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Abstract 
Dominant security discourses have historically been 

structured through state-centric, militarized, and 

masculinized frameworks that privilege sovereignty 

and territorial integrity, while rendering invisible the 

multidimensional insecurities experienced in 

everyday life by conflict-affected populations. 

Within such discourses, women’s perspectives have 

been persistently marginalized, reduced to narratives 

of victimhood, or subsumed under broader 

humanitarian categories. This study intervenes in 

these reductive paradigms by reimagining security 

through women’s eyes and foregrounding grassroots 

perspectives from conflict zones. The research 

recognizes that for women, security extends far 

beyond the cessation of armed hostilities to 

encompass access to livelihood, food security, 

education, bodily autonomy, healthcare, mobility, 

and freedom from gender-based violence. These 

dimensions, while central to the daily negotiation of 

survival, are frequently overlooked in traditional 

security studies and international policy 

frameworks. The existing body of feminist 

scholarship has contributed significantly to the 

critique of orthodox security paradigms, 

emphasizing human security, gender justice, and 

peacebuilding. However, a research gap remains in 

the insufficient representation of grassroots 

women’s voices from within conflict contexts 

themselves. Much of the literature either privileges 

elite feminist discourse, concentrates on institutional 

reforms, or adopts a top-down approach that 

inadequately reflects the lived realities of women at 

the margins. This study addresses this 

epistemological gap by situating grassroots women 

as knowledge producers rather than passive 

informants. By attending to locally embedded 

practices, testimonies, and community-led 

initiatives, the research highlights how women in 

conflict zones reconceptualize security not as a 

static end-state but as a dynamic and continuous 

process of sustaining life, negotiating power, and 

rebuilding social cohesion. Methodologically, this 

paper adopts an interpretive and feminist qualitative 

approach, engaging with narratives, community case 

studies, and peacebuilding practices to articulate 

alternative ontologies of security. In doing so, it 

demonstrates that grassroots women’s perspectives 

destabilize the hegemonic binaries of war/peace and 

victim/agent, thereby advancing new theoretical and 

practical insights into security studies. The analysis 

illustrates how women’s resilience strategies-from 

informal networks of care and mutual support to 

grassroots peace negotiations-offer a critical 

redefinition of security that is situated, relational, 

and deeply embedded in local socio-political 

contexts. Ultimately, the paper argues that 

incorporating grassroots women’s epistemologies of 

security is not only essential for feminist scholarship 

but also for policy development and post-conflict 

reconstruction. By foregrounding these perspectives, 

the study contributes to the broader project of 

decolonizing security studies, challenging 

masculinized narratives, and re-theorizing security 

as a lived, everyday practice rather than a state-

centric abstraction. 
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I. Introduction 
Security, long regarded as one of the 

central concerns of political science and 

international relations, has traditionally been defined 

and interpreted through highly state-centric, 

militarized, and masculinized frameworks. 

Historically, security discourses have been 

dominated by realist and neo-realist schools, which 
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emphasize the sovereignty of the state, the pursuit of 

power, and the primacy of military strength as the 

ultimate means of ensuring national survival. Within 

such approaches, security is conceptualized 

primarily as protection from external aggression and 

safeguarding borders from military threats. This 

narrow interpretation, often reinforced through 

policy and academia alike, not only sidelines non-

military threats but also upholds the belief that hard 

power and strategic defence are the highest priorities 

for state actors. In doing so, global security 

discourses perpetuate an enduring bias: privileging 

states over people, and militarization over human 

well-being. 

At the epistemological level, this security 

paradigm is deeply masculinized. Conventional 

security studies valorise qualities such as rationality, 

control, dominance, and aggression, which have 

historically been coded as masculine attributes. 

Military strength, hierarchies of command, and 

technological superiority are celebrated as the 

hallmarks of "strong" states, while softer forms of 

power, such as negotiation, cooperation, 

reconciliation, and care, are often devalued or 

dismissed as peripheral. The discourse itself, shaped 

largely by male policymakers, scholars, and military 

strategists, reflects an implicit gender hierarchy that 

places male experiences, voices, and priorities at the 

center while marginalizing or erasing women’s 

contributions and perspectives. The result is a 

discourse of protection in which men are portrayed 

as protectors, soldiers, and defenders of the nation, 

whereas women are often depicted as passive 

victims in need of rescue. Such imagery not only 

entrenches gendered stereotypes but also obscures 

the complex and active roles women have 

historically played in peacebuilding, conflict 

mediation, and resistance movements. 

