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The emergence of feminism has raised many questions in the discipline of international relations.  Feminists have challenged traditions notions and interpretations of what were previously believed to be gender neutral concepts. This essay will examine exactly what is meant by a gendered division of labour and how, if it exists, this division affects international politics. By feminist theory and international politics, this essay will assess to what extent its structure is influenced by gender and whether institutions rely on a gendered division of labour to ensure male primacy.  
In order to examine gender division within the state, we first need to establish what exactly is meant by ‘a gendered division of labour’. Enloe suggests “…relations between governments depend not only on capital and weaponry, but also on the control of women as symbols, consumers, workers and emotional comforters.”
 Feminists rightly recognise that there is a clear distinction between what many regard to be jobs for men and what people regard as jobs for women. For example, if one was to say, ‘nurse’, most people would immediately think of a woman. Similarly, if one heard of someone talking about a ‘soldier’ most people would think of a man. It could be argued that this is a result of the gender bias in language; male dominated society dictated writing should be the preserve of men so a gender biased lexicon developed. But gender divisions of labour are deeper than the words themselves, an explanation is needed to explain why women tend to do some jobs and why men tend to do others. An explanation could be found in the socialisation of gender. Gender is the identity of being masculine or feminine. People tend to adopt stereotypical characteristics of their gender to make them feel like a man or a woman. Gender characteristics are a reflection of behavioural traits; men are regarded as being logical, strong, and autonomous and conversely, women are regarded as being emotional, weak and dependent. 
There is an obvious gendered division of labour; men and women are by their very nature expected to fulfil certain roles in society and display and develop gender strength.  War is an institution which brings to the fore the gendered division of labour. In times of war, behavioural gender traits become even more accentuated.  Feminists would suggest that women are essential to war. Women support and sustain the war effort; they are used as justification for the war and are often the targets of war. Whilst men are mobilised to fight, women act as a labour reserve, providing support services, manufacturing munitions and maintaining domestic industry. This work is crucial to maintaining the war effort yet relies on a gendered division of labour within the labour market. Liberal feminists have suggested that times of war have acted as an important stepping stone for women in advancing their interests as it has proved that they are capable of performing the jobs of men.
Women who have wanted to fight in war have been in modern times largely been excluded. Although there are now women soldiers, for example in Israel and in guerrilla groups, traditionally their exemption was based on the ideas that women were the lifeblood of the nation, they do not posses the physical strength, and women would compromise male bonding that is essential for effective teamwork in battle. The military is an essentially masculine institution built on the exclusion of all feminine characteristics; women are excluded from fighting as they compromise the principle concepts of masculinity-masculinity defined by the absence of femininity.

Historically, the protection of women and their dependents at home provided justification for men to fight in wars. If women were allowed to fight this would remove the element of the need to protect them and consequently men would not feel like they needed to fight.  Protecting women is a universal argument used to justify intervention and war.  Modern warfare has transformed from trench warfare to increasingly asymmetric attacks targeted at civilians. Rape is used as a weapon of war to demonstrate to the soldiers that they have failed to protect their women and thus their efforts in fighting for their protection are in vain.
It is not only in war that there is a gendered structure of labour. Women can be seen on a global scale to occupy a narrow range of occupations characterised by low pay, low skill levels, and limited upward social mobility. Conversely, men tend to occupy positions of high pay, high responsibility and greater chance of advancement. Feminists believe the gender division of labour is a result of the perpetuation of the patriarchal dominance of men who have consistently ensured that women do not enter positions of power.  Enloe suggests “it’s a matter of social processes and structures that have been created and sustained over the generations – sometimes coercively – to keep most women out of any political position with influence over state force.”
 
Although there are obvious exceptions, historically women have not typically held positions of power. This is because the characteristics and behavioural traits of a powerful person do not fit into the stereotypical and socialised image of what a woman should be from the perspective of both men and women. Masculine traits are synonymous with power and considered superior to feminine traits. Women in power are regarded as showing masculine characteristics of dominance, strength and autonomy. Some feminists would suggest that women in power showing these characteristics are conforming to a masculine interpretation of what power should be and power doesn’t necessarily have to demonstrate these traits. However, as these perceptions of power are embedded in the psyche of society, leaders showing what would be considered to be weak, feminine traits may not be considered capable of functioning in a leadership capacity.
The gendered division of labour is a global occurrence, as such, the systematic exclusion of women from power has an effect on international politics.  Institutions of international politics could be considered gendered concepts because their perspective of human nature marginalises the role of women. Peterson suggests that “women everywhere have less access to political power and economic resources and less control over processes that reproduce this systemic inequality.”
 Although statistically this is may be true, could this be a product of the behaviour and actions of women? Whilst women may be excluded and marginalised, this could be attributed to a lack of their assertion as much as men’s efforts to exclude.
Marxist Feminists suggest that capitalism cannot function without women. Marxist feminists believe modern gender inequality is a result of capitalism with the separation of public and private spheres. Before the industrial revolution a subsistence society existed, with men and women working equally on small plots of land, producing enough for themselves and some surplus to sell. The industrial revolution moved labour from the countryside to the towns and factories, people lost their self sufficiency, and their survival became dependent on a wage which had to be earned by men. Women were then employed in the private and unpaid domestic sphere which suited their demeanour and instincts as women. “This led to the valorization of production over reproduction”
 because families could not survive without the man’s wage. However because it is not possible to quantify the unpaid work of women, the importance of the role is diminished. Gender theory as a whole argues that a society cannot function on paid labour alone, and is supported by the work of women (and some men) who work in the private sphere. This is important for the international sphere because this model of gendered labour division was exported to much of Africa and Asia through imperialism in the late 19th and early 20th Century, to societies which had previously been unaccustomed to it. 

