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Taming the Male Sovereign?
Framing Gender Inequality in Politics
in the European Union and the Member States
Emanuela Lombardo, Vlasta Jalušič,
Maro Pantelidou Maloutas, and Birgit Sauer

1. Introduction: Questioning Gender Inequality in Politics
Statistics on the status of women in European politics show a slowly but steadily
increasing number of women in political institutions in Western European countries
(European Commission 2005), while in former state-socialist countries, democratization was accompanied by the masculinization of parliaments (Rueschmeyer 1998;
Jalušič and Antić 2001; Sauer forthcoming). Gender inequality in politics was not
at the top of the agenda of autonomous women’s movements in Western European
countries. Autonomy meant opposing state and party institutions; issues such as body
politics, violence against women, and work participation were at the center of Western European women’s movements of the 1970s and early 1980s. In state-socialist
countries, state party systems preserved gender inequality in politics but established
special systems for the representation of women in parliaments,1 either with a quota
system across the social spectrum (Einhorn 1993: 150) or with seats reserved for state
women’s organizations.
With the establishment of women’s policy agencies since the 1980s, the issue of
gender inequality in politics moved to the fore, and party women started to ﬁght for
representation and quota systems (Hardmeier 2004 and Lovenduski 2005). Since the
1990s the issue has entered the political agenda of the EU and the member states’ political debates. It has been incorporated increasingly into oﬃcial policy documents on
gender equality, and discussed in EU countries by both policy and gender researchers,
alongside feminist practical and conceptual debates (Phillips 1995 and 1997; Squires
1999; Dahlerup 1988 and 2006; Lovenduski 2005; Fraser 2003).

1. Whereby the parliaments were rather token institutions and the factual political power was located
in the leading institutions of the Communist Party—like the Party’s Central Committee.
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Gender inequality in politics as a policy “problem,” however, can be framed in
diﬀerent ways, intentionally or unintentionally,2 and the measures proposed to confront it are subject to various interpretations. This chapter will reﬂect on how the issue has been framed across Europe by presenting the MAGEEQ results of a comparative analysis of policy frames on gender inequality in politics at the EU level and in
six member states—Austria, the Netherlands, Spain, Greece, Slovenia, and Hungary.3
The period studied is 1995–2003.
Gender inequality in politics, as a policy area, is explicitly gendered in the sense
that the impact it has on roles of women and men in society appears more visible
than it might be for other topics, such as agriculture or transport (see Meier et al.
2005). It seems as if here it would be easier than in other areas to formulate eﬀective
strategies to increase women’s voice, presence, and participation. It is thus interesting
to see the extent to which gender policies include contested or ambivalent meanings
of gender and how do these meanings inﬂuence the framing of gender in/equality
policies (Bacchi 2005; Jalušič and Hrženjak 2006). The main research questions of
this chapter are: what does gender inequality in politics mean in the six selected countries and in the EU? How is the problem of gender inequality in politics represented
(diagnosis)? Which solutions are oﬀered to the problem (prognosis)? The chapter will
depict the diﬀerent representations, both explicit and implicit, that political actors
provide of the deﬁnition of the problem of gender inequality in politics and of the
solutions proposed. It will analyze which actors are given a voice to express them in the
analyzed texts and which actors are absent; who are deemed to be the problem holders
and the target groups of the measures taken; and who are the norm groups. It will furthermore discuss inconsistencies in the framing of the problem and solution, and the
extent to which frames are gendered. It will then map the frames within the EU context to see how the issues and frames cut across the European space from east to west,
north to south. In conclusion, the chapter attempts to show some of the eﬀects and
predicaments of the framing of gender equality policies and pose critical questions to
the formulation of policy measures on gender inequality in politics in the EU.