The marginalization of women’s 

perspectives in both security scholarship and 

policymaking is thus neither accidental nor 

incidental but structurally embedded. Despite the 

fact that women are disproportionately affected by 

contemporary forms of insecurity, including armed 

conflicts, displacement, economic precarity, and 

sexual and gender-based violence, their voices are 

systematically excluded from the mainstream 

discourse. Policy frameworks often fail to recognize 

women’s unique experiences of war, militarization, 

and post-conflict recovery, reducing them to a 

secondary or “humanitarian” concern, rather than 

positioning gendered questions at the very heart of 

security policy. In scholarly research as well, 

women’s contributions to debates on security are 

often sidelined under the assumption that “hard” 

issues (such as military strategies, nuclear 

deterrence, and counterterrorism) are more 

important than “soft” issues (such as community 

resilience, everyday violence, or gender justice). 

The effect of this exclusion is epistemic: it creates 

gaps in knowledge and reinforces a biased 

understanding of what constitutes security, what 

constitutes threat, and whose lives are worth 

protecting. 

It is precisely this imbalance and exclusion 

that strengthen the rationale for reimagining security 

through grassroots, gendered perspectives. Feminist 

scholarship over the past three decades has 

consistently challenged the dominance of militarized 

and masculinized paradigms, arguing instead for 

people-centered and human-centered frameworks. 

Scholars like Cynthia Enloe, J. Ann Tickner, and 

Carol Cohn have demonstrated how the inclusion of 

feminist insights not only enriches but 

fundamentally reshapes the field by redefining the 

very meaning of security. A gendered approach 

transforms security from an exclusive concern with 

state sovereignty and military capacity into a 

broader and more inclusive concept that addresses 

the daily lived insecurities faced by communities 

and individuals. Such a reorientation emphasizes 

freedom from gender-based violence, access to 

food, water, and shelter, bodily autonomy, dignity, 

and sustainable livelihoods-issues that are often 

invisible in traditional security studies but are 

indispensable for any comprehensive understanding 

of peace and stability. 

Moreover, grassroots perspectives-

particularly those led by women and marginalized 

communities-demonstrate that security cannot and 

should not be monopolized by elites or state 

institutions. Across conflict zones and fragile states, 

local women’s organizations, community networks, 

and grassroots activists have played indispensable 

roles in building resilience, mediating disputes, 

promoting reconciliation, and reconstructing 

livelihoods. These initiatives provide alternative 

models of security that prioritize dialogue, social 

justice, community survival, and interdependence 

over militarization and coercion. By placing women 

and local actors at the center, grassroots approaches 

reveal dimensions of human insecurity that remain 

hidden in state-centric analysis. They also 

emphasize that insecurities are often interlinked-

ranging from domestic violence and poverty to 

structural inequalities and ecological threats-and 

cannot be neatly compartmentalized into “soft” 

issues relegated outside traditional security 

frameworks. 
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Thus, reimagining security through a 

feminist and grassroots lens is not merely an 

academic exercise but a pressing political and 

ethical necessity. Such a reimagining challenges the 

epistemological biases embedded in masculinized 

theories of security while providing more inclusive 

and sustainable frameworks for policymaking. This 

alternative vision acknowledges that true security 

cannot be achieved solely through weapons, 

borders, and military infrastructures-it must also be 

measured by the extent to which individuals, 

especially those historically marginalized, are able 

to live with dignity, equality, and freedom from fear. 

By integrating women's lived experiences and 

grassroots approaches into both scholarship and 

policy, the study of security can move beyond its 

narrow confines and contribute to a richer, more 

comprehensive, and more just understanding of 

what it means to be secure. 

