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The Security Council recognize that peace is inextricably linked with equality between
women and men …[and] that the equal access and full participation of women in
power structures and their full involvement in all efforts for the prevention and
resolution of conflicts are essential for the maintenance and promotion of peace and
security.
Ambassador Anwarul Karim Chowdury (2000)1
President, UN Security Council
The belief that women are an important force for peace was promulgated over 20
centuries ago by the Greek philosopher Aristophanes in his play Lysistrata, where his
female characters decide to withhold sex from their warrior husbands until they agree
to peace.2 Aristophanes’ trope of women’s antipathy to war has proved to be
enduring, both in the public imagination and in women’s peace movements. Women
have continued to organise in pursuit of peace,3 often across “enemy” lines, as did
Lysistrata, though not always across other lines of difference like those of class,
nationality, race, ethnicity, and sexuality.4 The long history of women’s peace
activism testifies to the power of perceived “gender”5 commonalities to inspire many
women to take a position against war. In keeping with this heritage, women’s peace
activists supported the establishment of the United Nations (UN) in 1945 because it
has, as its primary purpose, securing and maintaining international peace and security
through peaceful means. Despite this apparent congruence of purpose, the UN’s
collective system for securing the peace has remained tenaciously state-centred,
militaristic and male-dominated,6 and frustratingly resistant to the anti-militaristic
ways of thinking that have been at the heart of local and international women’s
movements for peace.
In light of the continuing aversion of mainstream military and diplomatic
institutions to feminist notions of international peace and security, recent feminist
efforts to engage with the UN Security Council might well be dismissed as a futile
attempt to employ the “master’s tools” to dismantle the “master’s house.”7 However
unlikely, these efforts have born fruit, as evidenced by the Statement of the Security
Council President on International Women’s Day in 2000, linking gender equality
“inextricably” with peace,8 which was followed several months later, on 31 October,
by the Council’s unanimous adoption of Resolution 1325 on Women, Peace and
Security.9 The Resolution calls for, inter alia, the increased participation of women in
decision-making related to the prevention, management, and resolution of armed
conflict.10 Since its adoption, the Resolution has been the focus of continuing
engagement between women’s peace advocates and the Council. Significantly, at the
grass roots level, the Resolution has provided important new leverage for local
women’s groups to claim a role in peace negotiations and post-conflict decision-
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making, although these efforts have still faced strong resistance at the macro level of
institutional decision-making where post-conflict reconstruction is shaped.
But what has Resolution 1325 to do with the “legitimacy” of the Security
Council? My view, as I explain in Part I, is that the adoption of the Resolution was
due to the fortuitous coincidence of the increasing awareness of the devastating
consequences for women of the spreading militarisation that has followed the Cold
War, and the persistent questioning of the Council’s legitimacy during the 1990s
leading to calls for its reform. Feminists also contributed to the reform movement,
calling for procedural changes to address the Council’s need for “symbolic validation”
and substantive reforms that appeal for a radical rethinking of the “justice” of the
Council’s approach to security. The Resolution can therefore be understood as one of
a range of measures adopted by the Council in an effort to tackle its legitimacy deficit
– specifically, its “gender legitimacy.” While the Resolution’s endorsement of the
increased involvement of women in decision-making opens new spaces for promoting
feminist forms of security, based on gender equality, social justice and a rejection of
militarism,11 it also runs the risk of lending an unintended gender legitimacy to
militarism, just as women’s participation in the colonial “civilizing mission” helped to
make imperialism possible.12 My interest is in examining whether Lysistrata’s
progeny can use the Resolution to build a gender legitimacy that is based on an
emancipatory discourse of feminist security, or whether women’s participation will be
limited to the traditionally feminised work of reintegrating over-militarised men. The
latter outcome would serve to reinvigorate the gendered opposition of peace-maker
and warrior that legitimates militarism and provides the foundation for the laws of war
and, consequently, would work against a form of gender legitimacy that is concerned
with emancipation.
In Part II, I examine the content of Resolution 1325, comparing it to the
aspirations of women’s peace movements and the commitments to women’s
participation that have been made in earlier multilateral instruments, notably General
Assembly resolutions and the Platform for Action adopted by states at the 1995
Fourth World Conference on Women. This examination reveals many troubling
disciplinary propensities and dangerous silences, as well as some emancipatory
possibilities in the Resolution.
In Part III, I examine the impact of the Resolution in the first few years of its
“life,” in the UN system and at the local level. Using the examples of Afghanistan and
East Timor, I find that there has been slow but measured progress towards increasing
the participation of women in formal decision-making processes in the immediate
post-conflict period, and that this progress has been in large part due to the extensive
mobilisation of local and trans-national women’s peace networks. Yet paradoxically,
at the same time as the formal participation of women was increasing, the security of
the majority of women was deteriorating as gendered violence soared in the postconflict environment. I also examine the extent to which the involvement of women in
decision-making has led to formal commitments to women’s rights and equality, not
just in the transitional period, but in a long-term, structurally-embedded and
sustainable way. Unfortunately, the new constitutions in both Afghanistan and East
Timor fall well short of the calls from local women’s groups for the full and effective
protection of women’s rights. I suggest that ways must be found to use the Resolution
to push beyond the procedural goals of increasing the numbers of women in formal
decision-making, to promoting feminist conceptions of security that are concerned
with the substantive gender legitimacy, or justice, of post-conflict reconstruction.
Such a leap requires destabilising the militarised and imperial gender stereotypes that
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have played such a central role in maintaining the secondary status of women by, inter
alia, rejecting the disciplinary idea that women have special peace-making
propensities, in order to also engage men in the project of building global security
based on gender equality, human rights and social justice.
I conclude that the measured success of the Security Council’s promotion of
the increased participation of women in formal peace-making processes has improved
its gender legitimacy in the narrow formal sense of enhancing the symbolic validation
of its work. However, unless women’s participation also brings about a fundamental
shift in thinking about peace and security, it risks repeating the gendered production
of women as natural peace-makers (and its militaristic masculine converse) by
engaging women in the limited project of aiding the transition from armed conflict to
a “peace” that remains militarised, and therefore insecure for everyone. For women’s
participation to make a difference in a substantive way, women and men must find
ways to breathe life into the Resolution so that it can be used to reject the gendered
discourse of militarism, which supports the idea that war and masculine aggression
are intertwined and inevitable. Only then will the Council’s deficit in gender
legitimacy be reversed in an emancipatory way.