2. The Problem of Representation: Feminist Debates
While we decided in this chapter to frame the issue as “gender inequality in politics,” since this appears as a more open signiﬁer which could be ﬁlled with a variety
of meanings, the most commonly referred way of addressing the issue is by the term
2. See discussion of intentionality in the introduction of this book.
3. See Annex 1 for the list of texts on gender inequality in politics analysed by the MAGEEQ Project.
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“representation,” a label that we see as a speciﬁc form of treating the issue. Most of
the gender-sensitive literature on gender inequality in politics deals with the question
of how gender diﬀerences could be represented in politics (e.g., Diaz 2005; Mansbridge
2003 and 2005; Paxton/Kunovich 2003). However, if representation is a dominant
concept in issues of gender inequality in politics, the literature diﬀerentiates among
several concepts of representation, usually based on Hanna F. Pitkin’s (1967) analysis.
One main diﬀerentiation is, according to Pitkin, between quantitative and substantive representation. Speaking of women, quantitative or descriptive representation
refers to the number of women in elected bodies, parties, and leadership positions.
This dimension of representation is also called “social” or “mirror” representation,
based on the idea that democratic bodies should mirror the population. Qualitative
or substantive representation refers to the process and output of politics and policies. Are women, women’s issues, needs, and interests represented in policy processes
and outcomes? Here representation means not only “standing for” but “acting for”
women (Squires 1999). Although the feminist literature is skeptical about this form
of “functional” representation, because the concept of “women’s interests” is misleading (Young 2000 and Phillips 1995), the diﬀerentiation is helpful as a heuristic tool,
as it raises many normative questions as to how the issue should be perceived in view
of a democratic coexistence of gendered subjects.
Arguments that problematize the concept of representation also contribute to
reinforce the dominant status of this notion in existing political theory. What is problematic in the notion of representation is that it denotes the existence of an already
existing common aim of the given group, so that the representative may function
as an intermediary, accountable to its assignors. Such a preexisting common aim is
something that does not exist with respect to the heterogeneous social category of
“women.” In the same manner that there are no common interests of all women,
there are no common political perspectives and no common proposals for the resolution of problems (see the debate between Sapiro 1998 and Diamond/Hartsock
1998). Additionally, representing someone means acting in her or his name, and
being accountable to her or him for any actions I may do (see Pitkin 1967: 8–9).
To what instance could women “representatives” of women be accountable? Is the
electoral process suﬃcient to provide such accountability? Furthermore, descriptive
representation cannot be considered an advance over representation as accountability,
because as a rule, women representatives have no prescribed way of being accountable to women as a social category. As for “fair representation,” it is not something
that can be achieved by a decision nor can it be guaranteed in advance, since it depends on the continuing relationship between representatives and the represented, as
Phillips (1995) notes in her critique of the concept of representation. She correctly
points out that “anyone concerned about the exclusion of women’s voices or needs or
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interests would be ill-advised to shut up shop as soon as half those elected are women”
(Phillips 1995: 82; also Pantelidou Maloutas 2006).
Other feminist research on women’s political exclusion deals more with the mechanisms that reproduce the problem of a low participation of women in politics, especially party politics and the barriers in the political realm that prevent women from
participation and representation. Joni Lovenduski and Pippa Norris (1995) diﬀerentiate between a “demand-oriented approach” (Why do parties [not] recruit women?)
and a “supply-oriented approach” (Why do women [not] run for oﬃce?). While the
supply-oriented approach focuses on women—they should change, they should be
trained, educated, and encouraged for participation—the demand-oriented approach
focuses on parties and voters—how to encourage parties to recruit women and the
electorate to vote for women? The shift from a supply-oriented perspective to a demand-oriented approach opened the perspective for the analysis of social structures
and the structure of politics and decision-making as male terrains, and as constructing barriers for women in politics.
A variety of other concepts in feminist research, such as “critical mass” (Dahlerup)
or “politics of presence” (Phillips), have ﬂourished next to the concept of representation. The argument of critical mass (Dahlerup 1988 and 2006) includes the idea that
policy output and style may change as soon as a certain number of female representatives enter decision-making bodies—the critical mass of approximately one-third. In
Dahlerups’s concept, numbers do matter since, after the critical mass of one-third of
women (in political bodies) is reached, they might be able to transform the political
agenda or at least change the decision-making style. While some scholars point at
the diﬃculty of critical mass theory to account both for women as individuals rather
than as a group and for the dynamic nature of political interactions (Mateo 2005),
others support the potential for change of a critical mass of women, especially when
these women are in contact with feminist organizations or institutions that promote
gender equality (Mazur 2002).