 

II. Research Problem 
Mainstream or orthodox security studies, 

rooted in realist and neo-realist traditions, tend to 

prioritize issues pertaining to state sovereignty, 

national defense, and interstate conflict, thereby 

creating a narrow, militarized vision of what 

constitutes security. In adopting such a state-centric 

and masculinity-inflected lens, these discourses 

routinely obscure the everyday insecurities faced by 

women in conflict zones. While traditional 

frameworks highlight threats such as terrorism, 

nuclear proliferation, or border incursions, they 

systematically overlook the lived realities of 

communities who endure persistent forms of 

violence that may not appear as “strategic priorities” 

but which shape survival on a day-to-day basis. For 

women in particular, insecurity manifests not only 

in direct exposure to armed conflict but also in 

displacement, loss of livelihood, sexual and gender-

based violence, restrictions on mobility, and the 

erosion of familial and community support 

networks. Despite the centrality of these 

experiences, mainstream scholarship has historically 

rendered such concerns as secondary or peripheral, 

situating them outside the boundaries of what is 

conventionally recognized as security. 

A critical issue underpinning this problem 

is the lack of representation of grassroots women’s 

voices in both academic literature and policy 

debates on security. Much of the scholarship in 

security studies continues to be dominated by 

Western, male, and elite perspectives, which do not 

capture the nuanced realities of women in conflict-

ridden societies across the Global South. Even when 

women are included, they are often portrayed 

merely as victims of war and displacement, rather 

than as active agents and knowledge producers who 

develop strategies of resilience, survival, and 

community-building amidst violence. This epistemic 

marginalization not only results in incomplete 

understandings of security but also contributes to the 

silencing of grassroots knowledge systems that 

could contribute transformative insights to the 

discourse. Consequently, feminist and decolonial 

scholars argue that existing literature perpetuates a 

hierarchization of knowledge, privileging abstract 

theories of state power over the lived experiences of 

ordinary people, and particularly women, who are at 

the forefront of navigating insecurity in their daily 

lives. 

The research problem, therefore, lies in the 

urgent need to challenge, deconstruct, and expand 

the epistemological boundaries of orthodox security 

studies. This involves recognizing that security is 

not merely about military protection or national 

sovereignty but also about the capacity of 

individuals, especially marginalized women, to live 

free from fear, deprivation, and violence. By 

neglecting grassroots perspectives and silencing 

women’s experiences, traditional approaches fail to 

account for the most pervasive, structural, and 

enduring forms of insecurity that continue long after 

ceasefires are declared or borders stabilized. The 

task, then, is to reimagine security in a way that 

acknowledges women’s agency, centers their 

knowledge, and foregrounds everyday insecurities 

as legitimate and urgent dimensions of global 

security. 

 

III. Objectives of the Study 
Against this backdrop, the study pursues three 

interrelated objectives: 

● To foreground women’s grassroots 

perspectives on security. This objective 

emphasizes the necessity of amplifying 

voices from the ground, particularly of 

women living in conflict-afflicted societies, 

whose insights and strategies have been 

marginalized in dominant discourses. By 

centering their experiences, the research 

seeks to bring attention to overlooked 

forms of insecurity and the creative ways in 

which women resist, survive, and transform 

conflict. 
● To reconceptualize security as an everyday, 

lived practice. Instead of viewing security 

through the prism of state actors and 

military doctrines, this research redefines it 

as something experienced, negotiated, and 

contested daily by individuals in their 
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communities. By shifting the focus to 

localized, experiential understandings, the 

study aims to move security scholarship 

towards a more human-centered framework 

that acknowledges the multidimensional 

and relational nature of security. 
● To contribute to feminist and decolonial 

critiques of security studies. This objective 

seeks to intervene in ongoing theoretical 

debates in international relations by 

questioning the epistemic dominance of 

Western, masculinized paradigms and by 

engaging with feminist and postcolonial 

scholarship that advocates for plural, 

inclusive, and situated knowledges. By 

doing so, the study aims to destabilize 

entrenched hierarchies of knowledge in 

security research and contribute to the 

construction of alternative frameworks that 

are more just, representative, and 

transformative. 
 

 

IV. Research Questions 
Drawing from the research problem and objectives, 

the study is guided by the following core questions: 

1. How do grassroots women in conflict 

zones conceptualize and practice 

security? 