In critically examining Resolution 1325 and its impact on the gender legitimacy of
the Security Council, I do not, for a moment, want to undermine any of the efforts to
work for peace that are associated with it. The issues are urgent. Everyday, women’s
lives, families, neighbourhoods and communities are being destroyed by the
brutalities and humiliations of armed conflict. As Noeleen Heyzer, Executive Director
of the UN Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM) notes in her foreword to a study
that was undertaken as a result of the Resolution, “the nature of war has changed. It is
being fought in homes and communities – and on women’s bodies in a battle for
resources and in the name of religion and ethnicity.”13 There is no doubt that this
situation, now being made even worse by the new “war on terror,” makes it
imperative that women’s peace advocates find better ways to influence those who
make the decisions that can have such devastating consequences. My goal is to help to
maximize the emancipatory potential of these efforts, which are taking place in a
climate of deepening militarisation, and the intensification of hostility to women’s
equality that accompanies it.14
THE LEGITIMACY PROBLEMS OF THE UN SECURITY COUNCIL AND ITS
RESPONSE
During the Cold War years, the issues pertaining to the Security Council were more
focussed on its inability to act in the face of bi-polar superpower stalemate than with
the legitimacy of the few enforcement actions that it did take.15 Unfortunately, more
recently, US unilateralism has again threatened to paralyse the Council,16 and there is
the risk that questions of legitimacy will be put aside once more. However, in the
short period between the end of the Cold War and the most recent by-passing of the
Council with the US and UK-led invasion of Iraq,17 a dramatic change to the
Council’s state of inaction took place. The end of the Cold War led initially to an
unprecedented level of cooperation between the Council’s permanent members in
response to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, which prompted many to predict that the
Council was poised to finally fully assume its Charter responsibilities to maintain
international peace and security and, to that end, act decisively in the event of threats
to the peace.18 However, as the Council’s interpretation of its chapter VII powers of
enforcement became rapidly more expansive,19 concerns about the legitimacy of its
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actions began to mount. This expansiveness included interventions into what were
essentially domestic disputes in Somalia,20 Haiti,21 and Angola,22 the assumption of
unprecedented legislative powers in the establishment of the Iraqi Compensation
Commission and the ad hoc international criminal tribunals for the former Yugoslavia
and Rwanda,23 the adoption of quasi-judicial powers in delineating the border
between Kuwait and Iraq,24 and the bald promotion of US and UK interests in
demanding the extradition of two Libyan suspects in the Lockerbie bombing,25 to
name just a few. It was not long before the initial enthusiasm for the revitalised
Council gave way to growing concern about its legitimacy, which led to many
proposals for its reform. 26
Some of the concern about legitimacy concentrates on the question of the
legality of the authority assumed by the newly active Security Council.27 While
legality bears an important relationship to legitimacy, my focus in this paper is on
legitimacy in a broader sense, as it emerges from the many proposals for Council
reform. The dominant concern of reformers has been with legitimacy of a procedural
kind, notably the lack of representativeness of the Council’s permanent and nonpermanent membership28 and the lack of transparency of its decision-making,29
including its lack of consultation with local and international nongovernmental
organisations (NGOs).30 This group of concerns can be understood as the need for
signals or rituals that provide “symbolic validation” of the Council’s authority, one of
the components of legitimacy that Thomas Franck identifies as explaining the
“compliance pull” of international norms and institutions.31 A second concern of
reformers has been the legitimacy of the Council’s operations in a substantive sense.
Proposals from this camp have called for a fundamental rethinking of the Council’s
militarised approach to security and a reorientation towards promoting human-rights
and social-justice as the primary means of securing the peace.32 Franck would argue
that this group of proposals is concerned with justice or fairness, and that this is
different from the concept of legitimacy, at least in the international community of
states where order receives priority over justice.33 However, substantive legitimacy, or
justice, has become increasingly important since the end of the Cold War, and
international institutions are now expected to observe and reflect contemporary
notions of justice in order to be perceived as legitimate.34 This view is borne out by
many of the proposals for Council reform. Concern with justice adds a progressive
dynamic to questions of legitimacy, something that “right process” criteria lack.35
During the same period as the controversies associated with Security Council
activism were mounting, women were mobilising internationally to expose and protest
the violence directed at women during armed conflict, and in transitional and postconflict societies. In particular, the experience of the brutality directed at women
during the fighting in the former Yugoslavia was bringing about a sea change in the
way that such violence had previously been understood.36 It was no longer tenable to
dismiss gendered violence as an unavoidable, though regrettable, side effect of war.37
Violence against women was clearly being used as a tool of armed conflict, and it was
that this was by no means a new phenomenon.38 At about the same time, women who
had been forced into sexual slavery by the Japanese army during the Second World
War were also coming forward to speak of their experience, despite the humiliation
and shame that had kept them silent for so long.39 These revelations led women’s
peace activists to join with women’s human rights advocates, drawing attention to the
high levels of violence against women during times of war and peace, and uncovering
compelling connections between militarism and militarised cultures and the sexual
abuse of women.40 They called for reforms to international humanitarian law that
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would recognise gendered crimes as war crimes and lobbied for action that would
bring an end to the impunity that had hitherto been enjoyed by perpetrators of crimes
against women during armed conflict. These efforts both reflected and extended
nearly a century of activism by a diverse and tenacious women’s international peace
movement. 41
It did not take long for this agenda to overlap with that of Security Council
reform as reports from women alleging rape and sexual exploitation by peacekeepers
in Cambodia, Mozambique and Bosnia, and by forces involved in the Council’s
enforcement action in Kuwait, made it clear that militaries acting under the
imprimatur of the UN were no different.42 Anne Orford notes that these, and other
negative consequences for women that have flowed from the Council’s operations,
including its sanctions regimes, were totally ignored by mainstream analyses of these
events. She concludes that the apparent efficacy of the international security system
relies on the silences of women, and other marginalised groups, whose security and
social status deteriorates as a result of Council interventions.43
The ensuing feminist proposals for reform of the Security Council cover some
of the same ground as other proposals, but they add important new dimensions by
exposing the many gendered assumptions that have gone by unremarked. For
example, the hoary question of the Council’s composition and its disputed
representativeness had, during the Cold War, focussed mainly on addressing the
disenfranchisement felt by post-colonial states in Africa and Asia,44 to which, in the
post-Cold War era, the issues of expanding the permanent membership and/or
changing the veto arrangements were added.45 Feminists have broadened these
concerns by drawing attention to the male-dominated membership of the Council, and
linking this to its militaristic approach.46 Given the Council’s poor record of
addressing women’s concerns, feminist commentators have proposed that
“democratization” must include women’s participation in decision-making about
security issues, within the Council as well as in peace negotiations and peace building
processes.47 While it is hardly surprising that the diplomats on the Security Council,
who have secured coveted ambassadorial posts in New York, are mostly men, the
absence of women points to the need for creative responses, such as strengthening the
Council’s consultative and advisory links with women’s peace groups.
However, the argument for increasing women’s participation should not be
taken to endorse essentialist ideas about men and women thinking differently,
although this is often how such arguments are framed. Rather, calls for increased
participation by women should be understood as one strategy, among many, that may
help to challenge the gendered ways of thinking that presently dominate security
analysis.48 The goal of women’s participation, from an emancipatory feminist
perspective, is to set in train a revaluation of the marginalised ways of thinking that
suggest alternatives to militarism, which are by no means unique to women. Although
one means that of dismissing non-militarised approaches is to characterize them as
“feminine” or “wimpish,”49 which associates them with women in the public
imagination. Ultimately, a fundamental change in the way that security is understood
by all participants, men as well as women, is necessary. This revaluation is a question
of justice, which I will return to below.
A second procedural concern for reformists has been the lack of transparency
of the Security Council’s decision-making. Since the end of the Cold War, the
Council has become considerably more secretive, to the point that its public sessions
are little more than a rubber-stamping of decisions that have already been made,
including decisions under chapter VII, which are binding on all member states.50
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Presidential Statements have been used much more frequently to convey a consensus
that has been reached in closed sessions.51 This secrecy, combined with the absence of
institutional checks on the Council’s powers,52 has made lack of transparency a
pressing concern. As Michael Reisman observes, “[d]ecisions that appear to go further
than at any time in the history of the United Nations are now ultimately being taken, it
seems, by a small group of states separately meeting in secret.”53 A related concern
has been the Security Council’s lack of openness to a broader constituency than UN
member states, especially to international civil society.54 Dwight Newman has argued
that new forms of popular participation need to be developed by, for example, the
establishment of a UN forum for civil society that has guaranteed access to the
Council. 55 However, he is silent about the importance of ensuring women’s equal
participation in civil society initiatives, overlooking the concern that international
civil society risks replicating the gendered, racial and neo-colonial hierarchies of the
international community of states.56
The particular contribution made by feminists to the problem of lack of
transparency has been to highlight the lack of mechanisms whereby local
communities, whose “security” is most directly affected by the actions of the Council,
are able to be consulted by the Council. Nor are there procedures for people to seek
redress for actions that impact adversely on them. Orford, for example, has proposed
the creation of a body that can monitor complaints of sexual abuse by peacekeepers
and ensure that the Council is kept informed about them, 57 and Jennifer Murray has
urged that the UN investigate allegations of trafficking by civilian police officers in
UN peacekeeping operations.58 Accountability mechanisms such as these need to be
specifically included in the mandates of UN peacekeeping operations. This would be
consistent with feminist approaches to security, which emphasise the importance of
empowering marginalised groups, especially in the context of providing military
“protection” which can all too easily deny human rights needlessly, in the name of
military necessity.