Another strand of feminist literature is characterized by the gender diﬀerence
argument. Bringing women in politics aims at making a diﬀerence in politics. The
expectation is that women in parliamentary and government politics will inﬂuence
the policy agenda and outcomes by bringing a diﬀerent, supposedly more genderaware, perspective on public issues (Lovenduski 2005; Norris 1996; Dahlerup 1988
and 2006). As Galligan and Tremblay (2005) point out, the expectation that women
will make a substantial diﬀerence in politics goes together with an underlying high
expectation that women in politics will represent women’s interests, which in turn
presupposes a shared gender awareness and common goals among female politicians.
The analysis of Childs (2004) on New Labour Party women MPs in the United
Kingdom shows that female politicians believed they were representing women’s con-
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cerns and achieving gendered outcomes. The contribution that women MPs claim to
make, however, is arguable on the basis of the fact that feminist groups do not always
recognize it (Galligan and Tremblay 2005). Arguments about diﬀerence also discuss
shifts in the style and approach to politics that a feminization of the political space
would supposedly bring, in the direction of less confrontational and less sexist political institutions (Lovenduski 2005).
There also exists a corpus of feminist literature within democratic theory on how
to overcome gender inequality in politics and how to transform representative democracies. Within this scholarship there are at least two arguments that focus on
group representation: Anne Phillips’ “politics of presence” and Iris Marion Young’s
group representation. Phillips (1995) suggests that not only political ideas but the experience of women should be present in the policy process. Here, the identity of the
representatives and their descriptive similarity with the electorate is crucial (Squires
1999). Phillips argues that the notion of women representing (interests, needs of )
women runs into danger of essentialism and ignores the accountability of elected
women towards their male and female party constituency. Thus, she pleas in favor of
an identity-based argument for group representation, one that holds quota as a means
to foster the mere presence of women in politics as a matter of justice, distancing
herself nevertheless from the idea that women in politics represent women.
A diﬀerent concept of representation that unites a politics of presence (social representation) with the need to provide fair representation to the ideas of oppressed social groups (functional representation) is Iris Marion Young’s (2000) notion of “group
representation.” Young pleas for both resources and special institutional mechanisms
for group representation in order for oppressed social groups to be able to voice their
issues in the political arena. She suggests that women as a “serial group” should be
represented in politics (Young 1994). According to Young’s notion of “gender as seriality,” rather than based on similar interests, the unity that exists among women is
a result of the material organization of (patriarchal) social relations that, at the same
time, is determined by and determine women’s position within society.
While the former arguments on group representation have connected the question of justice with recognition, in the last decade feminist democratic theory has put
also the question of redistribution (Fraser 1995) on the feminist agenda. This body
of scholarship stresses the importance of addressing both recognition and redistribution, by introducing the issue of social or class inequality next to that of gender
inequality. Nancy Fraser (1995 and 1997) has argued in favor of bringing attention
back to redistribution and, as a result, of refocusing on the ideological conception
of representation that the most recent feminist debates had overlooked. This process
of refocusing requires linking the struggle for a more fair representation with issues
of unequal socio-economic redistribution (Squires 1999). The debate on recognition
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and/or redistribution oﬀers yet another perspective on the concept of representation,
which can lead the discussion towards how to deal with the intersection of class and
gender diﬀerences which constitute inequalities, and what type of diﬀerentiated solutions could be needed, like for instance deliberation (Fraser 1997 and Young 2000).
Whereas the issue of recognition and redistribution is still related in some way
to the main scholarly conceptualizations of the problem as representation, recent
research has oﬀered alternatives, such as gendering policy outcomes or reﬂecting on
the notion of women’s interests. As comparative gender policy research suggests, in
the last thirty years state feminism has developed by integrating women in policy
processes (descriptive representation) and by gendering policy outcomes (substantive
representation) (Mazur 2001; Stetson 2001; Outshoorn 2004; Lovenduski 2005).