Marxist feminism provides an economic explanation of how domestic division of labour is reproduced internationally. As well as the private sphere of work, women engaged in public (paid) work, account for at least one third of the paid labour force.
 According to Mies this develops into a new form of labour division, between women who constitute the majority of labourers in export processing zones, and women in the west who are the consumers of their products.
 This ‘super-exploitation’ of labour is possible due to the gendered ideas of the roles of men and women, it is assumed that women in export processing zones will only work until they marry and have children. Because of this the corporations, and their local contractors involved are able to justify employing the women on a temporary basis, for low wages and little opportunity for advancement. Female labour was sought after by global firms as it was cheaper and more flexible and some countries even marketed the potential exploitative nature of their female workforce to attract multi national companies.
Postmodern feminism suggests society privileges the roles of men over women. Postmodernism is based on the premise that all knowledge is relative, conditioned by history and society and therefore it is impossible to create a definitive model of human nature. Postmodernists suggest the categories of analysis used for its definition are themselves gendered. For example, we privilege concepts such as rational, strong and independent when referring to people and states. These are masculine traits and are relational to their feminine counterparts: emotional (lack of rationality), weakness (lack of strength), and dependent (lack of independence). Greater value is assigned to that which is associated with masculinity and lesser value to that which is associated with femininity. They suggest the language we use reinforces the idea that masculine traits are to superior to feminine traits, even when used in a way which is thought to be neutral.  Peterson suggests that the divisions of gender identity have consequences for the difference between men’s and women’s experience in earning money and exercising public power. They note that women are relatively absent from the top decision making positions because gender structures discriminate against women seeking positions of power.
 However, whilst there is some truth in this observation, it is nonsensical to suggest that being weak is in some way ‘better’ than being strong and absence from power cannot be simply reduced to being a woman. Issues of class, religious identification, and ethnicity could all be other reasons why women are excluded from positions of power. More likely is the fact that women don’t want to be in positions of power.
Feminist International Relations theorists believe gender can be seen as the third great debate in International Relations.  In reality little real debate takes place, as theorists are generally divided into two camps: gender and traditional, or what may be seen as neutral. Unlike a feminist, there is no such a thing as a masculinist. There are no masculinists trying to disprove gender theory. Other theories of international relations correctly accept that the theory of international relations is neutral and as such represents humanity as whole and therefore does not need to pay special attention to the inequalities of women.  However gender theorists such as Peterson do not start from the perspective that feminism is intrinsically more important than other theories, rather that the study of gender takes into account how both the roles of men and women are shaped by society. 
 The fact that these roles are defined by society becomes hidden is because they are natural.  However, Peterson, suggests it is necessary to denaturalise these assumptions of differences between the sexes, because they are based on an allegedly erroneous assumption of the biological superiority of men. But whilst men might not be biologically superior, I would suggest that biological behavioural male traits lend themselves more readily to harnessing power.
The gendered division of labour is certainly clear throughout society and feminists would claim that this is not a natural condition based on differences of sex but rather a result of social conditioning which throughout history has been propagated by men for their benefit. The relevance to international politics is that to some extent, international politics has created and perpetuated this division. I would suggest the effect of this has been negligible; women in history have risen to power and the absence of women is a reflection of apathy and self inflicted powerlessness. Whilst it would be naïve to suggest that there is no gendered division of labour, I would suggest that this is not the result of a perpetuated patriarchy enforced solely by men. Women, in asserting their gender identity seek ways in which to strengthen their gender identity. In being feminine, women have responded to natural instincts to behave in a feminine way. Contrary to feminist ideology, I would suggest that rather than men forcing women to behave in certain ways and assume certain roles in society, this is the way women want to be. The socialisation of women has perpetuated their role in society as being weaker but to some extent this is because women want to be seen as being weaker. Women want equality but equally, they want men to recognise their femininity and the stereotypical needs that arise from this. Assuming this is true, the exclusion of women from positions of power is just as much a result of the actions of women as it is men.  Until men make specific needs from women to assert their masculinity, or women stop expecting men to be deferent to them, gender divisions of labour will continue to propagate equally in society and international politics.
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