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In this article, we address protracted, often recurring violent conﬂict,
arguing that the failure to solve entrenched conﬂicts and build sustainable peace is due in part to the absence of women from peace-building
processes. To change this negative status quo, we put forward three
essential instruments: gender mainstreaming to make gender relations the foundation of any analysis and decision making, the threepillar framework of conﬂict mapping, and the New European Peace
and Security System model of conﬂict intervention. When these tools
are employed together, they can establish conceptual and operational
coherence and positive systemic change by empowering women to work
with men as equal partners to build and maintain sustainable peace in
fragile, postconﬂict environments.

A

ccording to the Failed States Index 2014, which ranked 178 countries
on twelve indicators of state stress, sixty countries worldwide—nearly
a third of the members of the United Nations—qualify as “failed states”
(Fund for Peace 2014). Variously labeled as “fragile,” “weak,” “failing,” and
other expressions of state “distress,” failed states tend to encompass the
“bottom billion” of impoverished peoples worldwide who live on less than
one dollar a day (Collier 2007). Over half of the failed states are in Africa,
where 72 percent of countries with either high or the highest risk of instability are also located (Backer, Wilkenfeld, and Huth 2014, Ch. 2).
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Many of the intrastate “new” wars (Kaldor 2012) that play out in failed
states recur for at least three reasons: (1) the failure of the international
community to deal with the deep-rooted, underlying causes and conditions of the original conﬂicts (Autesserre 2010, 2014; Hewitt, Wilkenfeld,
and Gurr 2010, 3–4; Hewitt, Wilkenfeld, and Gurr 2012); (2) the absence
of the private sector in eﬀorts undertaken by the international community
to address conﬂict origins such as poverty and unemployment (Sandole
and Staroste 2014; United Nations Women 2015b; Wenger and Möckli
2003); and (3) the absence of women and gender from the conﬂict analysis
and design and implementation of peace-building interventions into those
conﬂicts (United Nations Women 2012).
The protracted conﬂicts in failed states are not only incubators of local,
regional, and global terrorism, but are also embedded in a complex matrix
of global stresses that themselves pose many challenges. Comprising the
global problematique, these are interconnected, interdependent issues that
nations and international governmental organizations can adequately
address only in collaboration with others (e.g., climate change, environmental degradation, pandemics, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction). These transnational issues simultaneously drive and are exacerbated
by violent conﬂict systems (Sandole 2010).
What, if anything, can be done about this complex state of aﬀairs? In
this article, we focus on one of the three sets of factors that account for
the persistence of deadly conﬂicts. We argue that the absence of women—
more than half of the aﬀected population—from peace-building processes
explains in part why sustainable peace has remained beyond reach, and we
introduce the three sets of tools that facilitate the inclusion of gender and
women—their experiences, knowledge, and skills—in conﬂict analysis and
peace-building design and implementation. This eﬀort is a recognition of
women’s social and cultural capital (Bourdieu 1986), which can be leveraged by policymakers and others interested in solving complex conﬂicts
and brokering sustainable peace.

The Concepts of Women and Gender
Before proceeding, we clarify how we understand and use the concepts of
women and gender. Although these terms are related, neither is synonymous with the other, as both women and men have a gender. The category
“women” is in itself complex.1 When we refer to “women,” we mean individuals who are female. However, knowing that an individual is female
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does not give us much information “about [her] gender beyond a basic
grammatical assignment or identiﬁcation of [her] accepted sex” (Bradley
2013, 5). The concept “gender,” a contested concept that has a broad usage
and is continuously developing,2 makes visible the socially constructed
notions of womanhood/femininity and manhood/masculinity, which are
not ﬁxed and vary across time, place, and culture. Other social categories, such as age, class, sexuality, disability, ethnicity, race, and religion,
shape the construction of gender as well. As a construct, gender is also used
politically; that is, it refers to power relations between women and men
(Bradley 2013, 4). The result is unequal gender relationships: the cultural
attributes and behaviors associated with masculinity are valued, while the
cultural attributes and behaviors associated with femininity are not; worse,
they are devalued (Johnson 2006, Ch. 7). Gender must be understood as
lived experience as well, that is, “gender is at the same time both a material and a cultural phenomenon. It refers both to the lived experiences of
men and women in relation to each other and to the ideas we develop to
make sense of these relations to frame them. Material experiences inform
cultural meanings which in turn inﬂuence the way lived relations change
and develop” (Bradley 2013, 5).
Thus, for women to be equal partners with men, not only must individual men and women become aware of how womanhood/femininity
and manhood/masculinity are constructed in their society and how their
gender categories intersect with other, multiple categories, in turn shaping
their gender roles and expectations, they must also be willing to transform
the existing gender relationships at all levels of society. In practice, this
means that the transformed gender relationship must be reﬂected not only
in individual perspectives and lives but also in institutions where policies
are formulated—for example, in local and national governance structures
and in other legal, political, economic, and cultural systems.

Women and Gender in Violent Conflict
We concur with what Meintjes, Pillay, and Turshen (2001) and Sjoberg
(2014) have documented extensively in their work: women who are caught
up in war and other forms of violent conﬂict do not constitute a homogeneous group. Their connections to and experiences of conﬂict vary widely;
consequently, their positions and needs in the aftermath of conﬂict also
vary widely. This is explained in part by the diﬀerent geographical, historical, cultural, political, economic, religious, and other contexts and
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related gender ideologies that construct femininity and masculinity and
corresponding gender roles and expectations and in part by warfare itself,
which forces women to develop survival strategies during and after war
(Jacobson 2012; Onyejekwe 2005, 278–280; Tickner 2001).
Dyan Mazurana (Onyejekwe 2005, 279), for example, found that
during the past ten years, women and girls have fought in a minimum
of ﬁfty-four countries, most of them in the developing world, including
Democratic Republic of Congo, Liberia, Mozambique, Sierra Leone, and
Uganda. Some women smuggle contraband arms and precious stones and
sell illegal drugs (Bop 2001, 25), while others join militant groups such
as the Maoists in Nepal and become combatants and spies (Manchanda
2001, 118). In Eritrea’s war of independence, women made up more than
30 percent of combatants, serving in multiple roles (Hale 2001, 124).
Currently, women are ﬁghting on behalf of the Kurdistan Workers’ Party
(PKK) against the Islamic State of Iraq and Greater Syria (ISIS), in part, to
demonstrate to surviving ISIS ﬁghters that their comrades were killed by
women (Tavakolian 2015, 40).
For other women, war and other forms of violent conﬂict heighten their
vulnerability. They experience increased sexual violence and loss of their
homes, family members, communities, and all too often their own lives.
They are cut oﬀ from access to justice, economic possibilities, and essential
services such as education and health care, and they face an increased rate
of maternal mortality, 2.5 percent higher on average in conﬂict and postconﬂict countries (De Largy 2012; United Nations Women 2012). Many
become refugees or displaced persons. As we write this, a greater number
of people than at any other time since such data began to be recorded have
ﬂed their homes seeking refuge and safety elsewhere. By the end of 2014,
the number of people forcibly displaced had increased to 59.5 million in
contrast to 51.2 million a year earlier and 37.5 million the decade before
(Forbes Martin 2004; Giles 2012; United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees 2015). In refugee camps, women face further problems such as
the absence of protection from sexual and other forms of violence, exclusion from the planning and designing of programs and food distribution,
denial of identity cards, and demands for sex from humanitarian workers
(Onyejekwe 2005, 277).
Although women’s experiences diﬀer at some levels during war and other
forms of violent conﬂict, at other levels they are similar precisely because
they are women. One stark similarity across diﬀerent conﬂict situations is
the exclusion of women from participation in various aspects of building
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peace and security (United Nations Women 2012, 2013). Egypt is a recent
case in point where women played pivotal roles during the Arab Spring,
but in the aftermath of the upheaval, their demands have been ignored and
they have been excluded from key decision-making roles (Fadel and Hassier 2012, A7). Similarly, in Rwanda, women’s demands to legalize abortion
due to rape-induced pregnancies were disregarded. The Catholic Church,
the predominant religious institution in Rwanda, reasserted its power by
ensuring that abortion remains illegal. In Algeria, Islamic religious leaders inﬂuenced the government to adopt laws based on sharia in order to
control women’s lives—the very women who had supported and fought
alongside men in the war for independence (Meintjes et al. 2001, 15).