In addition to these process-related issues, feminists like Hilary Charlesworth
and Christine Chinkin have been concerned with the Security Council’s
“impoverished” understanding of international peace and security that “focuses on
militarism and power supported by force;”59 that is, with the “justice” of its
determinations and actions. Their central argument is that it is the militaristic and
state-centred notions of peace and collective security, adopted by the Council, which
reproduce hierarchical ideas about gender, which have resulted in many of its actions
increasing, rather than decreasing, the insecurity of women and other marginalised
groups.60 For example, gross and systematic human rights abuses suffered by women,
as in Afghanistan under the Taliban, have never been identified by the Council as
constituting a threat to international peace and security because women’s rights are
not considered to be an important component of state security interests.61 President
Bush’s belated engagement with the question of women’s rights in Afghanistan was
well after the US military intervention, and his purpose was to shore up waning
domestic support for the continuing occupation, rather than to promote the rights of
women as an end in themselves.62 Similarly, the impact that Council actions might
have on women’s status and safety has not been a relevant consideration in
determining what measures the Council will take and for how long, as the catastrophic
economic sanctions against Iraq illustrate, because it is accepted that military security
can be traded off against human rights.63 Nor have women’s rights and well being
been a central factor in the design and implementation of post-conflict reconstruction,
as evidenced by the flagrant violations of women’s human rights in the newly
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“liberated” Kuwait after the first Gulf War.64 These examples illustrate the way that
military assumptions ignore or silence the human rights and social justice concerns
that lie at the heart of feminist notions of security. As a result, militaristic paradigms
of collective security entrench and normalise women’s inequality. If Chowdury is
correct that peace and gender equality are “inextricably linked,” then world peace will
never be realised while military approaches remain dominant.
From a feminist perspective, international peace and security needs to be
understood in terms of human rights and social justice, described by Reem Bahdi as
“relational security,”65 rather than in terms of military security and national interest.
Insecurity can be caused by a wide range of international as well as local influences
including international economic institutions intent on promoting economic
liberalisation,66 transnational corporations that violate human rights and employment
standards, repressive states, neo-colonialism, fundamentalist fanatics, unsustainable
development policies, and environmental insecurity, which also have many genderdifferentiated effects.67 The continuing failure, worldwide, to ensure women’s
substantive equality works to sustain, rather than resist, all of these causes of
insecurity. Women’s inequality not only reflects disempowering ideas about
vulnerable and dependent women, but also reproduces, in contradistinction, ideas
about men that normalise militarism as an expression of protective masculinity. This
conservative discourse of gender weights the credibility of approaches to peace and
security according to their association with masculinity or femininity; put simply,
(manly) militarism is valorised while (feminine) pacifist ways of thinking are
considered cowardly. There is an urgent need to overcome these gendered
impediments to thinking about security, in order to pursue the idea that security can
best be fostered through the empowerment of women, and other marginalised groups,
and the promotion of human rights and social justice. The Council’s post-Cold War
movement towards a broader reading of the causes of international peace and security
is a double-edged sword. Its enlarged mandate opens the distinct possibility that
militarism will be extended into even more aspects of our everyday lives, while it also
raises the prospect that more multidimensional understandings of security could
emerge.68 As philosopher Michel Foucault observed, while certain ways of thinking
can have hegemonic effects, they also have within them the possibilities of resistance
and transformation.69 The challenge for feminists is whether links can be made
between the Council’s expanded agenda and non-military, emancipatory ideas about
international peace and security.
In response to mounting criticism, the Security Council has made various
attempts to address its procedural legitimacy problems. While the discussion about
altering its composition has not yet led to any agreement about change, the Council
has adopted some new procedures and practices designed to increase its openness and
expand its consultative reach. The President of the Council, in delivering the
Council’s 2000-2001 Annual Report to the General Assembly, said that the Council
had held many public meetings to improve its transparency and facilitate the
participation of a wider group of UN members.70 The Council has also initiated a new
practice of making field visits to areas of conflict, which has had the effect of
sensitising members to the profound realities of the everyday civilian experiences of
armed conflict.71 With respect to its relationship with NGOs, an NGO Working Group
on the Security Council, established in 1995 at the initiative of the Global Policy
Forum, instituted what has become a regular dialogue between Council members and
about thirty NGOs.72 Earlier, in 1993, Venezuelan Ambassador Diego Arria initiated
an informal dialogue with NGOs, a procedure that has been used more frequently
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since 1999 and is known as an Arria Formula meeting.73 The “dialogue,” although in
private and off the record, involves Council vetting of the country situations that will
be discussed and the reading of prepared texts, which many NGO participants have,
not surprisingly, found to be unduly formal and constraining.74 That Council members
feel the need for this level of formality, even in informal discussions, does not send
encouraging signals about its amenability to more open procedures. Nevertheless,
these new practices go some way towards symbolically validating the activities of an
otherwise closed and secretive institution.
The Security Council has even made efforts to address some of the
substantive, justice concerns that have been raised by adopting a series of thematic
resolutions that highlight the problems faced by civilians75 and children76 in the
context of armed conflict. I read these resolutions as an attempt by the Council to
ameliorate concerns about its post-Cold War activism by developing protections for
some of those who have suffered as a result of the spread of militarism, the Council’s
own interventions, and even its failure to intervene in some instances, as in Rwanda.
The resolutions, as the result of considerable NGO efforts, make it clear that the
Council considers the protection of civilians, particularly women and children, to fall
within its competence.
The five resolutions relating to children in armed conflict are most instructive
about the emancipatory possibilities that the Council might be stretched to, beyond its
protective military mode. Each resolution builds on those that precede it, developing
an increasingly detailed agenda that extracts more substantial commitments from the
Council. For example, the resolutions move from an initial focus on the need to
protect children, to an approach that progressively promotes their empowerment by
requesting “the involvement of children, where possible, in [peace] processes,”77 then
calling for parties “to consider, when possible, the views of children in those
processes,”78 then asking that parties ensure that “children affected … are involved in
all disarmament, demobilization and reintegration processes.”79 This progression
moves children out of a paternalistic military framework into a potentially
transformative paradigm of children’s rights and dignity, which is reinforced by the
references to promoting a culture of peace and non-violent conflict resolution in the
third resolution.80 Also in the third resolution, the Council establishes a significant
accountability mechanism by requesting the Secretary-General to compile a list of
parties that recruit children or otherwise use them in armed conflict in violation of
international law.81 In the fourth, the Council places continuing pressure on the listed
parties by requesting that the Secretary-General report on their progress towards
ending the recruitment or use of children in armed conflict and proposes the
appointment of Child Protection Advisers.82 Finally, in the latest resolution, the
Council requests the Secretary General to urgently devise ‘an action plan, for
systematic and comprehensive monitoring and reporting mechanisms.’83
It is also instructive to note that the resolutions on civilians and children are
not gender blind. They do recognise that women and girls have specific concerns and
issues. However, most of the references to women classify them as a “vulnerable
group,” undifferentiated from children.84 This approach reveals the gender
conservatism of the Security Council’s new social agenda, repeating the traditional
stereotypes that construct women as, like children, dependent and defenceless, and
therefore in need of (manly) military protection. This, along with the few references to
women in earlier Council resolutions which, while welcome, represented women only
as victims of sexual violence,85 would seem to foreclose the possibility that the
Council might recognise women's agency in their own protection and in the resolution
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of armed conflicts, which the women’s peace movement has so tirelessly advocated.
That is, until the adoption of Resolution 1325 on 31 October 2000.
