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Abstract: The pioneering scholarship in gender diplomacy has made strides in identifying deficiency of gender norms and principles in the states’ foreign policy frameworks. However, little guidance is available on how to integrate these norms and principles in the main pillars of diplomatic thought and practice. This chapter is a response to this conceptual and policy lacuna. The purpose of this article is therefore to explore an efficient mechanism for achieving a gender balanced foreign policy praxis. This approach to framing foreign policy is motivated by neo-feminist scholarship that view gender equality as prima facie in establishing an inclusive diplomatic thought and practice in Africa and beyond. In efforts to revisit the gender ‘emptiness’ question, a comparative analysis of Kenya and Namibia’s foreign policy praxis is conducted using existentialist prism, and by doing so, explore the plausibility of a new analytical framework (see Figure 1), to guide scholars and foreign service practitioners in designing inclusive foreign and international security policies.
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Introduction
‘Gender-responsive diplomacy’ (henceforth, ‘genderfication of diplomacy’), is an emerging concept in the broader field of international relations (IR) and international security studies. A key part of the international security study discourses, the concept gender refers to a form of social structures through which power relation is transmitted between men and women; this interaction is maintained through processes such as access to resources, rights, responsibilities, authority, decisions and choices in life (Lindqvist et al., 2021; Onditi and Odera., 2021; Palmer and Clegg, 2020; Kennelly et al., 2001). Before we find out whether diplomacy is ‘genderficated’ or not, we must first of all understand the concept diplomacy in the broader framework of states’ foreign policy praxis. The broader school of thought defines diplomacy as a ‘kaleidoscope’ of things; encompassing several activities and events between sovereign states as well as within the intergovernmental organisations (Onditi et al., 2023; Murray et al., 2011). The epistemological reengineering of the two concepts (gender and diplomacy), give rise to a sort of a Wittgensteinian ‘social construct’ (cited in Christiansen et al., 1999), coined here, ‘gender-responsive diplomacy’. In this work, therefore, ‘gender-responsive diplomacy’, is defined as a social construct organized a round statecraft, policraft, agents, resources and power relations, aimed at advancing diplomatic relations of states on the basis of gender equality.’ The new proposed concept of ‘genderfication’ builds on the existing gender studies to explore opportunities and challenges for gender-responsive diplomatic practice in the prevailing geopolitical landscape in sub-Saharan Africa.

This chapter aims to advance research on the nexus between gender and diplomacy within the context of foreign policy formulation by addressing pertinent questions: are gender equality norms and principles likely to influence decisions in the diplomatic sphere? Are these norms and principles likely to position women at the center of decision making in the world of diplomacy? What is the implication of geopolitical alignment and realignment of states (Kenya and Namibia) on the likelihood of a gender-responsive diplomatic thought and practice? Both Kenya and Namibia are considered economic power houses in their respective regions, with strong economic diplomacy pillar (Onditi, 2019). This economic power gives them platform for influencing regional and global processes. The renewed debate through genderfication has the potential of reinvigorating the ‘warmth’ and provide the tools required for practicing gender-responsive diplomacy. Currently, scholars and policy influencers narrowly embed it within the business-as-usual pattern of diplomatic and geopolitical polarization (Niklasson and Towns, 2022; Fellegi et al., 2022a; Standfield, 2020; Onditi et al., 2019; Aggestam and Towns, 2019). This business-as-usual, at the pretext of “gendering” diplomatic practice continues to elicit ethical and political questions as to whether states are making any meaningful gender balance progress in all facets of life including foreign policy formulation. 

To examine this relationship, systematic examination of extant literature on ‘genderfication’ of diplomacy is utilized using a comparative case study of Kenya and Namibia from both a historical and geopolitical points of view. This takes a systematic literature review of evolution of foreign policies of the two states since gaining independence in 1963 (Kenya) and 1990 (Namibia). This approach potentially allows for better identification of, and greater insight into, the complex geopolitics at play, the agents operating in such spaces, and the gender emptiness throughout their history. Before delving into the ‘genderfication’ process, the next section engages existing literature on geopolitics and gender as viewed by existentialists (Kraft, 1941; Wild, 1960; Alweiss, 2013; Cimino, 2019). 