Women and Gender in the Aftermath of Conflict and War
Despite formidable obstacles, women have participated in rebuilding their
respective societies, assuming leadership roles in the process. The importance of their participation in conﬂict analysis and peace-building design
and implementation is increasingly acknowledged with growing evidence
that women can have positive impact on outcomes. For example, they
make a measurable diﬀerence in the quality of peace negotiations.
When women are at the peace table, they talk about more than politics
and power. Women raise key economic and social issues including education, health and justice. When women are present, peace agreements
are 64% less likely to fail. Just last spring, women played a leading role
in a peace agreement in the Philippines that ended a 45-year civil war.
(Gbowee 2015, para. 10)

In practice, however, women are seldom, if ever, invited to the negotiation table as equal partners (Barr 2015; Snyder 2009, Ch. 3). From 1992 to
2011, less than 4 percent of those who signed peace agreements and fewer
than 10 percent of the negotiators producing agreements were women, and
only 92 of 585 peace agreements from 1990 to 2010 included any reference
to women at all (United Nations Women 2015a). The historical record
demonstrates that the spaces women have created during war and their
resourceful ways to keep families and communities intact are not preserved
in the postconﬂict period. Their eﬀorts and skills remain unacknowledged
and are often devalued by others, sometimes by women themselves, who
view their assets and accomplishments as marginal and incidental to the
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actual conﬂict (Meintjes et al. 2001, 8–9). “Back to normal” all too often
means that old structures and hierarchies are reestablished, a very real challenge currently faced by women in Afghanistan where, in anticipated peace
talks with the Afghan Taliban, President Ashraf Ghani has indicated that
women will not have any role in the talks (Barr 2015).
Women’s exclusion from policy-relevant decision making has incalculable consequences, not just for women but for men, their families, communities, and nations as well. Their exclusion from decision-making processes
leading to war and from the negotiations ending hostilities and reaching
sustainable peace has resulted in women shouldering disproportionally the
long-term high costs of violent conﬂict:
70 percent of the casualties are non-combatants, mostly women and
children. Rape, abduction, humiliation, forced pregnancy, sexual
abuse, and forced slavery are among the ways that women’s bodies have
become part of the battleground. Sexual violence has been used as a
strategy of war in conﬂicts ranging from the partition of India to . . .
wars in Rwanda, Bosnia, and Sierra Leone [and, as of this writing, in
the wider Middle East and Ukraine]. (United Nations 2011b)

The perilous situation of women does not end with the signing of a
peace treaty. The postconﬂict period may pose a greater threat than the war
itself, as women may be at risk of being traﬃcked and forced into prostitution or face increases in domestic violence as men reassert control, engage
in honor killings, and commit gang rape (Leatherman 2011; Leatherman
and Griﬃn 2009, 362–363; Pillay 2001).
During the postconﬂict period, typically characterized by scarce
resources, women disproportionately assume the daily tasks of putting
their households back in order—taking care of the needs of their children,
the elderly, and their communities. The very men who plan for war usually
plan for peace and therefore are in charge of allocating available resources.
Among the consequences of such arrangements, a mere 1 percent of spending on security sector reform is provided for initiatives that view gender
equality as a signiﬁcant objective. Also, “in a sample of six post-conﬂict
countries, less than eight per cent of spending was speciﬁcally budgeted to
empower women or promote gender equality” (United Nations Women
2015a). In addition, a US$77 billion budget for eight postconﬂict needs
allocated less than 8 percent of the total to address the needs of women
(Enloe 2007, 157; United Nations 2011a).3 The quality of women’s lives in
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postconﬂict settings reﬂects their absence from decision-making processes
that aﬀect them, as expressed in the all-too-familiar metrics:
Women are more likely than men to be poor and at risk of hunger
because of the systematic discrimination they face in education, health
care, employment and control of assets. Poverty implications are widespread for women, leaving many without even basic rights such as
access to clean drinking water, sanitation, medical care and decent
employment . . . [and] little protection from violence and . . . no role
in decision making. (United Nations 2011b)

A former UN undersecretary general for disarmament aﬀairs, Jayantha
Dhanapala (2002, 3), tried to direct attention to this state of aﬀairs when
he said that peace “and gender equality are global public goods whose beneﬁts are shared by all and monopolized by no one. . . . When women move
forward . . . the world moves forward. Unfortunately, the same applies in
reverse: setbacks . . . impose costs for all.”

Women’s Leadership in Peace Building
We must bring women who have their fingers on the pulse of
their communities to join the war makers around the decisionmaking table.
Swanee Hunt (2004, 1)

Women and men experience and participate in war and peace diﬀerently due to prevailing gender ideologies and corresponding gender roles,
expectations, skills, and opportunities that are shaped by cultural, social,
economic, political, and other contexts in which women and men live
(Bradley 2013; Myrttinen, Najoks, and El-Bushra 2015). The resulting
gender or power relationships almost always favor men and masculinity and
underpin the war system (Cockburn 2001; Cohn 2003; Goldstein 2001;
Moser and Clark 2001) and subsequent peace-building processes, which
are failing at a frustrating rate (Autesserre 2010, 2014; Sandole 2010).
Gendered relationships manifest themselves during the mobilization
for war when the political economy of society makes diﬀerent demands on
women and men (Raven-Roberts 2012). Men (and some women) become
soldiers, and women (and some men) work to support the war eﬀort at
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home on farms and in factories and service sectors (Geiger and Field 2015;
Meintjes 2001, 6). Yet war also undermines traditional gender roles when
women take on responsibilities formerly assigned to men. In some cases,
this opens up opportunities for women such as access to public spaces,
economic independence, and leadership opportunities. These experiences
have consequences for gender relations once hostilities cease, leading to the
recognition that certain challenges must be addressed in the postconﬂict
period. There is also a recognition that a deeper understanding is necessary
to assess how gender relations and identities contribute to and shape the
potential for sustainable peace (Myrttinen et al. 2015). In practice, this has
meant that for peace building to succeed, the interests, experiences, skills,
and leadership of women must be an integral part of the design and implementation of peace building. Otherwise, key resources will be ignored and
squandered at everyone’s peril.
This awareness has resulted in women’s increasing participation in UN
peacekeeping missions. Currently, women constitute 3 percent of military
and 10 percent of police personnel (United Nations 2015). Notably, evidence is increasing of women’s far-reaching, albeit often unacknowledged,
contributions to rebuilding their communities and societies and preventing
conﬂict recurrence (Anderson 2008, 258–64). Women are active in rebuilding their war-torn societies in many ways: they vote, organize, network across
national frontiers, donate, investigate, publish, win elections, and write laws
(Dhanapala 2002). Swanee Hunt, former US ambassador to Austria, has
compiled the experiences of and actions taken by women during and after
the genocidal war in Bosnia-Herzegovina during the 1990s (Hunt 2004,
2011). The Institute for Inclusive Security, which Hunt chairs, works with
women leaders from around the world to collect data on the impact women
have had on peace-building outcomes. These data demonstrate that women
play at least six vital yet largely unrecognized and unacknowledged roles:
1. Women are skillful at building bridges across supposedly insurmountable divides (ethnic, political, religious, and cultural) to build peace.
For example, “In Liberia, Leymah Gbowee and others organized
Christian and Muslim women who, together, pressured warring parties
into the 2002 negotiations that ultimately ended years of horriﬁc war.
Recognizing that achievement, the Nobel Committee awarded Ms.
Gbowee the 2011 Peace Prize for her ‘nonviolent struggle for . . .
women’s rights to full participation in peace-building work’” (Institute
for Inclusive Security 2015, para. 2). Similarly, in the aftermath of
ethnic killings in some parts of Burundi, Tutsi women crossed ethnic
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and religious divides to help Hutu women. Together, they initiated
agricultural projects, sent their children back to the same schools, and
rebuilt their houses, strengthening solidarity among the Hutu and
Tutsi women and their communities (Sideris 2001, 54).
2. Because women are traditionally deeply rooted in their communities,
they have a unique awareness of communal needs for security, education, economic production, and political engagement. In Colombia,
women negotiated their security in conﬂict areas; in Nagaland, India,
they mediated between ﬁghting parties; and in Uganda, they helped
child soldiers reintegrate into society (Onyejekwe 2005, 279). In Darfur
(Sudan), women insisted on and succeeded in the inclusion of “previously neglected provisions addressing safety for internally displaced
persons and refugees, food security, and gender-based violence . . .
in the negotiations leading to the May 2006 Darfur (Sudan) Peace
Agreement” (Institute for Inclusive Security 2015, para. 4).
3. In conﬂict-aﬄicted areas, it is often the case that women have access
that men do not have. This is due in part to women’s status in their
societies. Because women are perceived as politically powerless, they
are not considered a threat. As a result, women are often thrust into
the role of mediator between warring factions, becoming pivotal in
initiating talks and/or ensuring that communication channels remain
open (Institute for Inclusive Security 2015).
4. Women have unrealized power within their families and communities.
Because their social positioning is diﬀerent from men’s, they bring
another perspective to threats to security at the personal, family, and
community levels. They often know if, or when, small arms and light
weapons have entered and transited through their communities. They
recognize when the local language changes in favor of extremism. They
are therefore an important early warning and intelligence system with
regard to the initial onset or recurrence of conﬂict (United Nations
Women 2012). Because women have “their ears to the ground,”
they are able to restrain political and religious extremism. They are
among the ﬁrst to notice when family members “exhibit telltale signs
of violent ideologies” (Institute for Inclusive Security 2015, para. 9),
allowing them to organize for appropriate action. In Pakistan, for
example, members of a women’s coalition moderated extremism by
traveling regularly to remote areas of the country to persuade young
men not to become suicide bombers (Hunt 2012).
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5. Women increase the operational eﬀectiveness of police and military forces,
because when they are members of the security forces, they are often
more eﬀective than men in certain precarious situations (Institute
for Inclusive Security 2015). For example, female oﬃcers tend to be
more inclined than men to lessen tensions in a given situation and
less inclined to employ excessive force. Also, they can approach and
perform tasks that their male colleagues cannot because of cultural
customs and norms. For example, female oﬃcers can conduct physical searches of women. Because female security personnel have
access to all members of the community, they are better able to piece
together a comprehensive picture of the needs and problems that exist
in a community, such as gang recruitment and violence, human trafﬁcking, organized crime intimidation and extortion, and drug use in
schools. Having more female police oﬃcers on the force has led to an
improvement in responses to domestic and sexual violence, which are
among the most common crimes in postconﬂict situations (Institute
for Inclusive Security 2015; United Nations Women 2012).
6. An important consequence of women assuming leadership positions
is that they inspire a culture of inclusion for the next generation. In eﬀect,
they become role models, as research demonstrates that not only do
more women aspire to leadership roles in their communities, but girls
can imagine a diﬀerent future for themselves. Also, more parents are
supportive of their daughters’ aspirations in this regard (Institute for
Inclusive Security 2015).