This question explores the experiential and 

localized understandings of security as 

articulated by women navigating contexts 

of conflict and militarization. It invites 

attention to the everyday strategies of 

survival, resilience, and community-

building developed at the grassroots level. 

Instead of viewing women merely as 

passive recipients of protection, this 

inquiry acknowledges them as active 

agents who rearticulate security in terms of 

access to basic needs, bodily autonomy, 

social justice, and collective well-being. It 

seeks to uncover how security is lived as 

practice, not simply imposed as doctrine. 

2. In what ways do women’s grassroots 

perspectives challenge dominant security 

paradigms? 

This question examines the epistemological 

and political critiques embedded in 

women’s alternative articulations of 

security. By situating their lived 

experiences against state-centric and 

masculinized frameworks, the inquiry 

assesses how these local perspectives 

disrupt conventional categories of “high 

politics” and expose the blind spots in 

militarized approaches. It also highlights 

the ways in which grassroots practices of 

care, negotiation, and community solidarity 

question the binary between “hard” and 

“soft” security, illustrating how everyday 

insecurities are inseparable from broader 

structures of violence and militarization. 

3. How can these insights reshape feminist 

scholarship and inform security policy-

making? 

This question seeks to bridge grassroots 

knowledge with global debates on security 

by considering how women’s lived 

experiences may enrich feminist theoretical 

frameworks and influence policy agendas. 

It aims to investigate how insights from 

conflict-affected communities can 

strengthen feminist critiques of orthodox 

security studies, helping to reconceptualize 

security as people-centered and inclusive. 

At the policy level, it also addresses how 

amplifying women’s voices could 

transform approaches to peacebuilding, 

post-conflict reconstruction, and the 

implementation of international 

frameworks such as the Women, Peace and 

Security (WPS) agenda. 

 

V. Conceptual Framework 
5.1. Reimagining Security through Women’s 

Eyes 

The conceptual framework of this study is 

grounded in the feminist and decolonial project of 

reimagining security through women’s eyes, 

especially those living in and navigating conflict 

zones. Traditional security discourses largely view 

security as the cessation of armed conflict or the 

protection of state boundaries. However, for 

grassroots women, security cannot be reduced to the 

absence of war or militarized threats. Instead, it is 

intimately tied to the possibility of living with 

dignity, accessing basic resources, protecting bodily 

integrity, and sustaining livelihoods amidst 

conditions of uncertainty. Thus, this framework 

reconceptualizes security as multidimensional and 

experiential, foregrounding the lived realities of 

conflict-affected women rather than state-centric 

abstractions. 

In this reimagining, security is not merely 

the termination of violence but the creation and 

sustenance of conditions that allow human life to 

flourish. The absence of gunfire or ceasefire 

agreements may signify a formal end to violence, 

yet everyday insecurities persist in the form of 
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hunger, displacement, gender-based oppression, or 

denial of basic rights. Women’s grassroots 

perspectives emphasize that security must be 

understood as continuous and relational, 

encompassing the daily struggles and aspirations 

that shape community survival and wellbeing. This 

broadens the conceptual horizon of security from a 

short-term focus on conflict resolution to a long-

term vision of justice, equity, and resilience. 

Within this feminist and grassroots reframing, 

security can be analyzed across multiple interrelated 

dimensions: 

● Livelihood security: In contexts of 

conflict, women often experience loss of 

land, income, and economic opportunities. 

Security from their perspective involves 

rebuilding sources of sustenance, ensuring 

access to employment, and maintaining the 

means to support themselves and their 

families. 
● Food security: Reliable access to adequate 

and nutritious food is a central concern for 

women in displaced or war-affected 

communities. Food insecurity not only 

deepens vulnerability but also reinforces 

cycles of poverty and dependency. 
● Educational security: For women and 

children, especially girls, education 

becomes a critical marker of long-term 

safety and empowerment. The ability to 

continue schooling during and after conflict 

is integral to securing one’s future and 

resisting cycles of exclusion. 
● Mobility security: Women’s security is 

also tied to freedom of movement without 

fear of harassment, checkpoints, or targeted 

violence. Restrictions on mobility diminish 

access to markets, education, healthcare, 

and community networks, exacerbating 

insecurity. 
● Bodily autonomy and integrity: The right 

to make decisions over one’s own body and 

the freedom from sexual and gender-based 

violence remain central elements of 

security. For women in conflict zones, 

threats such as rape, forced marriages, or 

reproductive violence constitute some of 

the most immediate and devastating forms 

of insecurity. 
● Healthcare security: Access to maternal 

health, reproductive care, and treatment 

during humanitarian crises is another 

crucial dimension. The collapse of health 

infrastructures during war places 

disproportionate burdens on women, 

highlighting the intersection of gender, 

violence, and health security. 
● Freedom from gender-based violence: 