What do we know about Gender and Diplomacy in Kenya and Namibia?

International norms such as gender remains an important component of a country’s foreign policy, hence, much of the discourses in international relations inevitably turns on a consideration of gender as an exercise of soft power in the conduct of diplomacy (Nye, 2004; Copeland, 2007). However, existence or inexistence of gender in the countries’ foreign policy is dependent on exogenic factors (geopolitics, sustainable Development Goals- SGDs, personality, feminism, activism) as well as endogenic factors (domestic politics, availability of gender influencers, power relations). The entrenchment of soft power and the rise of gender activism, have lately become defining features of diplomacy, determining state’s response to global crisis. Kenya and Namibia, are no exemption, to this international order.

Kenya and Namibia have had their share of a geopolitical dynamics (regional territorial and maritime border disputes) with their neighbors. The Namibian islands of Kasikili/Sedudu and Situngu, are such disputed spots in the south African region. Namibian dispute with Bostwana remains unresolved (Government of Namibia, 1991). The dispute has its roots in the Anglo German agreement of 1890. The mediation efforts by the former President of Zimbabwe, Robert Mugabe in 1995 barely bore fruits (Odada and Kakujaha-Matundu, 2008). Some successes have been recorded in though; through the United Nations Security Council Resolution 432 (1978), Namibia, successfully, negotiated joint administration over Walvis Bay (Du Pisani, 1994). Similar gains were made offshore islands with the former South African Government, as an interim arrangement, and later on successfully resolved in February of 1994 (Banjo, 2009; Gurirab, 1999). In the Horn of Africa, Kenya and Somalia maritime border remains unresolved despite the ruling of the International Court of Justice (ICJ) in 2022, in which Somalia won. The dispute over the demarcation of the exclusive economic zone (EEZ) in the western part of the Indian Ocean dates back in 1979 (International Court of Justice, 2021). In the Kenyan rejoinder, it explains that between 1970s to 1990, because of an improvement in bilateral relations between the two countries, Somalia continued to acquiesce in Kenya’s claim to the territorial waters in the Indian Ocean. However, with the growing appetite for blue economy, the recent (November 2023), admission of Somalia into the East African Community (EAC), and the effective management of the EEZ (exclusive economic zone), Kenya has the potential of realigning its foreign policy to the international norms such as gender equality.

It is therefore, important to point out that the question of gender as it relates to diplomacy cannot be discussed in isolation from global politics. On this front, some scholars have argued that the disappearance of the Cold War not only brought an end to ideological politics over security, but removed the new State’s potential ability to play on erstwhile ideological rivalries as well (Kramer, 2006; Sakwa, 2013). Well, the cyclical nature of contemporary conflicts and wars across the world, Africa included, has led to the acts of global influencer’s race for space and ideas on how the most intractable value based conflicts such as gender inequality could be resolved. Indeed, scholars have begun to question the ‘endlessness’ in the so called, “the end of the Cold War” (Tolchinky, 2013). The gender planning processes through tools such as, the National Action Plans (NAPs), and the Women Peace and Security frameworks have shown strong link between gender equality and security policies, which has embedded the so called, “the gender issue” in most countries’ foreign policies (Swaine, 2023, 2). With this comes a more creative foreign policy posture, one that is strongly informed by norms and principles of gender equality- internal security, cultural, developmental, personalities, economic and value-based considerations. Namibia’s foreign policy White Paper of 2004, in part, identifies gender equality and equity as part of what they term as “domestic issues” (Government of Namibia, 2004). Although the paper identifies five issues deemed affecting women in particular, they are however, generalized as a mere aspirations and cross-cutting. Similarly, although the Kenya Foreign Policy paper of 2014, identifies five pillars: (i) peace (ii)economic (iii) diaspora (iv) environmental and (v) cultural diplomacy), as part of her foreign policy instruments, there is outright absence of salient cultural issues that entrench gender disparity. In both cases, the norms and principles of gender equality are overshadowed, hence, less effective in developing gender-responsive diplomatic thought and practice.