Gender, Women, and Gender-Responsive Approaches
What tools can be employed so that women are included as equal partners in peace-building processes and share equal access to resources? What
can be done so that a gender-responsive approach to building sustainable
peace is safeguarded by all? Methods in use for analyzing complex conﬂicts
and designing strategies for building sustainable peace have been wanting
as eﬀective gender-responsive approaches. More eﬀective tools are, however, available: the three-pillar framework (3PF) for conﬂict mapping and
analysis, the New European Peace and Security System (NEPSS) model
of peace-building design, and gender mainstreaming to make gender relations an integral part of conﬂict analysis and peace-building design and
implementation (Sandole and Staroste 2014). When used together, these
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instruments can eﬀectively address seemingly unresolvable conﬂicts. They
facilitate conceptual and operational coherence and positive systemic
change by empowering women to work with men as equal partners. They
guide women and men to adhere to the principles of gender equality4 and
justice, and they hold accountable those who deviate from formulating
gender-responsive peace-building strategies and policies and/or prevent
their implementation in the ﬁeld. Indeed, the use of these instruments
is critical. As Enloe (2004, 94) has observed, not everyone has to be a
gender specialist, “but what they have to do is say that leaving out the serious asking of the gender question . . . will mean that their [analysis] . . .
will not just be incomplete. It will be unreliable.” The policies generated
by such analyses therefore will be ﬂawed, and likely self-defeating and
counterproductive.
Applying a gender-responsive approach to building sustainable peace
requires that those in positions of leadership must create and sustain
environments that make such an approach possible. In this regard,
Morris (2001, vi) has compiled case studies from countries in Africa5 following her discovery “quite unexpectedly [at the] International Gender
Conferences hosted by Ghana’s Gender Development Institute in 1999
[that over] 40% of the participants at this conference were men seeking ways to build partnerships with women to promote equitable and
sustainable development” (v). Nongovernmental organizational partners
and local leaders supported male gender trainers and consultants who
worked with local populations and used “positive customs and culture
to transform negative gender relations and build new traditions.” Trainers and consultants were guided by InterAction’s Commission on the
Advancement of Women (CAW)6 Gender Integration Framework and
eﬀectively brought about “organizational and social change processes in
support of gender equity.” The framework included the following four
elements (Morris 2001, vi–vii):
Political will. Evidenced when top-level leadership publicly supports
gender integration, eﬀectively communicates the organization’s
commitment to gender equity, commits staﬀ time and ﬁnancial
resources, and institutes needed policies and procedures.
Technical capacity. Evidenced in increased staﬀ skills in gender analysis, adoption of new systems for gender disaggregated data, and the
development of gender-sensitive tools and procedures for programs
and projects.
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Accountability. Evidenced in institutional incentives and mandates
that encourage and reinforce gender-sensitive behaviors by individuals and within the organization as a whole.
Organizational culture. Evidenced in a gender-balanced staﬀ, a gendersensitive governance structure, and the equal valuing of women and
men’s working styles.
Morris’s work is an example of women and men acknowledging that a
cultural value system organized around male privilege (Walby 1990) does
not serve them well and must be changed to a system that is not maledominated, male-identiﬁed, and male-centered (Johnson 2006).7 Morris’s
case studies indicate that gender equality is a necessary condition of human
rights, justice, development, and therefore sustainable peace building. Fort
and Schipani (2004, 5) support this claim in their work, demonstrating that
“countries with practices evidencing higher degrees of gender equity tend to
resolve disputes more peacefully. . . . Conversely, those countries experiencing low degrees of gender equity appear to be more prone to violence.”
Gender Mainstreaming