New lines of research also address the importance of doing empirical research that
respects the undeﬁned character of women’s interests (Celis 2005). Gender inequality in politics in this research targets not only the number of women, but also the
presence of both the issues and aims of women’s movements in policy decisions.
However, in spite of their relevance, these alternatives so far seem to be a separate
strand that has not inﬂuenced the dominant conceptualization of the issue of women
and representation in the literature.

3. Quantitative Representation of Women:
The Major Frame in Problem Deﬁnition and Solution4
In this section frames on the diagnosis and prognosis of the problem of gender
inequality in politics found in the EU and the member states’ policy documents are
linked to the conceptual questions of political representation of women. We consider
the extent to which the problem deﬁnitions and measures are more targeted on parties or on the electorate (political culture), as we saw in the discussion of Lovenduski
and Norris (1995); or on polity, politics, or policies (see research on comparative
gender policies); or whether the frames tend more to social (identity), functional
(interest), or group representation of women as in the theorizations of Phillips and
Young.
The debate on gender inequality in politics started in Austria, the Netherlands,
Slovenia, and Spain before or around the mid-1990s, while in Greece and Hungary
it was most lively around or after 2000. There is a double “narrowness” in the frames

4. See Annex 2 for the numbers of women in elected and decision-making bodies in the case studies and
periods selected.
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we found. Firstly, the problem of women’s inequality in politics is framed mainly as
women’s quantitative underrepresentation in elected decision-making bodies, in political parties, in top positions, and on candidate lists. Secondly, it is addressed mainly
as inequality in elected bodies such as parliaments, and in state administration, while
gender inequality in leadership positions rarely is mentioned. In most of the cases this
frame does not reﬂect quantitative presence as deﬁned by Phillips (1995), that is, the
presence of diﬀerent experiences of people, men, and women, but rather expresses
the idea of mirror representation. It is the “unequal” physical presence of women in
political decision-making that is the problem.
While the range of relevant political institutions varies across countries, it is always
quantitative representation that is the major frame. Sometimes, like in Austria and the
Netherlands, this also refers to top positions and well-paid jobs in the civil service and
business sector, where women are underrepresented and men are over-represented. In
Hungary, the issue is framed in terms of both low levels of women in politics (quantitative presence) and of the disadvantageous position of women in high-ranking
positions in the public sphere (politics, public administration, and labor). In Slovenia
it is also, though more rarely, deﬁned as women’s underrepresentation in all public
spaces. Here, moreover, we ﬁnd reference to an unequal representation of men in the
judicial powers where women’s numbers seem to prevail, which could be labeled as a
“poor” men’s frame. In Greece the issue is mainly framed as “few women in decisionmaking” and as a lack of equal opportunities for women in political decision-making
(Pantelidou Maloutas 2005). In the Netherlands, unequal distribution of power and
inﬂuence between the sexes is a noticeable problem framing. The notion of “balance”
plays a central role. In Spain, where representation is the most present issue, the
low participation of women is a question, whereby the term “participation” refers to
“presence” of women in political parties, decision-making, and elected bodies. The
argument about women’s unequal representation is sometimes articulated as a lack of
“parity democracy,” in which a more equal representation is interpreted as a sign of a
more democratic representation.
Whether the problem is articulated as women’s representation, participation, or
presence, in all countries it is framed in terms of numbers and shares. In some cases
the issue is even presented in terms of target ﬁgures set by national governments and
European institutions (percentages of women in elected and decision-making bodies), which is the case for the EU, the Netherlands, Austria, and, to a lesser extent,
Slovenia.
The major voices speaking in this frame, in all countries and the EU, are almost
exclusively the policymakers’ voices, in particular female policymakers, female MPs,
or party women, with some cases in Spain, Slovenia, and Greece where a civil society
voice is observable as well, though to a very limited extent. While the speakers in
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all frames make reference to international documents, treaties, and agreements to
support their diagnosis (UN and EU documents), reference rarely is made to gender
experts and civil society actors.