The world is experiencing both geopolitical and normative realignment. Kenya and Namibia’s geostrategic location along major oceans puts them on both precarious and vantage point to contribute to averting the looming World War III. In this regard, foreign policy formulation is guided by three factors: (1) historical alignment. Global and regional alliance building is not unusual for states as they align their foreign policy precepts with the global trends. For a long time, both Kenya and Namibia have maintained policy of neutrality and non-alignment in their foreign policies. This framing was informed by the 1986 Summit Conference of non-aligned African countries held in Harare, Zimbabwe (Mathews, 1987).  The object here was to keep off the African countries from alliances that would complicate their domestic politics and foreign relations. (2) re-emergence of super global influencers. This has mainly been projected through both the military alliances (e.g., North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), as well as trade blocs such as the BRICS (Brazil, India, China and South Africa) and the most recent Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, one would not be mistaken to believe that a debounce of Cold War is right at the door of Africa states. Kenya and Namibia are not exempted from this global shift of power from unipolar to multipolarity (Cooper, 2001). The involvement of Kenya in the fight against terror in the Horn of Africa has elevated it, in the eyes of the US, giving strategic dividends to the ‘global influencers.’ The Kenya’s current foreign policy towards the war on terror in the horn seems to be creating an endless war inside Somalia with the Al Shabaab. In this complex geopolitical landscape, women have been found to present as “new security actors”, dominating processes that are both benign (negotiators, counselors, family protection) and hostile (engaged in radicalization, indoctrination) (Lorentzen, 2021, 721). In view of this context, formulating foreign and security policies must consider three interactive factors: (i) cultural symbolism (ii) beliefs and value system and (iii) politics (otherwise known as geopolitics) (Sabatier, 2007; Kingdon, 2003). (3) Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The SDG conception and previous development frameworks such as the MDGs have historically informed the African’s regional peace and security architecture, including, military operations against the Al Shabaab in the Horn of Africa, particularly during the height of the war beginning 2011. The international norm and policy development has mainly been led by western powers under the umbrella of European Union and U.S to contain the hegemonic tendencies of Kenya against other troop’s contributing countries, such as, Uganda, Burundi, Ethiopia (Anderson and McKnight, 2014). In the wake of gender activism, the focus on women’s empowerment has been shaped by a number of key commitments including, de-mascularization of diplomacy (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework Illustrating a ‘Genderfication’ of a Foreign Policy Formulation Processes
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Source: Francis Onditi Conflictology Observatory and Prediction Lab, 2023

The theoretical articulateness in Figure 1, functions well when formulating foreign policy in a gender-responsive environment. However, this is not always the case, formulating foreign policy in patriarchal societies, can be futile, if international norms and local dynamic considerations are ignored (Onditi and Amuhaya, 2023; Onditi, 2022). The problem mainly arises from the fact that although states recognize the importance of gender in their foreign policy formulation, its “existential” phenomenology raises fundamental questions as to whether it is the lack of its actual existence or perceived ‘inexistence.’ The following section tackles this problem by a way of uncovering the barriers and opportunities for integrating gender norms in diplomacy using the political philosophy prism.

What are we learning on the nexus between Gender and Diplomacy?