Beyond the battlefield, women face 

structural and intimate forms of violence, 

including domestic abuse, trafficking, and 

sexual exploitation. Security in their eyes 

requires the eradication of such pervasive 

gendered harms, which are often invisible 

in militarized frameworks. 
 

Together, these dimensions illustrate that 

security through women’s perspectives extends well 

beyond the conventional definition of conflict 

prevention and militarized defense. It encompasses 

an integrated vision of safety and dignity in 

everyday life, challenging orthodox frameworks that 

privilege states over people and militarism over 

human welfare. This conceptual framework thus 

positions security as an everyday, lived practice and 

seeks to elevate grassroots perspectives as 

indispensable contributions to the theory and 

practice of international security. 

 

5.2. Security as a Process, Not an End-State: 

Continuous, Relational, Community-Embedded 

Negotiation of Everyday Survival in Conflict-

Affected Contexts 

Security is best conceptualized as a 

dynamic, ongoing process rather than a terminal 

condition, because it is continuously made, unmade, 

and remade through everyday practices that respond 

to shifting risks, resources, and power relations in 

conflict-affected environments. Framed this way, 

security is not achieved by a ceasefire alone or 

guaranteed by territorial control; it is a lived, 

iterative negotiation of survival and dignity that 

unfolds through time, across social spaces, and 

within networks of care and reciprocity. This 

perspective centers temporality (daily routines, 

seasonal scarcities, displacement and return), 

spatiality (routes, checkpoints, clinics, markets, 

shelters), and affect (fear, trust, solidarity), showing 

that safety depends on adaptive repertoires—

rerouting mobility, staggering market visits, 

diversifying livelihoods, maintaining redundancies 

in care, and cultivating trusted intermediaries-rather 

than on singular institutional events. It is inherently 

relational: families, neighbours, women’s 

collectives, faith groups, and informal institutions 

co-produce protection by pooling information and 

resources, mediating disputes, organizing 

accompaniment, establishing rapid-response norms 

against harassment, and building mutual-aid 

infrastructures that make daily life navigable.  
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5.3.Epistemological Commitments: Centering 

Women as Knowledge Producers through 

Testimony, Oral Histories, and Community 

Narratives 

This study is grounded in an 

epistemological commitment that recognizes 

women, especially those in conflict-affected 

contexts, as primary producers of knowledge, not 

merely as data sources or beneficiaries of external 

expertise. It contests the hierarchy that privileges 

abstract, state-centric theorizing over embodied, 

situated, and relational ways of knowing, and it 

treats women’s accounts of survival, care, 

resistance, and community governance as theory-

generative. Valuing women as knowers entails 

foregrounding standpoint and situated knowledge: 

those who navigate layered insecurities possess 

distinctive epistemic access to how power, 

militarization, displacement, and structural violence 

are lived and contested. This stance reframes 

“expertise” by elevating interpretive authority to 

those whose everyday practices make and remake 

security, thereby shifting the site of knowledge 

production from distant institutions to grassroots 

lifeworld’s. In methodological terms, this 

commitment is operationalized through testimony, 

oral histories, and community narratives as core 

evidentiary forms. Testimony is treated not only as 

recollection but as an ethical and political act 

through which narrators assert agency, craft 

meaning, and claim public space; oral histories are 

curated to preserve temporal depth, 

intergenerational memory, and the evolution of 

practices across ceasefires and shocks; community 

narratives are engaged as collective archives that 

encode norms of care, reciprocity, and protection. 