THE ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION 1325 AND ITS CONTENT
Laying the groundwork for the adoption of Resolution 1325 commenced at least as
long ago as 1915, when the Hague Congress of Women brought women together from
all sides of World War I in an effort to bring the war to a quick conclusion.86 The
women decided to send delegations to speak with the warring governments87 and
established the first international committee devoted exclusively to bringing about
peace, which became the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom
(WILPF) in 1919.88 Over 80 years later, encouraged by Chowdury’s Presidential
Statement, the WILPF initiated the formation of a coalition of women’s peace groups
and international human rights organisations, the Working Group on Women,
International Peace and Security (NGO Working Group) in 2000.89 The coalition
initially set out to convince the Security Council to hold an Open Session on the issue
of women, peace and security, aiming to utilise one of the new procedures designed to
improve its transparency.90 In the view of WILPF activist Felicity Hill, their efforts
were aided by the Council’s field visits to areas of conflict91 and a lucky coincidence
of supportive members “inside” the Council who formed a critical mass.92
The day before the Open Session, an Arria Formula meeting was held during
which Security Council members met with NGO representatives and women from
areas of armed conflict.93 At this meeting, the NGO Working Group urged the
Council “to draw, to the utmost, on the insights, experience, indeed expertise, of
women and civil society in matters of daily human security, conflict prevention,
resolution, reconciliation and reconstruction.”94 The next day, at the Open Session,
over 40 governments made statements in support of a resolution that would promote
the incorporation of a gender perspective into much of the work of the Council. A
striking feature of almost every statement was the emphasis on women’s participation
in peace negotiations, in addition to recognising women’s suffering as victims of war,
although this can also look like the promulgation of another stereotype - that of
women as “natural” peace-makers, as evident in Canada’s statement:
We must also ensure that our focus is not restricted to issues of the victimization
of women – vital as it is to grapple with them. We must also address ourselves to
the positive contribution that women … can and do make to conflict prevention
and post-conflict peacebuilding.95
It was the Namibian statement that took the progressive lead by suggesting, not only
that women’s equal participation was urgent, but also that the “mindset, especially of
men, must change and give way to new thinking and a new beginning for the UN in
the field of conflict resolution and peacekeeping.”96 Also unparalleled was the
applause from the spectators in the gallery, noted by the US Ambassador Nancy
Soderberg as the first time she had heard applause in the chamber of the Council.97 It
would seem that feminist activism had indeed moved from the margins of military
diplomacy to one of its inner sanctums; that perhaps the earlier recognition of women
as victims of war may have opened the door to their empowerment.
Resolution 1325, which was unanimously adopted a week later, bears many
marks of the international women’s peace movement and responds to some of the
legitimacy concerns raised more recently by feminists. The Resolution’s starting point
is the need for the increased participation of women in decision-making related to the
prevention, management and resolution of disputes, in international institutions as
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well as in field-based operations.98 In making this stand, the Resolution attributes
political agency to women in the realm of military affairs, an agency that was called
for as long ago as 1931 by the League of Nations99 and has been reiterated since then
in numerous soft law instruments, including General Assembly resolutions100 and
commitments agreed to at world conferences on women.101 In this representation of
women, the Resolution marks a break in the long tradition of the Council of casting
women only as a vulnerable group, or as victims of sexual violence, in the context of
armed conflict. The Resolution has opened an opportunity for women’s voices to be
heard but, as with Lysistrata where the men eventually returned to war, it brings with
it the dilemma of how women’s perspectives will be engaged; whether as a transitory
disciplining force in the immediate post-conflict period or as an opening to
emancipatory change.
In a limited way, the Resolution also responds to calls for the Council to be
attentive to the gender-differentiated consequences of its decisions.102 Following the
lead it took in the children’s resolutions, the Council reaffirms its “readiness” to
consider the potential impact on the civilian population, especially women and girls,
of measures short of the use of force taken under article 41.103 But significantly, the
Council makes no commitment to extend such considerations to its use of forceful
measures taken under article 42. In fact, this exclusion of “feminized” concerns from
combat decision-making is reminiscent of the exclusion of women from combat roles
by many armed forces. In both instances, a gendered distinction is maintained, despite
its clearly illusory nature when it comes to keeping actual women away from the
“front line” of battle, which gives gender the appearance of a remarkably stable set of
dichotomies. This kind of line-drawing preserves core military decision-making –
about whether to use force, and how – for those who are well-versed in military
(masculinist) ways of thinking, who are understood, “naturally,” to be men.
The Resolution’s silence on the question of women’s involvement in combatrelated decision-making also makes it possible to read the Resolution’s urging of
participation by women as for “them,” those chaotic “Third World” states that pose a
threat to themselves and the international community, and not for “us,” the ordered
and law-abiding states of the North.104 While it is important to recognise that
developing states like Namibia, Bangladesh and Jamaica were the primary promoters
of the Resolution, and this was clearly not their intention, the silence about women’s
involvement in combat-related decision-making, despite the general reference to
involving women in dispute “management,” remains a liability. For example, only a
small number of women’s peace groups in the US used the Resolution to argue for
women’s participation in the US Administration’s decision-making about how to
respond to the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington DC, and this proposal
was never taken up.105 While the US sees itself as a special case, which detracts
somewhat from the general applicability of this example, the paradigm of “them” and
“us” is clearly dangerous territory for feminists, raising troubling issues about what it
is that women’s participation will serve to authorise. The imperial dangers posed by
the Resolution’s silences on combat-related decision-making risk reinstating the
colonial trope of the “native victim subject” who needs rescuing by the US and its
coalition partners, if not the Council, which without great care can come to include
her more privileged “sisters” from the West,106 notably the unlikely Laura Bush.
Participation on these terms is clearly not emancipatory.
If women’s participation is conditioned on repeating the gendered and raced
stereotypes that underpin imperialism and militarism, it will be impossible for it to
destabilise military ways of thinking. For example, if the message taken from the
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story of Lysistrata is that women’s calls for peace are shaped by their “natural”
predisposition to maternal and domestic values, which makes them incapable of really
understanding the weighty issues of war and peace, their contributions can be
dismissed as uninformed, even comical, and the gender hierarchies of militarism will
remain intact. In this scenario, the difference that women can make is limited to
exerting a domesticating influence during the transition to peace, which is a role
women have always been expected to assume. Once this is accomplished, women
have usually been required to withdraw from political engagement and return to their
domestic roles, leaving the men free to return to combat when they please. As Orford
cautions, “feminism can end up facilitating existing projects and priorities of
militarized economic globalization in the name of protecting and promoting the
interests of women.”107
On the other hand, the Resolution does express the willingness of the Security
Council to ensure that its missions consult with local women's groups,108 and urges
that peace agreements support “local women's peace initiatives and indigenous
processes for conflict resolution.”109 While this commitment is also focussed on the
post-conflict period, again avoiding the idea that women (feminised ideas) could be
involved indecisions about the use of force, it nevertheless opens a different reading
of Lysistrata, whereby the non-violent strategies engaged by women to bring an end
to war may be powerful enough to destabilise militarism and bring the “warriors”
home permanently. Empowering local women’s peace groups to take the lead would
not only help to counter the imperial dangers I have referred to. It would also open
new spaces for promoting alternative approaches to dispute resolution at the local
level and suggest a revaluation of the importance of women’s political participation.
The engagement with local women’s peace initiatives is therefore at the heart of the
emancipatory potential of the Resolution because it is concerned with empowering
grass roots women. It would also go some way towards addressing the Council’s lack
of accountability to a constituency that is at the receiving end of the Council’s actions.
The Resolution goes on to deal with many aspects of peace-keeping missions.
The Security Council commits itself to improving the gender sensitivity and
responsiveness of peacekeeping operations and urges member states to do the same
through improved training for both military and civilian personnel.110 It calls on all
those involved to ensure that peace agreements adopt a “gender perspective,” which,
in addition to supporting local women’s peace initiatives, includes addressing the
special needs and protecting the human rights of women and girls.111 The Council also
calls on all parties to respect international law, including human rights law, pertaining
to the rights and protection of women and girls, and to take special measures in
relation to gendered violence.112 In addition, the Council acknowledges the recent
developments in international humanitarian law that have made visible the gendered
dimensions of the most serious international crimes, and urges the exclusion of these
crimes from amnesty agreements.113
However, the Resolution does not establish any of the local accountability
mechanisms that have been called for by feminists, which would help to improve the
transparency of the Council’s decision-making and its accountability to those directly
affected by its actions. This too has been a long-term goal of the international
women’s peace movement, which, as early as the 1915 Hague Congress, deplored the
“odious wrongs” perpetrated against women in times of war and called for an end to
impunity.114 Yet there still is no international body that can monitor and investigate
complaints of sexual abuse, trafficking or other gender-related crimes committed by
those employed in peacekeeping missions. Nor has the Council established
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mechanisms to monitor the overall implementation of the Resolution. The Council’s
reluctance to “enforce” the Resolution contrasts with its willingness to establish
accountability mechanisms to bring the recruitment of children for military purposes
to an end.115 While the Resolution is clearly committed to ensuring that gendered
crimes committed during armed conflict are never again swept under the carpet, the
Council does not take the further step of asking the Secretary-General to compile a list
of complaints alleging that peacekeepers are acting in violation of the same
international humanitarian and human rights law that it calls on the parties to armed
conflict to respect. Are we to surmise that children’s rights are more important to the
Council than those of women?