Does gender norms “exist” in the Kenya’s and Namibia’s foreign policy frameworks?  The debate as to whether or not, gender norms “exist” in foreign policy and diplomacy is unresolved (Frohlich and Scheyer, 2023; Aggestam and True, 2020; Onditi, 2019; Togeby, 1994). Yet, the foreign policy praxis as it stands in today’s developmental state does not justify the affirmative claim. Owing to the current configuration of foreign policy frameworks, it should not surprise anyone the frameworks are a mere decoration of an old ones. In other words, the hegemonic masculinity and anti-women attitude, rule the world of diplomacy (Togeby, 1994; Onditi and Odera 2021). Others have decried that the foreign and security policy debate is gender-blind (Aggestam et al., 2019). Optimists have, however, echoed the presence of women in the upper echelons of foreign policy formulation and implementation, yet, the fundamental question remains; how much difference women can make in states’ relations as a result of them being made to “exist” in the foreign policy decision making spaces (Smith et al., 2016). Making sense of these foreign policy-feminist debate points to one  (painful) reality; the type of foreign policies shaping the international order, including, appointment of women to diplomatic positions is closely connected to structural challenges emerging this study, i.e., hegemonic masculinity, skewed decision making, exclusion, domination and colonization of the foreign policy praxis by those who control states and its machinery. There is however, a huge body of knowledge emerging vindicating women as a force to reckon with in ensuring human rights are upheld, equalising access to resources and reducing cases of armed violence (Bigio and Vogelstein, 2020).

Based on these problems and opportunities that continue to define the face of foreign policy, many states, including those from the global south, have begun to conduct reforms with the aim of gendering their diplomatic engagements into what  feminist scholars have coined “pro-gender equality norms” (Aggestam and True, 2020, 143). However, although, evidence show such norms exists within the foreign policy praxis, it is not clear how the gender norms can be integrated within the existing diplomatic thought and practice. 

The implications of the foregoing discussion on the philosophical dilemmas and structural problems of gender deficiency in the foreign policy of states are deep and wide. For instance, not only does many African governments fail to live up to its own international obligations, but more often than not, are faced with structural domestic challenges and geopolitical strife (Onditi, 2023), limiting them from enforcing the international norms. This notwithstanding, countries such as, Namibian have over time enjoyed considerable success in their foreign policy formulation and implementation. The country has transformed from chiefs’ humble initiatives to the more accomplished diplomacy influenced by both national and global initiatives, including the membership to the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) and the Ovambo People’s Organisation (OPO) (du Silva, 2016; Brown et al., 2016). To the contrary, the condominium policy administered by the British Empire in East Africa created divisive ethnic politics that was later on exploited by the comprador bourgeoisie leading to ethnization of development sectors across Kenya (Kramon and Posner, 2016). As earlier noted, gender equality is a question of human security, and therefore, domestic politics that often shapes internal development states has wider ramification on the scale of gender integration in the foreign policy formulation.  

In what seem to have been a resentment to the very international norms that ought to frame Namibian’s foreign policy into an inclusive one, the then President Geingob, reiterated, “No institution or country can dictate to Africans who and by whom they should be governed ... the International Criminal Court must therefore stay out of Namibia’s domestic affairs.” In a speech at the 2014 AU summit, the President of Namibia argued, “when one creates something to be an asset but later on it becomes an abomination, you have the right to quit since it has ceased serving its intended purpose.” This would appear to place regional and African solidarity above the need for accountability for human rights abuses - for it is surely possible for sitting heads of state to be responsible for human rights violation. This trend however, contradicts Namibia’s own history as its existence came about due to states that were willing to take sides on an issue of international concern (Du Silva, 2016). Kenya’s foreign policy, on the other hand, seem to be significantly shaped by the domestic politics than international norms. A case in point is the contested legitimacy of president Uhuru regime during the presidential elections in 2013 and 2017. Prior to this, the leading opposition led by Honorable Raila Amollo Odinga, considered the 2007/2008 general elections sham. This disgruntlement in the country’s political arena affirmed the inter-generational clandestine politics as perpetuated by the Jomo Kenyatta’s dynasty and other political effigies, mainly drawn from Mt. Kenya region and the Rift Valley. No attempts were made to address the public’s perception on the manipulative role of the Internal Electoral and Boundaries Commission (IEBC), in the faulted electoral results, and so, in 2022, the same episode of latent conflict and distrust emerged after the disputed presidential election results were announced. The supreme court ruled in faviour of Wiliam Ruto.