Our discussion thus far has called for the systematic use of appropriate
frameworks, treaties, and tools in peace building. Among these, the following are designed to advance gender mainstreaming: UN Security Council
Resolution 1325; related resolutions 1820, 1888, 1889, and 2122 (United
Nations Women 2015a); and the Convention on the Elimination of
Discrimination Against All Women (CEDAW).
UN Resolution 1325 (and related resolutions) “reaﬃrms . . . the linkages between peace, development and gender equality” (King 2003, 3). It
mandates that women play an equal part in peace-building processes, and
“recognize[s] the special needs of women and girls during repatriation and
resettlement and for rehabilitation, reintegration and post-conﬂict reconstruction” (Farr 2003, 26). Resolution 1325 and related resolutions are also
an acknowledgment by the international community of “the enormous
potential contribution of women as stakeholders of peace, disarmament and
conﬂict prevention” (Heyzer 2003, 5). They mandate that all participants
involved must ensure that women play an equal part in peace building, recognizing the importance of women’s visibility and actions in national and
regional instruments and in bi- and multilateral organizations (Farr 2003,
32). Signiﬁcantly, Article 1 of CEDAW deﬁnes discrimination against
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women as “any distinction, exclusion or restriction made on the basis of sex
which has the eﬀect or purpose of impairing or nullifying the recognition,
enjoyment or exercise by women . . . of human rights” (Elson 2006, 31).
Despite the UN’s emphasis on gender mainstreaming, it has proven to
be a contentious concept and practice;8 its form varies in diﬀerent countries and in diﬀerent areas of policy. Misunderstandings and tension can
arise if actors have a diﬀerent understanding of gender equality (see endnote 4) or question the primary focus on gender in the context of other
signiﬁcant forms of inequality (Walby 2005, 453). Also, the responsibility
for adopting and employing the concept of gender mainstreaming lies predominantly with the leadership of an organization or network; hence, it is
a top-down practice.
These persistent challenges notwithstanding, gender mainstreaming has
become a powerful tool for analysis and policy formulation and implementation (Stiegler 2001; United Nations Entity for Women’s Equality and
the Empowerment of Women 2015). Once a gender perspective has been
adopted, decision making rests on the supposition that all problems or conditions being addressed have a gender component that has to be seriously
considered. In practice, this means that women no longer “approach decision-making . . . as petitioners seek[ing] to attract support” for their ideas.
Rather, decision makers must take into account the gender mainstreaming
principle and consult women as experts on speciﬁc situations of their lives
(Stiegler 2001, 11). So-called women’s problems are no longer expected to
be solved by women alone; instead, women and men accept responsibility
for changing gender relations. If men had to endure the same living conditions that many women have during and after war (e.g., crowded cohabitation with young children and scarce or no available resources), their needs
and interests would be the same as women’s (Stiegler 2001, 10).
Accordingly, gender mainstreaming is a method and practice—an
applied theory—for changing the status quo of unequal gender relations
in decision making and policymaking and service delivery. It allows close
monitoring and makes possible evaluation of decision-making and policymaking processes and the implementation of their results to ensure that
they meet the objectives of parity, equality, equity, empowerment, and
transformation (De Waal 2006).9 The ultimate goal is to achieve gender
equality in all aspects of life.
The application of gender mainstreaming ensures that all decisions and
subsequent actions are scrutinized for their reﬂection of and impact on
gender. Both women and men must consistently ask and answer questions
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such as: “What will be the impact of this decision on women’s lives?”
“What will be the impact on men’s lives?” “How does this action diﬀer for
women? How does it diﬀer for men?” In peace building, these questions
take on a particular urgency because it is during the transition from war to
peace that patriarchal power tends to be reconstituted. Some even suggest
that “the post-war period is too late for women to transform patriarchal
gender relations” (Meintjes et al. 2001, 4). Even so, it is precisely because
the social fabric of families, communities, and countries has been shattered and the preconﬂict status of gender relations profoundly disturbed,
destabilized, and perhaps even destroyed that women and men are given a
narrow window to renegotiate their public and private relationships. Consequently, profound changes in gender relations must be an integral part of
the design, implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and evidence-based
upgrading of peace building if the goal is to achieve sustainable and just
peace, security, and development (Sandole-Staroste 2009).
Employing gender mainstreaming heightens awareness and attention
to issues that aﬀect women disproportionately and diﬀerently in comparison to men—for example, the use of rape as a weapon of war, human trafﬁcking, and the relegation of women in political discourse to objectiﬁed
entities. Equally, gender mainstreaming directs attention to the leadership
roles that women can and have assumed in daily life in their families, communities, and societies that are vital for strengthening resilience at all levels. Employing the method and practice of gender mainstreaming ensures
that any attempts to relegate so-called women’s issues to the margins are
emphatically rejected.
To ensure a sound gender analysis of any given conﬂict and develop
concrete steps to formulate and implement policies that address the issues
of all—women, men, and children—gender mainstreaming can be coupled
synergistically with the Three Pillar Framework (3PF) to make explicit what
is already implicit in the multidisciplinary character of the framework:
gender is a critical component of any analysis, as well as any response to a
violent conﬂict situation. Gender enhances the success of peace-building
interventions. This proposition is based on the premise that peace-building
initiatives tend to fail in part because gender and women are missing from
both the analysis of and the response to conﬂict.
The Three-Pillar Framework

John Burton (1997), one of the founding fathers of the multidisciplinary
ﬁeld of conﬂict analysis and resolution, has said that it is vital to get the
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analysis right; otherwise the policies erected on its foundation will be
ﬂawed, self-defeating, and counterproductive (Sandole 2013). The 3PF is
designed to get the analysis right by guiding analysts to identify and capture the multidisciplinary complexity of a given conﬂict as a basis for doing
something positive about it (Sandole 2010, Ch. 2).
Speciﬁcally, the 3PF facilitates analysis of the characteristics (Pillar 1)
and causes and conditions of a latent or manifest conﬂict (Pillar 2) as a
basis for exploring and designing optimal responses to it (Pillar 3) (see also
Figure 1). Those responses can include any, some combination, or all of
the following:
•

(Violent) conﬂict prevention (preventive diplomacy): Preventing the
house from catching on ﬁre

•

Conﬂict management (peacekeeping): Preventing an existing ﬁre from
spreading

•

Conﬂict settlement (coercive peacemaking): Forcefully suppressing an
existing ﬁre

•

Conﬂict resolution (collaborative peacemaking): Once a ﬁre has been
suppressed, determining what the underlying combustible causes and
conditions are and then addressing them so that the recent ﬁre is not
reignited

•

Conﬂict transformation (peace building): Working with the
survivors of the ﬁre to invent or discover new problem-solving
processes and mechanisms so that next time they have a problem,
they do not have to burn down the house, the neighborhood, and
the commons
Figure 1. Three Pillar Comprehensive Mapping of Conflict and Conflict
Resolution (3PF)

Pillar 2:
Conflict Causes and Conditions
Individual
Societal
International
Global/Ecological

Pillar 1:
Pillar 3:
Conflict Elements
Conflict Intervention
Parties
3rd Par ty Objectives
Issues
[Violent] Conflict Prevention
Objectives
Conflict Management
Means
Conflict Settlement
Preferred ConflictConflict Resolution
handling Orientations
Conflict Transformation
Conflict Environment
rd
3 Party Means for Achieving Objectives
Confrontational and/or Collaborative Means
Negative Peace and/or Positive Peace Orientations
Track 1 or Multi-Track Actors and Processes

Conflict Resolution Quarterly • DOI: 10.1002/crq

134

SANDOLE, STAROSTE

Under Pillar 1, conﬂict researchers and peace builders analyze a developing or manifest conﬂict in terms of the parties involved; the issues about
which the parties are engaged; the objectives they hope to achieve by engaging in conﬂict over certain issues; the means they are employing—violent,
nonviolent, or a mix—and, despite those, the means they would prefer to
employ for philosophical, theological, or other reasons; and the environments within which the conﬂict is playing out.
Under Pillar 2, conﬂict researchers and peace builders analyze the
conﬂict in terms of its deeply rooted, underlying causes and conditions.
These may be operative at the individual, societal, international, and/or
global/ecological levels, depending on the multidisciplinary complexity of
the conﬂict. It is these, including gender-related factors that are often not
addressed by third parties or not addressed to the satisfaction of all concerned, that can lead to the ultimate failure of peace building as indexed by
its core indicator, conﬂict recurrence.
Once conﬂict researchers and peace builders know more about the
nature of the conﬂict (Pillar 1) and what drives it (Pillar 2), they are then
ready, under Pillar 3, to design a response to it, which takes into account
third-party objectives and means for achieving those objectives.
Third-party objectives include, as already mentioned, (1) violent conﬂict prevention (preventive diplomacy), (2) conﬂict management (peacekeeping), (3) conﬂict settlement (coercive peacemaking), (4) conﬂict
resolution (collaborative peacemaking), and/or (5) conﬂict transformation
(peace building “writ small”). Collectively, all ﬁve intervention objectives
comprise peace building “writ large.”
Third party means for achieving any or all of the above objectives
include confrontational and/or collaborative means, negative peace and/
or positive peace orientations, and track one (governmental) or multitrack (business, media, civil society, and other nongovernmental as well as
governmental) actors and processes. The traditional security paradigm, associated with Realpolitik’s coercive means and zero-sum outcomes,10 comprises track one (public sector, governmental) actors employing primarily
confrontational means to achieve and maintain negative peace (the absence
of hostilities). By contrast, an alternative comprehensive security paradigm
includes multitrack (private sector, civil society, and other nongovernmental as well as public sector, governmental) actors using collaborative as well
as confrontational means to achieve and maintain negative peace as a basis
for achieving sustainable positive peace (substantial reduction in, if not
total elimination of, the deeply rooted, underlying causes and conditions).
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Making gender relations integral to each element of each pillar of the
3PF ensures that, in practice:
diﬀerential eﬀects [of gender] must be analyzed in the context of all
[peace-building] activities. Thus, where women’s diﬀerence from men
has in the past served as a justiﬁcation for marginalizing women’s right
and gender inequality more broadly[,] women’s diﬀerence now informs
the responsibilities of all [peace-building] institutions and involved
individuals to incorporate a gender analysis in their work. (Williams
Crenshaw, 2000; cited in Kelly 2005, 490)
NEPSS and the “Wisdom of Crowds”