Problem deﬁnitions and solutions tend to be located at the level of individual
women. Women are seen as the problem-holders because they lag behind men in
political representation, and in this sense they are implicitly compared to the normgroup “men.” The solution mentioned is that women should change or be encouraged to run for oﬃce and be trained to become politicians, which shows a focus on
the “supply-oriented” approach. Policy discourses, thus, tend to reproduce traditional
gender stereotypes about the active male citizen and the inactive female citizen who
has a problem with the functioning of democracy. The normative scale to deﬁne
who has a problem, and indirectly who is not a competent enough citizen, may also
include race and ethnic stereotypes, as for instance in the Netherlands, where a speciﬁc group of women—“allochthonous (migrant) women”—is seen as the problem
group. Only very few documents and frames depict men as problem-holders and
responsible for gender inequality in politics. Austria is one of the countries where the
frame of male networks being responsible for female underrepresentation is at least
mentioned.
The solution of the problem framed as women’s quantitative underrepresentation is to raise the number of women in politics. Policymakers in diﬀerent countries
diﬀer in their choice of strategies to raise the number of female representatives, for
instance, through quotas or target ﬁgures. In policy discourse there is little debate
on why bigger numbers of women in politics should be the main goal. Arguments in
favor of women’s increased numbers sometimes are made in the name of democracy
and equality, in particular in the EU, Spain, and Greece. However, neither the question of justice nor more functional questions—be they framed as representing women’s interests or needs, or as changing the output of a policy towards more women
friendly politics—are discussed in the documents. The aim of parity of number is
seen as the main achievement and the main goal, to be accomplished through means
such as quotas, mentoring of women, monitoring of aﬃrmative actions, and gender
mainstreaming.
Turning one’s eyes to only the numbers seems to be a very basic approach to
inequality, because it narrows the problem down to the mere physical presence of an
essentialized group and restricts the range of possible aims and strategies for solving
the problem. Yet, public space is about physical presence as well, and policymakers
may try to rely on the “critical mass” argument in order to put the issue on the agenda
(Dahlerup 1988 and 2006). Another problematic aspect of only or mainly relying on
numbers is the shortcut made between women (present in political bodies) and the
qualitative or substantive representation of women. Most of the policy documents
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analyzed in this study implicitly suggest that women “as women” would act in favor
of substantial female representation, that they will (automatically) act for a womenfriendly outcome of politics. The underlying assumption of this mechanism is that
quantitative representation automatically leads to substantive or qualitative representation of women. However, not only empirical results show that the idea of a “critical
mass” has to be diﬀerentiated (Tremblay and Pelletier 2000), but also large sectors
of contemporary gender literature acknowledge that women’s common identity “as
women” risks reducing the multiplicity of diﬀerent women’s positions into one essential hegemonic identity that excludes women’s diﬀerences.

4. Alternative Frames on Gender Inequality in Politics:
Broadening the Approach
The analyzed policy documents also include other problem deﬁnitions that do not
occur as frequently or as comprehensively as the quantitative representation frame,
but suggest interesting alternative deﬁnitions and solutions to the problem of gender
inequality in politics. However, most of them refer to a notion of representation too.
One set of them still presents a narrow framing of the issue, in that it keeps arguing
why it is a problem that decision-making bodies have low numbers of women. If there
are no women in politics, the argument goes, women’s interests are not represented
or put on the agenda, representatives do not “act for” women and there is no womenfriendly outcome of politics. Documents do not diﬀerentiate between “standing for”
and “acting for” and most of them again assume that the low number of women is
the reason that women’s interests are not represented and that the policy outcomes
are not women-friendly. Mostly, in the conception and framings of European policymakers there is a sometimes overt, sometimes latent preconception that women in
politics necessarily represent women.
A more utilitarian variation of the same frame asks why quantitative underrepresentation of women might cause a problem for democracy. This could be labeled the
women diﬀerence frame: if women are underrepresented, the argument says, politics
is lacking the feminine part. This frame is grounded deeply in essentialist notions of
femininity, opposite to a naturalized masculinity in politics. Moreover, the frame is
combined with a utilitarian discourse that aims at bringing in women’s capacities as
a means to further “democratize democracies.”