As earlier alluded to, both Kenya and Namibia project a mixture of non-aligned foreign policy and solidarity with troubled states in the global system. For instance, in the case of Palestine, Namibia, firmly, and repeatedly states its inclination towards the independent and self-determination of the Palestinian territories. Israel’s quest for support from African countries such Kenya, was unveiled during state visit of the Israel’s Prime Minister, Benjamin Netanyahu, June 2016. This followed President Uhuru’s visit to Israel and held bilateral talks with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, ranges of development cooperation including, security, agriculture in dry lands and medical training assistance to Kenya. The policy of non-alignment is particularly useful on the issue of Israel-Palestine relations. This could be effected by the two countries by adopting the Lord Palmerston’s famous dictum: “Nations have no permanent friends or allies, they only have permanent interests” which would provide for more flexibility within an overall foreign policy framework.

Although Namibia’s independence has been involved in armed struggle, the victory of the plan projected by the UN and the mediation created by Chester Crocker have put the country in a position of example of the Western order success. As a consequence, the country was included in this order’s scope. This happened including in the formulation of (Western Contact Group), the country’s national Constitution, which principles were pre-established by the WCG  (Erasmus 2000, 81). At the beginning of the millennium, women’s representation in the Namibian parliament was healthy, attributed to a number of factors; use of proportional representation electoral system and voluntary quotas by political parties and women’s movements (Bauer, 2004, 480). Geopolitically, Namibia took similar stance on the BLS (Botswana, Lesotho and Swaziland), the country directly submitted to the South-African economy, because of the trade and monetary dependency. However, the geopolitical challenges experimented by Namibia were less of an obstacle. Kenya is more vulnerable to environmental and social shocks given its over-dependence on rain-fed agriculture, and the volatile tourism industry, the unpredictable emerging regional peace and security architecture continuous to shape foreign policy decisions. However, Korwa Adar noted the shift towards cooperative multilateral diplomacy since the 1990s, in regard to management of shared natural resources, notably, the Nile River Basin riparian states (Adar, 2007).

It is such domestic and regional complexities with ramifications on the Kenya and Namibia’s foreign policy formulation and implementation, that the chapter seeks to explore opportunities for integrating gender norms and principles in the current diplomatic thought and practice (henceforth referred to us, ‘genderfication’) of the two states. As noted, the current configuration of foreign policy of many African states is deficient of gender norms and principles. Efforts to entrench gender equality in diplomatic services by states have taken various forms, institutional arrangements, quota systems, legislation and more importantly for this work, normative approach. In this section we assess gaps and explore opportunities for a gender-responsive diplomacy.

Conference diplomacy is a creation of the international need to approach common challenges collectively through diplomatic negotiation and dialogue (Groom, 2013; Winham, 1977; Riitberger, 1983). Namibia’s inclination to external forces such as South Africa, affords the country stamina for lobbying as a way to attain influence and as a way to pursue the country’s development goals. For instance, under the rubric of “economic diplomacy”, much emphasis of late has been accorded to spatial development initiatives such as the EPZs at Walvis Bay and Oshikango, among others. Conference diplomatic initiatives takes into account that regional fractures such as Angola, the legal dispute over Situngu as well as the intractable conflict in the eastern Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). Such transnational challenges continue to shape the foreign policy environment of Namibia for the foreseeable future. The benefits of approaching foreign policy from a multifaceted approach are numerous. For example, it is through the Conferencing Diplomacy adopted by the BRICs members that they were able to institute the ‘Green Economy’ and as a result of these coping mechanisms survived in the face of 2008 global financial crisis.  