Although the Security Council clearly responds to some of the issues
associated with its procedural legitimacy in Resolution 1325, it is harder to find
evidence of a substantive reconsideration of the Council’s approach to international
peace and security, beyond its support for empowering women’s peace groups at the
local level. To its credit, the Resolution does present diverse representations of
women - as peace-makers and bearers of human rights, as targets of armed conflict
and victims of gender-based violence, as former combatants, civilians, special
representatives, envoys, military observers and civilian police, as refugees and
internally displaced people, and as human rights and humanitarian personnel. This
diversity is a significant advance on earlier international humanitarian law
instruments, which were concerned almost exclusively with (male) combatants,116 and
the few references to women were aimed at protecting them from attacks on their
“honor”117 or “outrages upon personal dignity.”118 The Resolution therefore
demonstrates a nascent awareness of many of the multiplicity of issues that emerge
when armed conflict is viewed from the point of view of women’s gendered
experience.119 Such diverse representations of women could help to unsettle the
tenacious gender hierarchies that sustain militarism, by casting women in a range of
active roles, including as leaders, combatants and human rights defenders. They could
also help to destabilise the persistent line between the public world of military and
political affairs, where aggressiveness, emotional detachment and competitiveness are
valued as “masculine” attributes, and the private world of home and family, where the
“feminine” values associated with nurturing and sustaining life are said to belong.
Disturbing the sense of permanency that has been attached to gender differences
would constitute an important step towards attaining security in a feminist sense.
Yet, when the Resolution is measured against the aspirations of the
international women’s peace movement to demilitarise the way that security is
understood, it is wanting in significant respects. The most glaring problem is its
narrow reference to disarmament, in the limited context of post-conflict reintegration
of former combatants.120 General disarmament was of “essential importance” to the
1915 Hague Congress and has been a prominent feature of women’s peace activism
ever since.121 Even the Council’s own responsibilities under the UN Charter, to
establish systems to regulate arms,122 do not rate a mention. The Resolution’s silence
on this matter is especially glaring when it is compared with the undertakings states
made in the Beijing PFA, to reduce excessive military expenditure and control the
availability of armaments.123 The UNIFEM study, carried out as a follow-up to
Resolution 1325, picks up on this point and urges the Council to implement its
Charter obligations.124 However, the basic problem is that the permanent members of
the Council are also the world’s largest arms producers, therefore there is unlikely to
be any change until militarism becomes more widely discredited. Nor does the
Resolution give any indication that the Council might be ready to rethink its approach
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to security in other ways by, for example, emphasising the importance of developing
non-violent forms of conflict resolution or of fostering a culture of peace, despite the
resounding endorsement of such strategies in the Beijing PFA.125 These absences
attest to the Council’s continuing commitment to militarism and to the gender
stereotypes that sustain it. As the Under-Secretary for the marginalised UN
Department for Disarmament Affairs has observed, “[w]hen women move forward,
and when disarmament moves forward, the world moves forward. Unfortunately, the
same applies in reverse: setbacks in these areas impose costs for all.”126
in sum, while there are some welcome commitments to women’s equality in
the Resolution,127 it falls a long way short of Chowdury’s recognition that women’s
equality and peace are “inextricably linked.” Unlike the approach taken in the
resolutions concerned with civilians and children, there is no suggestion that the
Council is ready to consider that gross and widespread violations of women’s human
rights, outside the context of armed conflict, might properly be considered a threat to
international peace and security.128 Nor does it embrace the insight that women's full
and equal enjoyment of all human rights is perhaps the best strategy that can be found
to advance human security over military security. Nevertheless, the commitments to
women’s equality that are made in the Resolution provide important leverage for
women’s peace activists. Opportunities for women’s participation can be used to urge
a shift in the thinking, as well as in the membership, of decision-making bodies, and
references to women’s rights can be utilised to insist that this participation is not
transitional, but continues as a foundation of the post-conflict society. The
Resolution’s final provisions, requesting the Secretary-General to carry out studies on
“the impact of armed conflict on women and girls, the role of women in peacebuilding and the gender dimensions of peace processes and conflict resolution,”129 can
be treated as an accountability mechanism insofar as the studies provide further
opportunities for feminists to build on the foundation of the Resolution, although no
completion date was included in the Resolution, which posed the distinct possibility
that they would never appear on any future agenda of the Council.Needless to say,
much depends on the ability of women’s NGOs and peace groups to breathe
emancipatory life into the Resolution.130
THE “LIFE” OF RESOLTUION 1325
There can be no doubt that, since its adoption in October 2000, Resolution 1325 has
provided a highly productive focus for feminist activity, both within the UN system
and outside it, in peace negotiations and post-conflict reconstruction.131 The NGO
Working Group, based at the UN in New York, has worked tirelessly to publicise the
Resolution by maintaining an informative web site,132 producing a fortnightly email
newsletter,133 making the Resolution widely accessible,134 and organising many
consultations and workshops to promote its use. All this activity has helped to foster
links between women’s international, national and local peace activism, and has
created important opportunities for sharing information and working together towards
agreed ends.
Particularly striking has been the eagerness of local women’s groups, in the
midst of conflicts and post-conflict reconstruction, to embrace the Resolution and the
possibilities it offers. The NGO Working Group’s newsletter reports that the
Resolution has provided leverage for women’s groups in Afghanistan, Angola, Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Burrundi, Chechnya, the Democratic Republic of the Conga, East
Timor, El Salvador, Guatemala, Iraq, the Mano River Union countries (Guinea,
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Liberia and Sierra Leone), Nepal, the Southern Caucasus (Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Georgia), Somalia and many other places,135 to assert their participation in peace
processes, though not always with success. Women have successfully used the
Resolution to support the appointment of a Gender Advisor in the UN peacekeeping
mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo, to build a women’s network in
Kosovo, Macedonia and Albania, and to establish women’s community media in
Melanesia.136 But the successes in achieving effective representation in formal
decision-making processes remain the exception rather than the rule, despite the
Council’s clear injunction that their inclusion is to be ensured.137 Nevertheless, the
global picture of women’s peace activism is one of vibrancy and empowerment.
Women’s peace groups have used the Resolution to foster trans-national networks that
have helped to bolster and support local and international efforts to promote feminist
approaches to peace and security, despite their continuing marginalisation by the
formal processes of peace settlements and reconstruction.
Within the UN, largely as a result of clever strategies devised by NGOs to
keep the Resolution on the Council’s agenda, the Resolution has been reaffirmed by
the Security Council in annual activities, including follow-up Arria Formula
meetings,138 Open Debates139 and Presidential Statements.140 The Council also held a
further Open Session on 25 July 2002, this time on Conflict, Peacekeeping and
Gender.141 An Inter-Agency Task Force on Women, Peace and Security, including
nearly all UN agencies, has been established to promote the integration of gender
perspectives into all the peace and security work of the UN bureaucracy, and an
intergovernmental group, called the Friends of Women, Peace and Security, has come
together to support implementation.142 As a result of an intensive lobbying campaign
by women’s groups, the Department of Peacekeeping Operations finally created the
position of Gender Adviser in 2003, whose role is to support gender initiatives in
peacekeeping missions.