Once a 3PF-based analysis has been completed, another construct, the
New European Peace and Security System (NEPSS), can guide the design
and implementation of a peace-building intervention into the conﬂict.
Although NEPSS was initially designed as a systematic response to the
genocidal conﬂicts of the 1990s in the former Yugoslavia (Sandole 2007,
Ch. 3; Sandole 2010, 52–54), the model can be used for mapping an intervention into any conﬂict system. A major feature of NEPSS is that it incorporates the nine tracks of Louise Diamond and John McDonald’s (1996)
multitrack framework. In any NEPSS application, each track of the model
would be mainstreamed, that is, subjected to an analysis of diﬀerential
eﬀects of conﬂict on women and men to make certain that women’s rights
and gender equality remain essential foci of all actors involved in the peacebuilding enterprise.
The multitrack framework comprises the following:
Track 1 (oﬃcial, governmental): peacemaking through political/military engagement, diplomacy, and humanitarian aid and development
Track 2 (nongovernment/professional): peacemaking through professional conﬂict resolution
Track 3 (business): peacemaking through commerce
Track 4 (private citizen): peacemaking through personal involvement
Track 5 (research, training, and education): peacemaking through
learning
Track 6 (activism): peacemaking through advocacy
Track 7 (religion): peacemaking through faith in action
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Track 8 (funding): peacemaking through providing resources
Track 9 (communications and the media): peacemaking through
information
The nine tracks of the multitrack framework represent the horizontal axis of NEPSS, while local, societal, subregional, regional, and global
levels of explanation constitute the vertical axis (Sandole 2010, 168; see
Figure 2).
Apropos the need to ensure the success of any peace-building intervention—prevent the recurrence of violent conﬂict—one assumption underlying NEPSS is that “all conﬂicts are local” (Autesserre 2010, 2014). Once
an early warning system (including 3PF-based systems) indicates that a
conﬂict is developing in any locale, resources associated with tracks 1 to
9 from the local to the global levels could be activated and coordinated in
response to the event—if not simultaneously, then sequenced appropriately over time.
Women are located at the pulse of their communities, which uniquely
enables them to sound the alarm when a conﬂict is developing. The NEPSS
model is useful in that “the importance of gender to conﬂict prevention
and early warning [becomes visible . . . and] concrete measures to improve
the ﬂow of early warning information from and about women” are put
in place. The gathering and analysis of data on early warning indicators
require, however, that “fact-ﬁnding missions to areas of potential conﬂict
. . . routinely include gender expertise and consultations with women’s
organizations” (Hill 2003, 23).
This relates to the need in complex conﬂict systems for multiple actors
to be involved in helping to bring the primary conﬂict parties to a tipping
point where they can shift from their seemingly perpetual negative-sum
Figure 2. The Structure of NEPSS
Track 1 Track 2 Track 3 Track 4 Track 5 Track 6 Track 7 Track 8 Track 9
Local
Societal
SubRegional
Regional
Global
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(lose-lose) security dilemmas to a dynamic, self-sustaining positive-sum
(win-win) relationship that would be transformative of interaction patterns and institutions at all levels. To enhance the likelihood of achieving
positive outcomes, peace builders would be well advised to work in terms
of the dynamics implicit in Surowieki’s (2004) The Wisdom of Crowds: Why
the Many Are Smarter Than the Few and How Collective Wisdom Shapes
Business, Economics, Societies, and Nations. They could also make use of
Rifkin’s (2009) concept of the “collaborative work environment,” where
peace builders have “the opportunity to challenge each other’s assumptions, build on each other’s ideas and insights, and come to a negotiated
consensus regarding [a given conﬂict] situation.” The goal is to arrive “more
quickly and accurately” at an assessment of the conﬂict “than when [peace
builders analyze conﬂicts and design interventions into them] alone” (605).
The point here is that the quality and relevance of the intervention product
depend on the quality and relevance of the process leading to it, including
the women and men driving it.

Conclusion
We began this article by referencing a vexing state of aﬀairs: protracted,
often recurring violent conﬂict and the global problematique—interconnected, interdependent challenges that simultaneously drive and are exacerbated by violent conﬂict systems. We argued that the failure to solve
entrenched conﬂicts and build sustainable peace in many fragile states is
due in part to the absence of gender and women from peace-building processes. To change this negative status quo, we put forward three essential
instruments—gender mainstreaming, the 3PF, and the NEPSS—arguing that these tools together can synergistically establish conceptual and
operational coherence and facilitate positive systemic change by empowering women to work collaboratively with men as equal partners in the
construction of sustainable peace. These instruments guide women and
men to adhere to the principles of gender equality and justice and hold
accountable those who deviate from formulating gender-responsive policies and their eﬀective implementation on the ground.
We argued that applying these three tools to any intractable conﬂict
facilitates a systematic analysis of the characteristics (Pillar 1) and causes
and conditions (Pillar 2) of the conﬂict, enhancing prospects for exploring
and formulating optimal responses to it that take into account gender and
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other inequalities (Pillar 3). A gender-responsive approach is ultimately
practical because increasing evidence indicates that women’s equal participation and leadership in peace building can have a signiﬁcant positive
impact on outcomes.
The promise of such outcomes can sustain supporters of gender equality
and justice when they are faced with the challenges inherent in attempting
to change the status quo of deeply entrenched interests and institutions.
This was illustrated recently by the swift domestic and international rebuke
of the Swedish foreign minister, Margot Wallström, after she had criticized
the Saudi government for its egregious human rights violations. She was
promptly disinvited as a guest of honor to speak before the Arab League.
The Saudi government also threatened to cease renegotiations on “a memorandum of understanding on military cooperation,” jeopardizing Sweden’s
multibillion dollar arms exports to Saudi Arabia, leading to a withdrawal
of support from her mostly male colleagues at home (Crouch 2015). To
practice “a feminist foreign policy, which [Wallström] says should include
the strengthening of women’s rights, increasing women’s participation in
decision-making, and a gender perspective on how resources are allocated,”
is still fraught with peril (Crouch 2015, para. 6).
A more obvious example of deeply entrenched interests undermining
eﬀorts to apply a gender-responsive approach to postconﬂict peace building can be found in war-torn Afghanistan, where President Ashraf Ghani
has joined a long list of stakeholders who have excluded women from “their
rightful place in talks about the future of Afghanistan”:
These dismissive, destructive and—yes—sexist attitudes come not just
from old-school misogynists in the Afghan government. Donor governments have for 14 years touted their support for Afghan women
while excluding them from peace talks. A 2014 study by Oxfam found
that, in 23 known rounds of talks between international negotiators
and the Taliban since 2005, not one woman was included. In discussions between the Afghan government and the Taliban, women have
been present during two rounds of talks. The oﬀenders include the
United States, which has played a major role in engaging the Taliban
but failed to insist on the inclusion of women. (Barr 2015, A19)11

