeks to overturn the historically unequal distribution of power between men and women and  transform the structures and the relations of power

· It considers that the world would be less competitive and violent if men and women shared political power

· It promotes the “Lyssistrata” model – women against war. 

feminists versus realists

Feminist theories mainly oppose the realistic school which they consider operates at the expense of women, since the definition of power is directly correlated with the male and ignores the female.   They argue that realists do not take into account the variable “human being” but, rather, the states as the protagonists in international relations. Women’s perception of power is radically different to the prevailing realist view.  “Power” for women means energy, ability and dynamics. Power is secured not only through violence but also with consensus. Feminist theory disputes the existing status quo and poses questions such as: “why this world and not some other,” instead of simply describing “how this world works” (Tickner, 1997).

Feminist theories, then, cover a wide range which extends from positivism to post-positivism and reveals the ways in which the traditional theory of International Relations has ignored the role of women. Robert Keohane argues that “feminist theory exerts a critique on the theories created by men in order to place themselves at the center of politics…. Feminists critically examine international relations from the point of view, also, of those who have been systematically excluded from positions of power.” Keohane has investigated the points common to international relations and to the feminist approach and has concluded that:

· The reexamination of the concept of power may help in redefining the concept of national sovereignty.

· Feminist theory may strengthen the will of nations to face the consequences of mutual dependency instead of competing over who will control the other.

Peterson and Runian emphasize that: “The traditional lenses of international relations show us the tip of the iceberg. The feminist lenses take us under the surface of the water and show us the deep inequalities which structure international hierarchies and which break out into international conflicts once they reach the surface.” Cynthia Enloe argues that “masculinity” and “femininity” play a decisive role in the militarization and demilitarization of society and wonders: “What are the gender relations on which the Cold War was based for forty five years?” Feminists claim that the Cold War was the product of the irrationality of “Realism”. To the extent that peace was not a priority as an issue of national security, the content of international relations during the Cold War was the preparation for war (Coates).

Without a doubt, the transformation of sovereignty and of power relations, under the influence of globalization, today opens up a space in politics that includes the feminist approach to international relations. Insofar as the sovereign state is no longer considered the exclusive representative of the population on the international scene, women are able to get more representation in international law and, also, to contribute to the creation of that body of law. Along roughly the same lines, the theory of democratic peace claims that the possibility of armed conflict is noticeably decreased among between democratic nations (Regan & Paraskeviciute, 2001). Nevertheless, the degree of democracy is ascertained, among others, by the extent of the gender equality of rights and obligations.
Among contemporary democracies,  the Scandinavian countries  stand out for their recognition of the role of women, the equal distribution of political power between the sexes, their powerful social welfare states but, also, for their peace-keeping role in international relations and their initiatives in safeguarding peace. Hence, the obvious question: could the fair distribution and the gender balancing of power lead to development and prosperity, as well as to a decrease in antagonism and violence in international politics? To be honest, when speaking of Scandinavian countries, it is necessary to emphasize the role played by socialdemocracy in the building up of states of fairness and equality.

conclusions

1. Deep changes are needed in the orientation (and teaching) of international relations as well as alternative, non military options for safety (use of soft power).

2. The dominance of “masculinity” and its identification with the strategy of power, under the contemporary conditions of globalization and mutual dependency, constitute an explosive mixture for international relations with a great cost for peace and prosperity.

3. We need a strategy for the enrichment of traditional theories of international relations with the incorporation of the gender, the experiences and the perspective of women, especially in the fields of safety and defense.

4. The preceding analysis seems to bear out the working hypothesis that a gender balanced participation in international negotiations and political decision making, may lead to a rejection of war and violence as means of resolving differences and to a new world order which will give priority to:

· The strengthening of international cooperation and of supranational institutions, aiming at the creation of global democratic governance.
· The protection of life and promotion of dialogue, friendship, negotiation, tolerance, equal distribution of the planet’s resources, understanding of differences and the management of crises through peaceful means.  
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