Two important studies were eventually produced as a result of the Resolution,
although they took 2 years to be completed, which left implementation of the
Resolution with little official guidance during this initial period. The first, prepared by
the Secretary-General, reviews the activities of the UN and its specialised agencies,
funds and programs, in light of Resolution 1325.143 It is supplemented by the Report
of the Secretary-General to the Security Council, which highlights the study’s major
findings and recommendations.144 The second, an independent study commissioned
by UNIFEM, is based on interviews with women victims and survivors of armed
conflict, and examines the impact of conflict on women and the contributions women
have made to peace-building.145 There are striking differences between the two
reports because of their different methodologies. The Secretary-General’s report uses
the diplomatic language of the UN bureaucracy, mildly phrasing concerns so as to
avoid giving offence. While it nevertheless conveys a strong message about the urgent
need for substantial change, the feminist analysis that needs to inform that change has
been largely muted. Whereas the UNIFEM study, which adopts feminist research
methods,146 is more forthright in its criticisms of present practices and more concrete
in describing their devastating consequences for women. Its conclusions are informed
by a feminist political awareness of the motivations that need to shape strategies for
change. Together, the two studies provide an important store of information upon
which to base further actions and initiatives related to Resolution 1325, which, as the
UNIFEM study observes, has given a new “political legitimacy” to the long history of
women’s peace activism.147
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Unfortunately, the follow-up efforts of the Security Council have been patchy,
at best. While the Council welcomed the Secretary-General’s Report in October 2002,
as of March 2004 it has yet to comment on its recommendations, let alone devote
resources and/or establish mechanisms to promote and oversee its implementation.
Three years after the adoption of Resolution 1325, a study by the UN Office of the
Special Adviser on Gender Issues and the Advancement of Women found that only 33
of the 225 resolutions adopted by the Council since October 2000 had make any
reference to “women” or “gender.”148 There is some reason to hope that this official
neglect might be short-lived, as many of the official statements made at the third
anniversary of the Resolution, in October 2003, expressed deep dissatisfaction with
the pace of implementation.149
Nonetheless, the new legitimacy that the Resolution has ascribed to women’s
peace efforts has slowly translated, in some post-conflict situations, into their direct
participation in formal processes of decision-making. This measured progress has
been largely due to the massive mobilisation of local and international women’s
groups. Afghanistan, which was the first major testing ground for the Resolution,
provides a good example. Although the Council made no reference to Resolution
1325 in any of its resolutions on rebuilding Afghanistan,150 it nevertheless provided
important leverage for the efforts of an unprecedented array of women, including
Hollywood celebrities, women’s rights activists, politicians and UN ambassadors, to
demand that women be included in the political negotiations that followed the US
occupation.151 As a result of these efforts, four women152 were included in the Bonn
Conference held in December 2001, where the first stage of these negotiations took
place, despite the initial plan to include women only at a later stage.153 Coincidentally,
the NGO-sponsored Afghan Women’s Summit for Democracy, which aimed to
facilitate the implementation of Resolution 1325 in the post-Taliban negotiations, was
held in Brussels at the same time.154 This happy twist of fate enabled three of the
women at the Bonn Conference, who travelled between the two meetings, to consult
with other women about the negotiations in Bonn.155 The resulting Bonn Agreement
included a commitment to the eventual establishment of a “broad-based, gendersensitive, multi-ethnic and fully representative government,”156 and two women were
appointed to the 30-member Interim Administration.157 The Agreement also called for
women’s participation in the Emergency Loya Jirga to elect the transitional
government, planned for June 2002. This led to the eventual involvement of about 200
women from all regions in this crucial meeting.158
The slow but notable progress in Afghanistan is similar to what has occurred
in East Timor, where Resolution 1325 has also been used to promote women’s formal
participation,159 again, despite the lack of reference to it in any Security Council
resolutions relating to UN missions in East Timor since its adoption.160 However, the
Council’s mandate for the UN Transitional Authority in East Timor (UNTAET),
which preceded the adoption of Resolution 1325 by 12 months, was the first to make
reference to the importance of including personnel who had training in the genderrelated provisions of international law.161 Yet the 15 member National Consultative
Council, established by UNTAET in December 1999 to assist the Transitional
Administrator, included only three East Timorese women.162 Soon after, local
women’s organisations began concerted lobbying for their inclusion in decisionmaking processes.163 At the First Congress of Women of Timor Loro Sae in June
2000, which brought together more than 500 women from every district,164 a
statement was adopted which called for UNTAET to “fulfil the United Nations
commitment to gender equity.”165 The women’s lobby succeeded in having 13 women
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included in the 33 member National Council, which was established in July 2000 to
advise the Transitional Administrator on legislative matters.166 A national campaign
was then organised for women candidates to be elected to the Constituent Assembly,
which had the task of drafting East Timor’s new constitution. As a result, 24 women
were elected to the 88 member Assembly in August 2001, which was another notable
achievement, although the UNIFEM report suggests that at least one political party
later replaced the woman who was first on their list with a man who had been lower
on the list at the time of the election.167 Two of the elected women were given
ministerial responsibilities in the transitional government and a third was given a viceministerial position.168
At the same time as women’s efforts to be included in the formal processes of
post-conflict decision-making were meeting with some success, the vast majority of
women in both Afghanistan and East Timor continued to feel powerless and insecure
as a result of the public and private gendered violence that becomes normalised in
militarised societies. As the Secretary-General’s study correctly observes, women’s
inequality can persist, and even deepen, in post-conflict societies.169 In Afghanistan,
particularly outside Kabul, warlords were re-entrenching themselves,170 violence
against women was increasing at a dramatic rate,171 and the UNIFEM study found that
women were feeling “neither secure nor safe.”172 Rather than abating as the
transitional government became more established, there is evidence that sexual
violence has increased in many parts of Afghanistan, perpetrated by soldiers,
commanders and police, as well as family members,173 not only violating women’s
and girls’ rights to bodily integrity, but also denying them access to education,
political participation, health care and employment.174 In March 2004, two and a half
years after the US occupation, the New York Times reported that increasing numbers
of young Afghan women were committing suicide in order to escape the cruelties they
were forced to endure because of traditional family practices and conservative Islamic
beliefs that countenance forced marriages and domestic violence.175
In East Timor, violence against women also soared in the post-conflict
environment, with 40% of all officially reported offences in December 2001 being
violent crimes perpetrated against women.176 Statistics collected by the Vulnerable
Persons Unit of the fledgling East Timorese police force indicate that the large
majority of cases reported to it concern domestic violence.177 These figures are likely
to be a substantial underestimation of the true levels of violence against women, as
women in the male-dominated culture of East Timor, as elsewhere, are unlikely to feel
very confident about making a complaint, especially when the justice system is poorly
developed. In East Timor, the trend has been to pressure women into dealing with
these offences by way of traditional dispute resolution systems, which are not
sanctioned by law and are unlikely to deliver justice to them.178
In both Afghanistan and East Timor, the continuing insecurity of women was
largely ignored in the rush to establish transitional governance, adopt constitutions
and hold elections. At the same time, there is some evidence that the escalating
violence directed at women may be at least partially understood as a reassertion of
traditional cultural values as a backlash against the perceived imposition of liberal
values by the UN/US missions.179 Further, in Afghanistan, many women’s rights
advocates have been specifically targeted.180 This evidence indicates the complexities
associated with promoting women’s equality and lends additional support to the idea
that women’s rights, especially their rights to be free from violence and to have access
to basic economic and social resources, must be explicitly protected and promoted
during the transitional period, in conjunction with local women’s networks, and not
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left to be dealt with after new institutions have been established. Critical to the
success of these efforts is the framing of women’s human rights so that they make
sense within the local cultural context; Islam in Afghanistan181 and Roman
Catholicism in East Timor.182
Against the backdrop of escalating violence, it is hardly surprising that many
local women felt excluded from, or unable to participate in, the same transitional
decision-making processes that other women were making inroads into. In East
Timor, an Oxfam study found that women in rural areas faced substantial
impediments to having their voices heard during the political transition.183 These
included lack of English language skills, lack of access to information about the
transitional authority, transportation problems and the conservative patriarchal culture
of East Timor.184 To this list can be added other obstacles identified by Chinkin in her
discussion of women’s involvement in peace agreements, including the Bonn
Agreement, such as security issues, lack of resources to attend, and the lack of
childcare provision.185 Chinkin also makes the point that the allocation of power
during peace negotiations is confined to those parties who have been involved in the
fighting, which perpetuates the lack of recognition and value that is attributed to
women’s efforts during the conflict to hold communities together and promote peace
through informal means.186 Repeating the divisions of the conflict in the new
governing structures also creates an unstable foundation for post-conflict societies.