Accordingly, gender justice is a serious peace issue. The synergistic
combination and coordination of gender mainstreaming, the 3PF, and the
NEPSS promise success in addressing it and building sustainable peace.
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Gender justice can be achieved only with “clear goals, a timeline, ownership, accountability, measurement and consequences for failure and
success” (Jenkins and Agnew 2015, 1, 19). Given peace building’s lessthan-stellar record to date, the need is patently clear and by using appropriate instruments, it can be met.
As our overall project to enhance the eﬀectiveness of peace building
continues, we will explore the veracity of our propositions—that the inclusion of women in peace building will increase its success rate, reducing the
frequency of conﬂict recurrence. In pursuit of this objective, we will apply
the three tools to a speciﬁc conﬂict involving women and men who call
the conﬂict-aﬀected area their home, possessing a deep knowledge of their
cultures, customs, and histories. Given the various cultural, political, religious, economic, and other markers of these women and men, we expect
the evaluation process to be comprehensive. In each application, the three
tools will be examined for their eﬃcacy and weaknesses, and appropriate
adjustments developed and adopted.
We will also explore the digitization of the 3PF and NEPSS to maximize the two frameworks’ utility as conceptual platforms for analyzing
complex conﬂict systems in order to do something about them. A related
goal will be to work with game designers to develop a computer-based
peace-building game to explore the conditions under which the inclusion
of women and the private sector in peace-building interventions to address
conﬂicts’ deep-rooted causes and conditions, makes an appreciable diﬀerence in peace-building outcomes.
This article is one of the ﬁrst steps in the trajectory of a complex journey that is just beginning.
Notes
1. For reasons of space, we do not address but are cognizant that “the issues and
concerns of sexual and gender minorities, including intersex, transgender, and
third gender persons, are often completely absent from [peace-building] debates
and programming” (Myrttinen et al. 2015, 7).
2. A comprehensive body of literature deals with the ongoing gender debate:
Bradley 2013; Butler 1990, 2004; Hussey 2003; Kimmel 2008; Marx Ferree,
Lorber, and Hess 2000; Tickner 2001; Tong 1989; Wade and Marx Ferree 2015;
Walby 1990, 1997.
3. In contrast, the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute reported that
“during 2005, the world’s total military expenditures reached a stunning all time
high of 1.1 trillion. . . . That amounted to spending, in just one year, $173 on militaries for every single woman, child, and man on the planet” (Enloe 2007, 157).
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4. In this regard, we point out three diﬀerent models of gender equality: “The
ﬁrst model is one in which equality based on sameness is fostered, especially where
women enter previously male domains, and the existing male norm remains the
standard. The second is one in which there is a move toward the equal valuation
of existing and diﬀerent contribution of women and men in a gender segregated
society. The third is one where there is a new standard for both men and women,
that is, the transformation of gender relations” (Rees 1998, cited in Walby 2005,
455). We argue that in the context of peace building, the third model of gender
equality is the most eﬀective one.
5. The countries represented at the conference were Gambia, Ghana, Burkino
Faso, Kenya, Zambia, and Zimbabwe (Morris 2001, vii–viii).
6. “InterAction is a membership association of over 160 US private voluntary
organizations engaged in international humanitarian eﬀorts including relief,
development, refugee assistance, environment, population, public policy, and
global education. InterAction’s Commission on the Advancement of Women
(CAW) promotes gender equity in the policy and practice of InterAction members, national and international development and humanitarian assistance organizations” (Morris 2001, back cover; also see http://www.interaction.org/).
7. According to Johnson (2006), male-dominated means that in most sectors of
society, positions of power are occupied predominantly by men, reﬂecting their
interests and experiences in times of war and peace. Because men occupy the
dominant positions in their society, they make the decision to go to war, and
when a cease-ﬁre has been declared, they decide the terms of peace. Male-identiﬁed means that privileged groups are “the standard of comparison that represents
the best that society has to oﬀer” (95); since “men are the cultural standard for
humanity” (96) few policymakers question, therefore, the absence of women in
decision-making processes. It is taken for granted that men—perceived to represent the best— “speak and act for all” (97). Male-centeredness means that the focus
of attention is on men: “who they are, what they do and say, and how they do [and
say] it” (100). If primarily men occupy most positions of authority in policymaking and if war and peace negotiations are identiﬁed with men, then the focus is
on their experiences and interests “all the time as a matter of course” (103). The
bottom line is that the absence of women is not even noticed.
8. Extensive research has been done on the concept and practice of gender mainstreaming—for example, Eveline and Bacchi 2005; Grosser and Moon 2005;
Kelly 2005; Moser 2005; Mósesdóttir and Erlingsdóttir 2005; Pillinger 2005;
Rees 2005; Sandole-Staroste 2009; Stiegler 2001; United Nations Entity for
Women’s Equality and the Empowerment of Women 2015; Veitch 2005; Walby
2005; Woroniuk 2001.
9. According to De Waal (2006, 212), the terms are deﬁned as follows: parity:
equal representation and participation of women and men; equality: equal access,
control, opportunities, rewards, and beneﬁts for women and men; equity: the ratio
of participation, access, opportunities, rewards, and beneﬁts; empowerment: cognitive, behavioral, and aﬀective changes to increase levels of equality and empowConflict Resolution Quarterly • DOI: 10.1002/crq
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erment of women in relation to men; and transformation: transforming the gender
order; changing the existing distribution of resources and responsibilities to create
balanced gender relations.
10. Realpolitik is the oldest action paradigm in the recorded history of interstate relations. It goes back in time at least to Athenian historian and general
Thucydides’s observations on the Peloponnesian War, speciﬁcally his narrative on
the Melian Debate in 416 BC, when an Athenian ambassador negotiating with
the Melians uttered the words that stand to the present day as the core principle of
so-called political realism: “The strong do what they can and the weak suﬀer what
they must” (book V of History of the Peloponnesian War). Realpolitik also reﬂects
the dim view of the human condition and corresponding need for a strong state
articulated by Thomas Hobbes in his classic, The Leviathan, written in the late
1640s. Furthermore, it captures the virulently zero-sum behavior to maintain the
security of the state recommended to policymakers by Niccolò Machiavelli in his
classic, The Prince, written in 1513.
11. Even in post-Taliban Afghanistan, deeply entrenched interests undermine
women at all levels of society, and long before they may (or may not) be involved
in peace negotiations. This is illustrated by the Afghan parliament’s rejection of
Anisa Rasooli, who had been nominated by “Afghanistan’s US-educated president, Ashraf Ghani . . . to become the country’s ﬁrst female Supreme Court justice.” Signiﬁcantly, a number of female lawmakers were complicit in this decision
(see Raghavan 2015).

References
Anderson, S. 2008. “Crossing the Lines: Women’s Organizations in Conﬂict
Resolution.” In Transformations: Feminist Pathways to Global Change, edited
by T. D. Dickinson and R. K. Schaﬀer. Boulder, CO: Paradigm Publishers.
Autesserre, S. 2010. The Trouble with the Congo: Local Violence and the Failure of
International Peacebuilding. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Autesserre, S. 2014. Peaceland: Conﬂict Resolution and the Everyday Politics of
International Intervention. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Backer, D. A., J. Wilkenfeld, and P. K. Huth, eds. 2014. Peace and Conﬂict 2014.
Boulder, CO: Paradigm Publishers.
Barr, H. 2015. “The Missing Group in Afghanistan’s Peace Talks.” Washington
Post, May 3, A19.
Bop, C. 2001. “Women in Conﬂicts, Their Gains and Their Losses.” In The Aftermath: Women in Post-Conﬂict Transformation, edited by S. Meintjes, A. Pillay,
and M. Turshen, 19–34. London: Zed Books.
Bourdieu, P. 1986. “The Forms of Capital.” In Handbook of Theory and Research
for the Sociology of Education, edited by J. Richardson, 241–58. Westport, CT:
Greenwood Press.
Bradley, H. 2013. Gender, 2nd ed. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Burton, J. W. 1997. Violence Explained. Manchester: Manchester University Press.
Conflict Resolution Quarterly • DOI: 10.1002/crq