In the modern world, public diplomacy, has been defined as public communication within a wide range of non-governmental entities aimed at influencing other governments (Kingstone, 2016). This means that diplomacy is no long confined only in the corridors of government set ups, but it takes variety of actors such as corporations, ethnic groupings as well as advocacy groups agitating social change-gender equality (Dean, 2012). Nicholas Cull identifies five components that comprise public diplomacy: 1) listening; 2) advocacy 3) cultural diplomacy 4) exchange; and 5) international broadcasting (Cull, 2008). Joseph Nye, on his part relates public diplomacy to three criticalities that anchors a country’s soft power; values, culture and policies (Nye, 2008). In this process of diplomatic evolution, some of the theoretical issues may also be clarified (Riordan, 2005). Although public diplomacy has previously been employed by states to discredit other governments by accusing them of bad motives, modern diplomacy can utilize this tool to demand for maximum engagement of various actors, including governments to negotiate for gender equality. Multilateral approach to gender equality is well placed to partner with the respective governments on advocacy and policy dialogues within states’ foreign relations, thus benefiting not only women but also those population at the bottom of the development pyramid. Another avenue for public diplomacy integrating gender values can be through nation branding. Although this approach to diplomacy has been criticized for leading to the homogenisation and depoliticisation of national interest and identity, Kenya and Namibia stand to gain in utilizing this tool, particularly in regard to laying foundation for stamping out outdated cultural practices against women. This has worked for western powers in advocating for women in rather patriarchal societies in the East. For example, when Obama visited Tokyo in the spring of 2014, he prioritized women issues on his visit. This compelled the Japanese Prime Minister Abe to acknowledging state responsibility for coercive recruitment of women who were then used as sex slaves on Japanese military bases around the region (Kingstone, 2016).

Parliamentary diplomacy is also known as, ‘parlomacy’ (Devin, 1993; Rusk, 1955). Parlomacy tends to take a more pragmatic long-term approach to dialogue by building trust and understanding. Aside from trust-building, politicising a certain crisis situation through a camaraderie of political ideology may have the benefit of re-framing conflict in other less harmful terms (i.e. than say ethnicity). But a shared political creed or doctrine between actors can also lead to rivalry with other parties involved in dialogue. It may also profoundly call into question the independence and sincerity of parlomacy. Furthermore, when dialogue becomes merely a forum for political point scoring - or an indulgence for the egos of parliamentarians (Stavridis, 2006). Institutionalization of parlomacy has the potential of debating on issues that have both national and regional implications, such as border conflicts. On this issue, scholars have maintained that involvement of women in fight against radicalization is impeccable (Mahiri, 2016). Zlatko Sabic, observes that members of International Parliamentary Institutions (IPIs) can influence decision-making processes than any other non-state actors (Sabic, 2008). Hence, leverage to advocate for more effectiveness and efficiency in the way the executive pursues its foreign policy and multilateralism (Malamud and Stavridis, 2011; Cofelice 2012, p. 32; Kosachev, 2004; Gotz, 2005). 
Nonetheless, the inter-parliamentary cooperation alone may not be sufficient to tackle all the issues, particularly in parliamentary democracies such as Kenya and Namibia. Parliaments should employ all the available mechanism in order to effectively develop gender responsive foreign policy platform. On this note, Durbek Sayfullaev, proposes four dimensions of parliamentary engagement that can transform diplomacy towards gender equality (Sayfullaev, 2016): (1) ratification of international treaties and enactment of laws (2) through the parliamentary oversight mechanisms such as hearings, petitions, preliminary, censure and etc. (3) through the fiscal arrangements, i.e. approval of annual budget for foreign activities and (4) through the bilateral and multilateral diplomatic negotiations. The multifaceted nature of gender advocacy, demands that country’s foreign policies be broader in substance and approach in order to allow women adequate opportunity to access international trade and other career progression within international relations realm. 