The result of all these impediments is that it tends to be the more privileged women
from the capital cities and the diaspora who are able to lobby for, and then take up, the
formal participation opportunities opened by the Resolution. Women’s participation
will fall well short of realising its emancipatory potential if grass roots women,
especially those who have been involved in informal peace processes in their
communities, are not given a voice in negotiations. If women’s participation is limited
to those already privileged by the current arrangements of power, it will, however
well-intentioned, contribute to the disciplinary project of military and imperial
security by continuing to “protect” rather than “empower” most women.
In East Timor, local women met with Secretary-General Kofi Annan, when he
visited in February-March 2000,187 urging him to establish the gender affairs unit that
had originally been part of the UNTAET plan, but was dropped due to budgetary
constraints.188 These efforts were supported at the UN by the NGO Working Group
and led, eventually, to the establishment of a Gender Affairs Unit (GAU) within
UNTAET. But unfortunately, the GAU was hampered by the lack of an operational
budget and the lack of time for basic needs assessment, which the delay had caused.189
While one of its objectives was to persuade UNTAET to implement the
recommendations of the Congress of Women held in 2000, differences soon arose
with women’s NGOs who disagreed with the way the Unit had interpreted their
priorities. In their interviews with East Timorese women, Charlesworth and Mary
Wood found that some felt frustrated with the prevailing preoccupation with the
number of women in the various UNTAET bodies, including the GAU, suggesting
that this conceived of women’s empowerment in “excessively narrow terms.”190 This
finding highlights another of the dangers associated with institutionalising or
mainstreaming an emancipatory feminist agenda, which is that the political content
can be lost in the conversion to bureaucratic goals. Sally Baden and Anne-Marie
Goetz describe this process in the context of mainstreaming gender into development
programs, showing how gender analysis can be reinterpreted as an “interesting
statistical variable” to suit institutional needs, and thereby become stripped of its
feminist political content which is concerned with realising human rights and social
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justice.191 The Secretary-General’s study, produced as a result of the Resolution,
shows some of this potential, as I have suggested.
While the increased number of women involved in formal decision-making
processes adds an important dimension to the symbolic validation of peace-making
processes, there is the danger that, in institutional terms, this may become the end goal
rather than a mere first step. Moves towards more substantive forms of gender
legitimacy are likely to be opposed by change-resistant institutional actors and
therefore will continue to require the massive mobilisation of feminist networks.192 It
is important to remember that the number of women involved in decision-making is
not, by itself, an accurate indicator of women’s empowerment in society. An
assessment of the gender legitimacy of the Security Council’s missions must be
approached as a complex and multi-dimensional project that looks behind formal
appearances to the economic, social, political, cultural, legal and civil status of those
women who are the least privileged.
Despite these problems of elitism and of institutional resistance to
emancipatory change, women’s informal participation in peace-building processes has
continued to flourish. In both Afghanistan and East Timor, local women came
together to draft charters of women’s rights, which they hoped would educate their
communities and influence the formal negotiation of their new constitutions. In
Afghanistan, Women for Afghan Women (WAW) organised for 45 ethnically diverse
women, from every region of the country, including both educated and undereducated
women, to come together in Kandahar, from 2-5 September 2003, to draw up the
Afghan Women’s Bill of Rights.193 The participants took the view that an equality
clause in the constitution, while necessary, would not be enough,194 and consequently
the Bill identified 16 rights and five additional demands affecting women’s lives. The
top three priorities were education, health care, and security in public and in the
home.195 They publicly presented the document to President Hamed Karzai who
assured them that their rights would be explicitly included in the new constitution.196
In East Timor, the 2000 Congress of Women had adopted a Platform for
Action for the advancement of women and formed Rede Da Mulher Timor Lorosae
(REDE), a national women’s network.197 The Congress also established a Working
Group to undertake a broad community consultation and draft a Charter of Women’s
Rights, 198 which was later presented to the Transitional Administrator and the
Constituent Assembly with 10,000 supporting signatures.199 In addition to seeking the
prohibition of discrimination and the adoption of positive measures to promote
equality, the Charter proposed specific guarantees, including the elimination of all
forms of violence against women, the equal participation of women in public and
political life, including in traditional decision-making processes, state provision of
reproductive health care for women, and regulation of the dowry system.200
Notwithstanding these efforts of women’s groups to breathe feminist life into
the constitutional debates, and the urging in Resolution 1325 that all actors ensure that
there is constitutional protection for the human rights of women and girls,201 the
outcomes in both Afghanistan and East Timor were less than satisfactory. The new
Constitution of Afghanistan, adopted by the constitutional Loya Jirga on 4 January
2004, declares that “the citizens of Afghanistan” have equal rights and duties before
the law,202 but makes the entire Constitution subject to the teachings of Islam.203
There are only four explicit references to women, none of which grant women equal
rights as autonomous subjects.204 The advice of the drafters of the Afghan Women’s
Bill of Rights to explicitly spell out women’s rights was clearly rejected.
Unfortunately, it took only a few days for the worst fears of women’s rights advocates
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to be realised. Officials in Kabul had lifted a ban on women singing on state
television, citing the new Constitution’s protection of women’s equal rights.205 The
Supreme Court immediately protested to the Minister for Information and Culture
when old footage of a well-known singer, Parasto, was put to air. The ban was
reimposed, just days after it had been lifted, because the Chief Justice insisted that it
was consistent with the new Constitution’s requirement that no laws can be contrary
to the beliefs of Islam.206 On the other hand, the Constitution does reserve for women
25% of the seats in the Wolesi Jirga (the People’s House of the new bicameral
Assembly), and the president must appoint additional women to sit in the Meshrano
Jirga (the Elders’ House).207 These quotas open important new possibilities for
women’s political participation, but, as I have already argued, increasing the number
of women, without also guaranteeing women’s substantive equality, may not be
empowering women; it may be further institutionalising their secondary status.
The new Constitution of East Timor, adopted in March 2002, also takes a
much weaker approach to women’s equality than that proposed in the Charter for
Women’s Rights. It adopts a largely formal approach by guaranteeing to men and
women “equality of opportunities”208 and “the same rights and duties in all areas of
family, political, economic, social and cultural life.”209 Formal equality fails to
recognise that women, in some situations, may need to be guaranteed rights that are
different from those that men enjoy, in order to realise substantive equality.210 Further,
the Constitution requires that the law “promote equality in the exercise of civil and
political rights [my emphasis],”211 which is not the same as a guarantee. One Charter
provision that was included in the name of women’s rights gives the police additional
powers to enter homes at night if they have reason to believe that there is a serious
threat to life or physical integrity.212 Unfortunately, if experience elsewhere is
instructive, this may prove to be another instance of women’s rights being used as a
pretext for diminishing the general enjoyment of civil rights, which, again, suits
certain institutional purposes and is unlikely to improve women’s lives.