Treating these narrative forms as rigorous evidence 

implies careful attention to voice, translation, and 

co-interpretation, including participatory validation, 

reflexive positionality, and attention to silences and 

refusals as meaningful data. It also requires 

rethinking validity: triangulation is pursued across 

narrators, times, and settings, while reliability is 

anchored in procedural transparency, dialogic 

checking with participants, and thick description 

that preserves context and affect. Finally, this 

epistemic orientation has normative implications: it 

redistributes epistemic authority toward those most 

affected; it resists extractive research logics by 

emphasizing reciprocity, co-authorship when 

appropriate, and data sovereignty; and it embraces 

plural knowledges-including Indigenous, decolonial, 

and community-based epistemologies-that expand 

what counts as security knowledge. In sum, 

centering women as knowledge producers and 

elevating testimony, oral histories, and community 

narratives both rectifies epistemic injustice and 

enriches the conceptual apparatus of security 

studies, enabling analyses and policies that are 

accountable to lived experience and capable of 

capturing security as a dynamic, relational, and 

community-embedded practice. 

 

5.4.Grassroots Perspectives from Conflict Zones: 

Everyday Insecurities Named by Women Beyond 

the Battlefield 

Women’s grassroots narratives consistently 

expand the meaning of insecurity beyond the sound 

of gunfire to the daily conditions that make life 

precarious—displacement, hunger, restricted 

movement, collapsing services, and gendered harms 

that endure before, during, and after formal 

hostilities. Ground-level testimonies frame security 

as the ability to sustain families, move safely, access 

care and schooling, and exercise bodily autonomy 

amid shifting checkpoints, market volatility, and 

fragile institutions, highlighting how ceasefires 

rarely erase intimate, structural, and slow violence. 

From this vantage point, three clusters of everyday 

insecurities are recurrent. First, threats beyond 

armed hostilities: displacement ruptures housing, 

livelihoods, and support networks; hunger 

intensifies dependence and exposure to coercion; 

and restricted mobility curtails access to markets, 

clinics, schools, and legal redress, making routine 

tasks risky and costly. Second, structural violence: 

poverty, service collapse, and chronic under-

provision of healthcare and education produce long 

horizons of harm—unsafe pregnancies, untreated 

illness, learning loss, and debt traps—that persist 

even in “post-conflict” phases and 

disproportionately burden women as primary 

caregivers and household managers. Third, gender-

based violence: conflict-related sexual violence, 

domestic abuse, coercive control, trafficking, and 

early or forced marriage form a persistent 

continuum of insecurity that crosses home, street, 

camp, and workplace, often escalating with 

displacement and economic stress while remaining 

underreported due to stigma, fear of retaliation, and 

weak accountability. Grassroots women respond by 

building practical architectures of everyday 

security—rotating savings and food-sharing groups, 

accompaniment and route-mapping for safer 

mobility, informal mediation and early-warning 

networks, and mutual aid around childcare and 

health-demonstrating that security is a community-

made process grounded in care, reciprocity, and 

local legitimacy.  
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5.5.Women’s Lived Experiences of Security 

Women’s lived experiences of security in 

conflict-affected contexts show security as a 

continuous, community-embedded practice in which 

survival, dignity, and autonomy are sustained 

through adaptive strategies and mutual aid under 

intersecting pressures of gender, class, ethnicity, and 

displacement. Survival commonly involves 

diversified livelihoods, rotating savings and credit, 

food-sharing, childcare coordination, 

accompaniment for travel, and route-mapping to 

avoid harassment and checkpoints, translating 

intimate knowledge of local risks into practical 

access to markets, clinics, and schools. 

Intersectional dynamics shape exposure and 

resilience: poorer households face sharper trade-offs 

between income and safety; ethnic and religious 

minorities confront barriers to mobility, services, 

and redress; and displaced women bear compounded 

risks of gender-based violence, health deterioration, 

and education loss for girls alongside intensified 

caregiving and psychosocial burdens. Across 

regions, informal networks of care function as 

protective infrastructures—organizing early 

warning, mediation, and rapid response—while 

sustaining social reproduction when formal systems 

falter; women’s engagement in grassroots dialogues 

and women-to-women diplomacy often opens 

channels for de-escalation, humanitarian access, and 

inclusive agenda-setting when formal peace 

processes exclude them. Community-based 

reconciliation led or co-led by women’s groups 

weaves truth-telling, memorialization, trauma 

support, and the restoration of services and 

livelihoods, aligning social healing with material 

recovery to reduce relapse risks and deepen 

everyday safety. Taken together, these experiences 

demonstrate that ceasefires alone do not end 

insecurity; durable, people-centered security 

depends on strengthening local capacities for care, 

reciprocity, mobility safety, livelihoods, healthcare, 

education, and GBV prevention, and on recognizing 

women’s collectives as frontline security actors 

whose process-oriented practices make and remake 

protection in daily life. 