142

SANDOLE, STAROSTE

Butler, J. 1990. Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity. London:
Routledge.
Butler, J. 2004. Undoing Gender. London: Routledge.
Cockburn, C. 2001. “The Gendered Dynamics of Armed Conﬂict and Political
Violence.” In Victim, Perpetrators or Actors? Gender, Armed Conﬂict and Political Violence, edited by C. O. N. Moser and F. C. Clark, 13–29. London: Zed
Books.
Cohn, C. 2003. “Wars, Wimps, and Women: Talking Gender and Thinking
War.” In Masculinities: Interdisciplinary Readings, edited by M. Hussey, 227–
46. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Collier, P. 2007. The Bottom Billion: Why the Poorest Countries Are Failing and
What Can Be Done about It. New York: Oxford University Press.
Crouch. D. 2015. “Swedish Frustration with Saudis over Speech May Jeopardise
Arms Agreement.” Guardian, March 9. http://www.theguardian.com/world
/2015/mar/09/swedish-foreign-minister-margot-wallstrom-saudi-arabia
-blocked-speech-human-rights.
De Largy, P. 2012. “Sexual Violence and Women’s Health in War.” In Women
and Wars: Contested Histories, Uncertain Futures, edited by C. Cohn, 54–79.
Cambridge: Polity Press.
De Waal, M. 2006. “Evaluating Gender Mainstreaming in Development Projects.” Development in Practice 16:209–14.
Dhanapala, J. 2002. “Gender and Disarmament.” Keynote Address at the Fourth
Annual Women Waging Peace Policy Day, John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, November 8. http://www.un.org/disarmament
/HomePage/HR/docs/2002/2002Nov08_Harvard.pdf.
Diamond, L., and J. A. McDonald, Jr. 1996. Multi-Track Diplomacy: A Systems
Approach. Boulder, CO: Kumarian Press.
Elson, D. 2006. Budgeting for Women’s Rights: Monitoring Government Budgets for
Compliance with CEDAW. New York: United Nations Development Fund
for Women.
Enloe, C. 2004. The Curious Feminist: Searching for Women in a New Age of Empire.
Berkeley: University of California Press.
Enloe, C. 2007. Globalization and Militarism. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littleﬁeld.
Eveline, J., and C. Bacchi. 2005. “What Are We Mainstreaming When We Mainstream Gender?” International Feminist Journal of Politics 7:496–512.
Fadel, L., and I. Hassier. 2012. “Women Seek Political Role in Egypt.” Washington
Post, May 22.
Farr, V. 2003. “The Importance of Gender Perspective to Successful Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Process.” In Disarmament Forum:
Women, Men, Peace and Security, edited by K. Vignard, 25–35. Geneva:
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research.
Forbes Martin, S. 2004. Refugee Women, 2nd ed. Lanham, MD: Lexington
Books.
Conflict Resolution Quarterly • DOI: 10.1002/crq

Systematic, Gender-Based Analysis in Sustainable Peace Building 143

Fort, T. L., and C. A. Schipani. 2004. The Role of Business in Fostering Peaceful
Societies. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Fund for Peace. 2014. “Failed States Index 2014.” http://ﬀp.statesindex.org.
Gbowee, L. 2015. “The Voice of South Sudan’s Women Must Be Heard to Give
Peace a Chance.” Guardian, February 23. http://www.theguardian.com
/global-development/2015/feb/23/south-sudan-women-peace-talks-leymah
-gbowee.
Geiger, E., and C. Field. 2015. The Life and Times of Rosie the Riveter. United
States: Clarity Films. http://www.clarityﬁ lms.org/rosie/cast_crew.php.
Giles, W. 2012. “Women Forced to Flee: Refugees and Internally Displaced Persons.” In Women and Wars: Contested Histories, Uncertain Futures, edited by C.
Cohn, 80–101. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Goldstein, J. 2001. War and Gender: How Gender Aﬀects the War System and ViceVersa. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Grosser, K., and J. Moon. 2005. “The Role of Corporate Responsibility in Gender
Mainstreaming.” International Feminist Journal of Politics 7:532–54.
Hale, S. 2001. “Liberated, But Not Free.” In The Aftermath: Women in PostConﬂict Transformation, edited by S. Meintjes, A. Pillay, and M. Turshen,
122–41. London: Zed Books.
Hewitt, J. J., J. Wilkenfeld, and T. R. Gurr. 2010. Peace and Conﬂict 2010.
Boulder, CO: Paradigm Publishers.
Hewitt, J. J., J. Wilkenfeld, and T. R. Gurr. 2012. Peace and Conﬂict 2012.
Boulder, CO: Paradigm Publishers.
Heyzer, N. 2003. “Gender, Peace and Disarmament.” In Disarmament Forum:
Women, Men, Peace and Security, edited by K. Vignard, 5–16. Geneva: United
Nations Institute for Disarmament Research.
Hill, F. 2003. “Women’s Contribution to Conﬂict Prevention, Early Warning and
Disarmament.” In Women, Men, Peace and Security, edited by K. Vignard,
17–24. Geneva: United Nations Institute for Disarmament.
Hunt, S. 2004. This Was Not Our War: Bosnian Women Reclaiming the Peace. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.
Hunt, S. 2011. Worlds Apart: Bosnian Lessons for Global Security. Durham, NC:
Duke University Press.
Hunt, S. 2012. “Peace Activist Mossarat Qadeem Enlists Mothers to Fight
Terrorism in Pakistan.” Daily Beast, May 27. http://www.thedailybeast.com
/articles/2012/05/27/peace-activist-mossarat-qadeem-enlists-mothers-to
-ﬁght-terrorism-in-pakistan.html.
Hussey, M. 2003. Masculinities: Interdisciplinary Readings. Upper Saddle River,
NJ: Prentice Hall.
Institute for Inclusive Security. 2015. Why Women? http://www.inclusivesecurity
.org/why-women/#.VTqT3fDAyu.
Jacobson, R. 2012. “Women ‘After’ Wars.” In Women and Wars: Contested
Histories, Uncertain Futures, edited by C. Cohn, 215–41. Cambridge: Polity
Press.
Conflict Resolution Quarterly • DOI: 10.1002/crq

144

SANDOLE, STAROSTE

Jenkins, P., and H. Agnew. 2015. “Sexism in the City.” Financial Times, January 17.
http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/2/7c182ab8-9c33-11e4-b9f8-00144feabdc0
.html.
Johnson, A. G. 2006. Privilege, Power, and Diﬀerence, 2nd ed. New York: McGrawHill.
Kaldor, M. 2012. New and Old Wars: Organised Violence in a Global Era, 3rd ed.
Cambridge: Polity Press.
Kelly, L. 2005. “Inside Outsiders: Mainstreaming Violence against Women into
Human Rights Discourse and Practice.” International Feminist Journal of
Politics 7:471–95.
Kimmel, M. S. 2008. The Gendered Society, 3rd ed. New York: Oxford University
Press.
King, A. E. V. 2003. “Special Comment.” In Disarmament Forum: Women, Men,
Peace and Security, edited by K. Vignard, 3–4. Geneva: United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research.
Leatherman, J. 2011. Sexual Violence and Armed Conﬂict. Cambridge: Polity
Press.
Leatherman, J., and N. Griﬃn. 2009. “Ethical and Gendered Dilemmas of
Moving from Emergency Response to Development in ‘Failed’ States.” In
Handbook of Conﬂict Analysis and Resolution, edited by D. J. D. Sandole, S.
Byrne, I. Sandole-Staroste, and J. Senehi, 354–68. London: Routledge.
Manchanda, R. 2001. “Ambivalent Gains in South Asian Conﬂicts.” In The Aftermath: Women in Post-Conﬂict Transformation, edited by S. Meintjes, A. Pillay,
and M. Turshen, 99–121. London: Zed Books.
Marx Ferree, M., J. Lorber, and B. B. Hess. 2000. Revisioning Gender. Lanham,
MD: Rowman & Littleﬁeld.
Meintjes, S. 2001. “War and Post-War Shifts in Gender Relations.” In The Aftermath: Women in Post-Conﬂict Transformation, edited by S. Meintjes, A. Pillay,
and M. Turshen, 63–77. London: Zed Books.
Meintjes, S., A. Pillay, and M. Turshen, eds. 2001. The Aftermath: Women in PostConﬂict Transformation. London: Zed Books.
Morris, P. T., ed. 2001. Stories of Equitable Development: Innovative Practices from
Africa. Washington, DC: InterAction.
Moser, C. 2005. “Has Gender Mainstreaming Failed? A Comment on International Development Agency Experiences in the South.” International Feminist
Journal of Politics 7:575–90.
Moser, C. O. N., and F. C. Clark, eds. 2001. Victim, Perpetrators or Actors? Gender,
Armed Conﬂict and Political Violence. London: Zed Books.
Mósesdóttir, L., and R. Erlingsdóttir. 2005. “Spreading the Word across Europe:
Gender Mainstreaming as a Political and Policy Project.” International Feminist Journal of Politics 7:513–31.
Myrttinen, H., J. Najoks, and J. El-Bushra. 2015. “Re-thinking Gender in Peacebuilding.” London: International Alert. http://www.international-alert.org
/blog/re-thinking-gender-peacebuilding.
Conflict Resolution Quarterly • DOI: 10.1002/crq