These constitutional outcomes indicate that the “inextricable link” between
women’s equality and peace, identified by Chowdury in his Press Statement on
International Women’s Day in 2000, has been lost sight of in the implementation of
Resolution 1325. They also serve as a reminder that legal rights provide an often
uncertain foundation for women’s equality, not least because rights discourse has
developed with a masculine subject in mind.213 Further, as Julie Mertus observes in
the context of Kosovo, where sustained efforts to take a rights-based approach to
reconstruction seem to have had little impact on the lives of most women, the
enjoyment of rights depends on the willingness and capacity of the state to
acknowledge and comprehend rights claims and respond appropriately.214 Mertus also
identifies other deterrents faced by women in claiming their rights, which echo those
that impede women’s participation in formal decision-making processes, including a
lack of legal literacy, cultural and social ostracism, and lack of access due to their
caring responsibilities.215 It is also clear that the rights that have been prioritised in the
international community’s rush to establish democracy, good governance and the rule
of law in conflict zones, are those market-friendly civil and political rights that serve
to encourage foreign investment, privatisation and the free flow of capital. Mertus
highlights how economic and social rights are ignored or conceived of as temporary
measures, yet they are of crucial importance to addressing poverty and enabling
women’s participation.216 Baden and Goetz make the related point that women’s
rights are often instrumentalised by institutional agendas, such that the granting of
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women’s rights relies on them being perceived as good for population control or child
welfare or economic liberalisation, rather than as an end in themselves.217
As part of the solution to some of these problems, the Secretary-General’s
Report recommends improved “training” for women and women’s organisations so
they are better equipped to engage effectively in formal peace processes.218 As he
says,
[o]ne of the greatest challenges is harnessing the energy and activism that
many women exhibit in informal activities and translating that into their
participation and influence in formal activities.219
However, in seeing women’s “training” as a solution, the Secretary-General fails to
recognise that training is not an adequate response to marginalisation. Rather, it is the
gendered hierarchies of power that need to change. Indeed it is the other participants
in formal decision-making processes to whom “retraining” resources should be
devoted. The primary impediment to “harnessing” women’s experience of informal
conflict resolution processes is more accurately identified as the narrow, militaristic
ways of thinking that combatants, military leaders, diplomats, politicians, religious
leaders, warlords, militia members and professional peace negotiators have
traditionally brought to formal peace negotiations. It is the military mind-set that
results in the lack of responsiveness to the “feminised” concerns and proposals that
women may offer, not the lack of training of the women who have developed and
practiced these ideas. Without changing the gender discourse of militarism, which
works as a “preemptive deterrent” to non-military approaches to conflict resolution,220
the community-based, people-centred conceptions of security that have been
developed by women in their local communities will continue to be marginalised,
dismissed and silenced, no matter how many resources are devoted to “training” them.
As Carol Cohn says,
[i]t is not simply the presence of women that would make a difference. Instead, it
is the commitment and ability to develop, explore, rethink, and revalue those ways
of thinking that get silenced and devalued that would make a difference. For that
to happen, men would have to be central participants.221
Therefore, taking a “gender perspective” in peace negotiations, as urged by
Resolution 1325, must involve men as well as women in rejecting the militarised
gender identities that have been so influential in legitimating the use of force and the
secondary status of women, in the name of international peace and security.222 At the
same time, the cautionary experience of mainstreaming gender into development
programs must be kept in mind; that once gender analysis refocusses attention on
men, it can be used to deny the specific disadvantage of women in contrast with men,
and thereby reinstate masculine interests as the standard.223
In sum, as a result of the efforts of local and international women’s peace
advocates, supported in various ways by UN agencies and funds, Resolution 1325 has
successfully promoted a measured increase in the involvement of women in formal
decision-making processes in both Afghanistan and East Timor. This result enhances
the gender legitimacy of the Security Council in a thin, procedural sense because the
perception of women’s participation improves the democratic credentials of the
decisions made, thereby increasing their symbolic validation. However, this formal
increase in women’s participation has not been accompanied by efforts to address the
overwhelming impediments to participation faced by many, perhaps most, women,
including increased violence against women, lack of resources, lack of knowledge and
information, and conservative gender traditions. Therefore it is more privileged
women who are able to take up the new participation opportunities. The narrow
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empowerment of local women also means that foreign women in UN missions and
NGOs may dominate, exerting an unwitting disciplinary influence on local women’s
organisations, and playing into the hands of change-resistant institutional actors eager
to strip women’s agendas of their feminist political content. Addressing the
impediments to participation by women cannot wait for the new legal and
governmental institutions to be in place, but must be tackled during the transitional
period, deriving their legitimacy from local women’s networks, human rights law and
Resolution 1325.
At the same time, women’s informal participation in peace-building processes has
continued to flourish in both Afghanistan and East Timor, despite its limited impact
on constitutional outcomes. For women’s NGOs and peace groups to breathe
transformative life into the Resolution, they must ensure that local women are able to
bring their non-military strategies and experience to the negotiating tables, where
peace deals are struck and post-conflict power arrangements are determined.For this
to happen, the men who are already at those tables must be “retrained” so that they are
able to critically rethink the justice of their military approach to security. The
conundrum that Cynthia Enloe poses needs to be addressed; that the price of women’s
admission to decision-making bodies is often dependent on “the sacrifice of a gendersmart critical approach to militarization.”224 Until this price is no longer exacted, the
emerging “gender legitimacy” of the Security Council will remain procedural, a
legitimacy of form rather than substance, leaving the gender discourse of militarism
intact and the important link between peace and women’s equality unrealised.
CONCLUSIONS
As an investment in legitimising a contested international institution, Resolution 1325
opens treacherous terrain for international and local women’s peace movements.
Legitimacy is a slippery concept, and women’s participation does not necessarily
destabilise militarism, as the women’s peace activists of the early twentieth century
found when it became clear that women’s suffrage would not make armed conflict
impossible, as they had hoped.225 While the Resolution has opened important new
opportunities for women’s participation, it also presents the very real dilemma that
women’s increased participation may be used to further military and institutional
agendas that maintain the marginality of women and other disenfranchised groups,
while enacting the formal performance of inclusivity.
My assessment is that the Security Council’s promotion of the increased
participation of women in formal peace-making and peace-building processes has had
an impact on the Council’s gender legitimacy in the sense that it has enhanced the
symbolic validation of its work by thinly improving its democratic credentials. This
result is due to the extraordinary mobilisation of local and international women’s
peace groups to make the Resolution a reality, rather than to the commitment of the
Security Council, which remains sorely wanting. However, if women’s formal
participation is all that the Resolution achieves, it will have likely engaged women as
peace-makers in yet another disciplinary project that suits the needs of militarism and
is inconsistent with women’s equality. Unless women’s formal involvement also
destabilises the traditional gender hierarchy of combatants and peace-makers, and
changes the military mindset of thinking about peace and security, it risks reinforcing
the conservative discourse of unchangeable gender hierarchies and the inevitability of
war, thus confirming the feminist reticence about engaging the master’s tools. For
women’s participation to make a difference in a substantive way, Lysistrata’s
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descendants need to reject the mythology that peace-making is uniquely women’s
work. Women and men must use the opportunities opened up by the Resolution to
empower those women who play such important roles in their local communities by
promoting feminist methods of building peace and organising security. This
knowledge, if it can be brought into formal decision-making processes without being
divested of its emancipatory content, will challenge the gendered moorings of
militarism, ensuring that human rights and social justice priorities shape a new
approach to international security and promote different calculations of the costs of
resort to collective enforcement measures. If this occurs, the Resolution will have
addressed the Security Council’s deficit in gender legitimacy in an emancipatory way,
by challenging the injustices of militaristic “peace” and building women’s substantive
equality, opening the real possibility of achieving a world in which succeeding
generations can be saved from the scourge of war.
However, as “coalitions of the willing” rapidly undermine the authority of the
Security Council, there is a lingering concern in my mind that the small advances
towards gender legitimacy may have already rendered the Council too feminised for
militarism’s extremists. Francis Fukuyama's incendiary warning that the feminisation
of the West endangers its survival in a world of “undemocratic” (non-European)
states226 seems to have been heeded by the world’s superpower and its coalition allies,
who have instituted an even more intensely militarised global order outside the
auspices of the Council. These events portend a more dangerous time for women and
for non-military narratives of international peace and security. Despite this,
Resolution 1325 continues to provide leverage for countless women’s groups and
NGOs, reminding us that power is dispersed and therefore is never fully able to be
disciplined.
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