 

VI. Reconceptualizing Security 
Reconceptualizing security requires 

destabilizing entrenched binaries, foregrounding 

relationality and situatedness, and advancing 

alternative ontologies that privilege embodied, 

localized, and community-driven practices over 

abstract, state-centric metrics. First, the war/peace 

binary gives way to a lived continuum where 

insecurity and resilience co-exist across time and 

space: sexual and domestic violence can escalate 

during “peace,” while networks of care, mutual aid, 

and informal governance sustain life amid ongoing 

threats, revealing why ceasefires alone rarely secure 

dignity or autonomy. Second, the victim/agent 

binary collapses under the complexity of women’s 

roles in conflict-affected settings: the same 

individuals who endure displacement, hunger, and 

harassment also organize savings circles, negotiate 

access, map safer routes, mediate disputes, and lead 

cross-line dialogues-acts that are simultaneously 

protective, political, and knowledge-producing. 

Centering security as relational and situated shifts 

analysis from isolated individuals or state 

apparatuses to families, neighbourhoods, faith 

groups, women’s collectives, and transnational 

solidarities whose ties generate early warning, 

resource pooling, and social accountability. 

Everyday acts of survival-queuing protocols at 

wells, childcare rotations, rotating credit, 

accompaniment practices, and rumour verification—

are not merely coping tactics but political practices 

that reorder power at micro scales and make 

governance legible from below. Finally, alternative 

ontologies of security move from abstraction to 

embodied practices: security is read through the 

reliability of access to food, mobility, healthcare, 

and education; the density and responsiveness of 

support networks; and autonomy in decision-making 

rather than through event counts or territorial 

control. This reframing insists on localized, 

dynamic, community-driven understandings that 

recognize security as a process made and remade 

through care, reciprocity, and iterative adaptation, 

thereby recenteringwomen’s lived knowledge as 

foundational to theory, measurement, and policy. 

 

Theoretical contributions center on 

expanding feminist security studies through 

grassroots epistemologies that treat women in 

conflict-affected contexts as theory-generative 

knowers whose everyday practices and testimonies 

reveal how security is made and remade beyond 

state-centric frames. This approach re-centers 

marginalized voices in knowledge production by 

elevating oral histories, community narratives, and 

situated accounts of care, mobility, and livelihood as 

rigorous evidence rather than anecdote. It also 

advances the project of decolonizing security studies 

by displacing abstract, universalist models with 

localized, embodied, and relational ontologies that 

foreground social reproduction, reciprocity, and 

community governance as core to understanding 

security. Together, these moves contest dominant 
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binaries (war/peace; victim/agent), embed 

intersectionality, and articulate security as a 

dynamic, relational process anchored in lived 

realities. 

Policy implications follow from this 

epistemic shift and require bottom-up approaches in 

peacebuilding and reconstruction that begin with 

mapping everyday insecurities and community 

protection ecologies rather than imposing externally 

defined priorities. Recognizing women as agents of 

security—not passive recipients—means resourcing 

women’s organizations as frontline security actors, 

integrating them in early warning, ceasefire 

monitoring, local dispute resolution, and service 

restoration. Inclusive security frameworks must 

integrate everyday realities by combining GBV 

prevention and response, mobility safety, 

livelihoods, healthcare, and education into security 

mandates, using process indicators like reliability of 

access, network density and responsiveness, and 

decision-making autonomy. Procurement, program 

design, and monitoring should institutionalize 

participation, trauma-informed facilitation, 

translation and accessibility, and data sovereignty to 

ensure accountability to affected communities. 