Systematic, Gender-Based Analysis in Sustainable Peace Building 145

Onyejekwe, C. J. 2005. “Women, War, Peace-building and Reconstruction.”
International Social Science Journal 57:277–83.
Pillay, A. 2001. “Violence against Women in the Aftermath.” In The Aftermath:
Women in Post-Conﬂict Transformation, edited by S. Meintjes, A. Pillay, and
M. Turshen, 35–45. London: Zed Books.
Pillinger, J. 2005. “Pay Equity Now! Gender Mainstreaming and Gender
Pay Equity in the Public Services.” International Feminist Journal of Politics
7:591–99.
Raghavan, S. 2015. “Poised to Make History: A Judge in Afghanistan Hits Familiar Wall.” Washington Post, July 28, A1, A12.
Raven-Roberts, A. 2012. “Women and the Political Economy of War.” In Women
and Wars: Contested Histories, Uncertain Futures, edited by C. Cohn, 36–53.
Cambridge: Polity Press.
Rees, T. 2005. “Reﬂections on the Uneven Development of Gender Mainstreaming in Europe.” International Feminist Journal of Politics 7:555–74.
Rifkin, J. 2009. The Empathic Civilization: The Race to Global Consciousness in a
World in Crisis. New York: Jeremy P. Tarcher (Penguin USA).
Sandole, D. J. D. 2007. Peace and Security in the Postmodern World: The OSCE and
Conﬂict Resolution. London: Routledge.
Sandole, D. J. D. 2010. Peacebuilding: Preventing Violent Conﬂict in a Complex
World. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Sandole, D. J. D. 2013. “Extending the Reach of Basic Human Needs: A Comprehensive Theory for the Twenty-First Century.” In Conﬂict Resolution and
Human Needs: Linking Theory and Practice, edited by K. Avruch and C.
Mitchell, 21–39. London: Routledge.
Sandole, D. J. D., and I. Staroste. 2014. “Peacebuilding in Fragile African States:
The Case for Private Sector Involvement.” Conﬂict Trends 3:24–31. http://www
.accord.org.za/images/downloads/ct/ACCORD-Conﬂict-Trends-2014-3.pdf.
Sandole-Staroste, I. 2009. “Gender Mainstreaming: A Valuable Tool in Building
Sustainable Peace.” In Handbook of Conﬂict Analysis and Resolution, edited
by D. J. D. Sandole, S. Byrne, I. Sandole-Staroste, and J. Senehi, 226–40.
London: Routledge.
Sideris, T. 2001. “Problems of Identity, Solidarity and Reconciliation.” In The
Aftermath: Women in Post-Conﬂict Transformation, edited by S. Meintjes, A.
Pillay, and M. Turshen, 46–62. London: Zed Books.
Sjoberg, L. 2014. Gender, War, and Conﬂict. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Snyder, A. 2009. “Gender Relations and Conﬂict Transformation among Refugee Women.” In Handbook of Conﬂict Analysis and Resolution, edited
by D. J. D. Sandole, S. Byrne, I. Sandole-Staroste, and J. Senehi, 45–58.
London: Routledge.
Stiegler, B. 2001. How Gender Enters the Mainstream: Concepts, Arguments and
Practical Examples of the EU Strategy on Gender Mainstreaming. Bonn: Economic and Social Policy Research and Consulting Centre of the Friedrich
Ebert Foundation.
Conflict Resolution Quarterly • DOI: 10.1002/crq

146

SANDOLE, STAROSTE

Surowieki, J. 2004. The Wisdom of Crowds: Why the Many Are Smarter Than the
Few and How Collective Wisdom Shapes Business, Economics, Societies, and
Nations. New York: Random House.
Tavakolian, N. 2015. “Sisters in Arms.” Time, April 20, 38–45.
Tickner, J. A. 2001. Gendering World Politics. New York: Columbia University
Press.
Tong, R. 1989. Feminist Thought: A Comprehensive Introduction. Boulder, CO:
Westview Press.
United Nations. 2011a. “Facts and Figures on Peace and Security.” http://www
.womenwarpeace.org/.
United Nations. 2011b. “Women, Poverty and Economics.” http://www.unifem
.org/gender_issues/women_poverty_economics/.
United Nations. 2015. “Women in Peacekeeping.” http://www.un.org/en
/peacekeeping/issues/women/womeninpk.shtml.
United Nations Entity for Women’s Equality and the Empowerment of Women.
2015. “Gender Mainstreaming.” http://www.un.org/womenwatch/osagi
/gendermainstreaming.htm.
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees. 2015. Annual Global Trends
Report: A World at War. http://www.unrefugees.org/2015/06/a-world-at-war/.
United Nations Women. 2012. Sourcebook on Women, Peace and Security. http://
www.unwomen.org/en/digital-library/publications/2012/10/un-women
-sourcebook-on-women-peace-and-security.
United Nations Women. 2013. “UN Security Council Adopts New Resolution,
Urges Women’s Full Inclusion in Peace Talks and Transitional Justice.” http://
www.unwomen.org/en/news/stories/2013/10/press-release-on-adoption-of
-wps-resolution.
United Nations Women. 2015a. “Fact and Figures on Peace and Security.” http://
www.unwomen.org/en/what-we-do/peace-and-security/facts-and-ﬁgures.
United Nations Women. 2015b. “One Thousand Businesses from around the
World Sign on to the Women’s Empowerment Principles.” http://www
.unwomen.org/en/news/stories/2015/6/press-release-1000-sign-statement-of
-support-for-weps#sthash.cXU5XSSv.dpuf.
Veitch, J. 2005. “Looking at Gender Mainstreaming in the UK Government.”
International Feminist Journal of Politics 7:600–23.
Wade, L., and M. Marx Ferree. 2015. Gender: Ideas, Interactions, Institutions. New
York: Norton.
Walby, S. 1990. Theorizing Patriarchy. Oxford: Blackwell.
Walby, S. 1997. Gender Transformations. London: Routledge.
Walby, S. 2005. “Introduction: Comparative Gender Mainstreaming in a Global
Era.” International Feminist Journal of Politics 7:453–71.
Wenger, A., and D. Möckli. 2003. Conﬂict Prevention: The Untapped Potential of
the Business Sector. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner.

Conflict Resolution Quarterly • DOI: 10.1002/crq

Systematic, Gender-Based Analysis in Sustainable Peace Building 147

Woroniuk, B. 2001. “Mainstreaming a Gender Perspective.” In Peacebuilding: A
Field Guide, edited by L. Reychler and T. Paﬀenholz, 61–74. Boulder, CO:
Lynne Rienner.

Dennis J. D. Sandole is a professor of conﬂict resolution and international
relations at the School for Conﬂict Analysis and Resolution, George Mason
University, Arlington, Virginia.
Ingrid Staroste is an adjunct professor in the Department of Sociology and
Anthropology, and the Women and Gender Studies Program at George Mason
University, Fairfax, Virginia.

Conflict Resolution Quarterly • DOI: 10.1002/crq