Also known as place branding, public diplomacy involves strategies and initiatives aimed at strengthening cooperation between states (Melissen, 2005; Kingstone, 2016; Brown et al. 2016). The involvement of Kenya in Somalia to protect its borders can be classified as public diplomacy. The Namibian involvement in Mozambique war demonstrates the country’s conducts in the foreign public. Utilizing this tool of diplomacy Kenya and Namibia can provide a comprehensive, coherent forum to advance gender issues, bringing together discussions from across a range of thoughts on gender issues and other aspects of life including, political economy, cultural exchange, public affairs, hospitality and tourism, investment promotion and other similar initiatives aimed at promoting states’ co-existence.

The final pillar is economic diplomacy. The countries’ membership in the regional economic communities (RECs), offers them a chance to generate interdependency and cooperation with its neighbours. For instance, Namibian membership in SADC creates a forum through which region-wide challenges can be tackled, including the management of shared water-courses, transport and communications, energy and food security (Brown Et al., 2016). Economic integration, although still in its early phases in southern Africa, holds great possibilities for Namibia to benefit from a market of over 250 million people and negotiate better trading terms with the rest of the world. Through regional blocs, Namibia and Kenya have the opportunity to amplify their voice and influence, especially on matters of importance to international relations, such as women economic empowerment. Although SADC is still a long way from achieving its potential - particularly in terms of developing free trade, promoting human security and adopting common standards on human rights, it remains a crucial medium through which Namibia can develop national capacity for common regional solutions, so is Kenya within EAC. Thus, promoting gender responsive diplomacy of African countries’ (including Kenya and Namibia) is therefore, an essential component in accelerating the two country’s economic growth and development. The main motivation for economic diplomacy is to strengthen a country’s position in the globalization processes, protection of a country’s interest and seal domestic markets against external international competition within the world market (Yueh, 2020).

It is therefore, imperative that Kenyan and Namibian’s foreign policy formulation process and implementation is buttressed on the diverse set of state and non-state actors, thereby, creating networks of international norms, regional geopolitics and domestic dynamics as illustrated in Figure 1, above.


Conclusion and Discussion

In this chapter, we have reiterated the gender norm ‘emptiness’ in the foreign policies of Kenyan and Namibian and by so doing demonstrated how to design an inclusive gender-sensitive analytical framework based on the strategic foreign policy framing methodology. Resulting from these three-stage processes (framing, objectification, and normalization), is what we coin, a ‘genderficated diplomacy’, as an analytical framework to guide scholars and key foreign affair practitioners in designing gender-responsive foreign policies (se Figure 1).

The proposed ‘genderficated diplomacy’, could provide the needed framework and mechanism for untangling the diplomatic principal paradox. Kenya and Namibia, not exempted. The extant literature reveals a number of features elating women with inherent qualities of a diplomat; inter-generational wisdom, resilient, negotiators, thinkers and individuals who act communally and routinely confront issues of international concern. The proposition is an attempt to address what Stevenson (2016), terms as evils of contemporary world; race, negative ethnicity, class and gender exclusion. The gender ‘emptiness’ of diplomatic spaces has been down-played by the same ethnographical factors (Iriye, 1979). However, for women to build social capital and professional acumen, researchers have identified some key attributes; membership-based organizations, building womanist ideologies, self-help housing, and communal leadership practices, provide social support mechanisms for catalyzing women’s rights, develop leadership skills and reduce poverty by converting Federation shack dwellers into Federation homeowners (Thomlinson, 2012). These cultural dimensions portray women as sources of inspiration to a country’s diplomatic image, hence translating ideologies into praxis. In Emily Rosenberg’s precept, the convergence between the social capital generated by women and cultural system are recipe for building a sustainable foreign policy (Rosenberg, 1994). 

Similar observations on women’s natural diplomatic acumen have been documented by feminist scholars (Rahman-Figueroa, 2012). Women tend to address day-day issues through negotiation, intelligence gathering and family networks- attributes that are essential for diplomatic engagement. Nevertheless, we can begin to see the patriarchal nature of diplomacy wherein, characteristics associated with “manliness” have been valued in the conduct of international politics and only been occupied by men… empirically, states are run and defended by men. This characterization puts no doubt, hegemonic masculinity has traversed the various socio-economic fabrics of the society, including diplomacy (Connell and Messerschmidt, 2005).