Practical applications translate into 

guidance for NGOs, humanitarian agencies, and 

international organizations to co-produce 

interventions with women’s collectives, fund 

flexible mutual-aid infrastructures (rotating savings, 

childcare swaps, accompaniment), and support 

localized early-warning and mediation mechanisms 

that reduce harm in real time. Field methods should 

prioritize longitudinal, participatory research that 

captures seasonal and shock-driven change, with 

feedback loops that allow programming to adapt to 

shifting risk ecologies. In post-conflict 

reconstruction, a gender-sensitive approach entails 

joint planning with women’s groups for restoring 

clinics, schools, transport safety, and market access; 

embedding GBV services and legal aid within 

community hubs; and building pathways from 

informal women-to-women diplomacy into formal 

negotiations and implementation bodies. 

Collectively, these implications and applications 

align theory, policy, and practice around a people-

centered, processual conception of security that is 

locally grounded, relationally sustained, and 

oriented to durable everyday safety. 

VII. Conclusion 
Grassroots women reconceptualize security 

as every day, relational, and processual, showing 

that safety is made and remade through care, 

mobility, livelihood, and bodily autonomy practices 

that persist across the so-called war/peace divide 

and extend far beyond cessation of hostilities. Their 

testimonies and organizational labour illuminate 

how informal governance, mutual aid, and local 

accountability co-produce protection in conditions 

where formal institutions are weak or exclusionary, 

thereby reframing security as the reliability of 

access, density of supportive networks, and 

autonomy in decision-making rather than as event 

counts or territorial control. The study’s theoretical 

contributions lie in challenging hegemonic security 

discourses by expanding feminist security studies 

with grassroots epistemologies that treat women as 

knowledge producers and security-makers whose 

situated narratives are theory-generative. By re-

centering marginalized voices in knowledge 

production, the analysis unsettles universalist 

abstractions and advances decolonizing moves that 

foreground embodied, localized, and relational 

ontologies of security attentive to social 

reproduction, reciprocity, and community 

governance. This approach also destabilizes 

dominant binaries-war/peace and victim/agent-by 

mapping the lived continuum of insecurity and 

resilience and recognizing complex, overlapping 

roles women inhabit as carers, earners, organizers, 

and negotiators. Policy implications follow directly: 

peacebuilding and reconstruction require bottom-up 

approaches that begin with granular mappings of 

everyday insecurities and community protection 

ecologies, rather than imposing external priorities or 

short timeframes. Recognizing women as agents of 

security demands resourcing women’s groups as 

frontline actors in early warning, ceasefire 

monitoring, dispute mediation, service restoration, 

and accountability processes, with safeguards for 

participation, trauma-informed facilitation, and 

translation. Inclusive security frameworks should 

integrate everyday realities by coupling GBV 

prevention and response with mobility safety, 

livelihoods, healthcare, and education, and by 

adopting process indicators-reliability of access to 

essentials, network responsiveness, and decision-

making autonomy- to guide programming and 

evaluation. Practically, the findings inform NGOs, 

humanitarian agencies, and international 

organizations to co-design interventions with 

women’s collectives, fund flexible mutual-aid 

infrastructures (rotating savings, childcare 

cooperatives, accompaniment schemes), and support 

localized early-warning, mediation, and redress 

mechanisms that reduce harm in real time. Gender-

sensitive post-conflict reconstruction should embed 

GBV services and legal aid within community hubs; 

prioritize safe mobility, clinic and school 

restoration, and market access; and create pathways 
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from women-to-women diplomacy into formal 

negotiations, implementation bodies, and oversight 

mechanisms to sustain inclusive peace. Future 

research should pursue comparative studies across 

conflict zones to examine variation in everyday 

security-making and the transferability of 

community-based practices across contexts. 

Longitudinal analyses are needed to track how 

women’s peacebuilding initiatives adapt across 

seasons, shocks, and political transitions, and to 

identify which configurations of networks and 

resources yield durable gains in safety and 

autonomy. Finally, intergenerational inquiries can 

surface how memory, caregiving, and youth 

leadership reshape security practices over time, 

clarifying how knowledge and institutions of 

everyday protection are transmitted, transformed, or 

lost across cohorts. 
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