In this chapter, we have assessed the influence of culture in diplomacy, we have taken the historical factor into account. Some scholars have observed that this overt male bias is the product of male domination, within which diplomatic thought and practice operates (Fellegi et al., 2022b; Ha, 2014). As a result, “…existing power structures within the diplomatic infrastructure remain to reinforce gender inequalities and overt discriminatory practices, making it difficult for women to enter diplomacy at the highest position”. The above discussion of the marriage ban in the British Foreign Service articulates this notion of overt discriminatory practices. Today, women face a similar issue regarding marital status related to what is called ‘the trailing spouse’. One of the many challenges, especially for women serving in these essential roles, is that of finding a partner both willing and able to table or shelve his own career ambitions to follow the demands of your new employer. Family as the nerve centre of the society plays deep-seated structures, which have been used to maintain patriarchal order across generations (Fellegi et al., 2022b). This cultural orientation has often been used to legitimize the exclusion of women from decision-making processes. in this regard, future research should aim at amplifying the problem beyond sexual and social problem to politics and diplomacy. Subsequently, this unequal relation is both cause and effects of lack of access to career prospects such as quality education, mentorship and coaching, features characterizing the foreign relations profession. Media can play critical role in characterizing and framing women’s opportunities as diplomats. In regard to foreign relations, media could play in restricting a sanctioned country’s interactions with the outside world, thereby allowing the target regime to have greater control over the free flow of information (Peksen, 2010).  
 

[bookmark: _ftnref14]Feminist literature seek to expose and question the weighty issues concerning men-women power relations, ‘humanism’, nature, feminism and environment (Onditi and Odera, 2021; Hemmings, 2005; Munoz-Proto, 2015). This form of emerging scholarship advance discourses such as collective gender equality, societal gender equality, poststructuralism and feminism and psychology. In structural arguments, the importance of women as the main focus of development contradicts principles of gender balance, which advocates for both men and women as equally important stakeholders in the universe (Charlesworth, 1999). However, global women movements such as the one driven by the UN Women advocates for gender equality as opposed to feminism, as the former is able to encompass all facets of human development. Similarly, Jean Elshtain’s account of what feminism entails, identifies societal structures as part and parcel of gender and feminism-social, cultural, economic, environmental, and political (Elshtain, 1981). This is in consistent with the Chicago School of thought on gender and feminism, the school’s theory of ideas espouses those women issues are directly related to societal development (and by extension foreign policy formulation and implementation), and therefore inseparable from each other (Offen, 1988:123). As such, advocates of women rights or gender equality, particularly in patriarchal societies should be able to advance women’s substantive presence in diplomatic practice through such means as achievement of political, legal, or economic rights, equal to those granted to men (Flexner, 1971). Otherwise, advancing one gender at the expense of the other can be likened to a helpless farmer who decides to divert a stream of a river using loose sand, the sand will eventually be swept off the surface.

In conclusion, while acknowledging the broader school of thought in framing gender and feminism as an agency for advancing a country’s foreign relations through what this work proposes, ‘genderficated diplomacy’, analysis contextualises the conventional foreign policy formation pathways as an exclusive exercise needing reforms. We believe that ‘genderfication’ of diplomacy can be considered a ‘melting pot’ of the various factors of foreign policy that can improve our understanding of intercultural consideration of foreign policy formulation and diplomatic engagements.

Finally, the ‘personality’ factor that distinguishes women from men- arguably the most distinctive barrier in efforts to have gender inclusive foreign policy praxis, is a theme that deserves more scholarly and policy attention in future research on personality differences and implications on performance of diplomatic services; in what ways does individual personality influence diplomatic image and foreign service delivery.
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