Another framing of the problem of why quantitative underrepresentation is a
problem for a polity is that it is a symbol for a country lagging behind European
standards. This Europeanization or modernization frame wants to encourage policymakers by blaming countries for lagging behind in the European context. As it can
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be expected, this framing of the problem has a clear East-West divide, in that it occurs
in Hungary and Slovenia, former state-socialist countries, and in Greece, part of the
EU since 1981. However, it does not occur in Spain, which is part of the EU only
since 1986.
While most policy frames focus on women’s need to change, fewer frames suggest
that the structures of the polity are the problem, for instance, election laws that disadvantage women or parties that do not nominate women to run for oﬃce (demand
frame). The solution then would be to change the polity and to focus on parties as
gatekeepers. Only a small set of frames presents this somewhat broader approach to
the problem, often departing from the causes of quantitative and qualitative underrepresentation of women in politics. Such frames can be grouped around the womenunfriendliness of the polity and the political structures. These frames include reference
to the gender bias of existing electoral systems and to a poor or weak policy of aﬃrmative action in politics. Framing also refers to the social structure either described as male
dominance in society or as patriarchy. The gendered division of labor and discrimination of women in the labor market are seen as causes for political inequality. Similar
framings are gathering around social citizenship and the lack of social infrastructure
or a bad social policy to overcome structural inequalities, by proposing to change the
existing sexual division of labor and underlying social inequality. In this group of
frames that pay a greater attention to the structural causes of gender inequality, social
structures are mentioned and made responsible for the problem, such as power structures and patriarchy or the majority electoral system. However, these frames rarely
are found in oﬃcial policy documents, and if they are present, they are expressed
through the voice of gender experts (in the case of the EU, the European Parliament
Committee of Women’s Rights), activists, and left-wing politicians.
The broader approach to the problem of gender inequality found in the last group
of frames can also be traced in frames that focus on the need to build velvet triangles
(Woodward 2004) between state feminists, party women, and women’s movement in
order to empower women’s political action. The frame on gender mainstreaming points
at the relevance of tackling the problem of gender inequality in politics through incorporating a gender perspective in all public policy areas. This frame, which occurs
more frequently in the Netherlands, Austria, Spain and, to a lesser extent, in the EU,
suggests that the aim of integrating gender into all policies can be achieved through
measures such as gender impact assessment or monitoring the progress of women
through the elaboration of indicators for follow-up and the gathering of gender-speciﬁc statistics.
A strong frame on men as the cause of the problem of gender inequality in politics
does not exist. On the contrary, the poor men’s frame, which is mainly found in texts
opposing quotas, sees men potentially outnumbered by women because of quotas
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and paints the picture of a supposedly threatening feminization of the sphere of
power. While a general call to change political culture through awareness-raising measures is rather frequent in the policy texts across countries, and particularly in the EU,
a frame to change the male political elite is far more rare and would indeed be a paradigm shift in the prognosis towards changes in the political representation of men.
This frame appears in Austrian documents a few times, with reference to the need
for men to renounce their power and to bring more women in politics, and in Spain
only in a single case of male self-criticism concerning the existence of machismo
within parties.

5. Inconsistencies and Absences
in the Framing of Gender Inequality in Politics
Our analysis of policy documents dealing with gender inequality in politics shows
evidence of inconsistencies, absences, and competing policy frames. A ﬁrst inconsistency is that the relation between diagnostic and prognostic frames is unbalanced
towards solutions to the problem, since policy texts tend to focus on proposing measures to solve a problem that has not been diagnosed in the ﬁrst place. One of the
consequences is that the suggested solutions are provided without a thorough analysis
of the situation of gender inequality in politics. This could indicate that the proposed measures inadequately answer the complex reality of the problem and that, to
be more eﬀective in problem solving, policies would require a more comprehensive
diagnosis of gender inequality in politics. The reasons for a poor problem deﬁnition
could be due either to the lack of knowledge and conceptual clarity on the part of
policymakers, or to the lack of political will to provide a more articulated diagnosis
that would challenge existing gendered power hierarchies.
Another inconsistency is that even where policy documents focus on both prognosis and diagnosis, these do not necessarily match. The diagnostic frame on the problem
of male domination and patriarchy has no matching frame in prognosis that, for
instance, would propose measures to overcome the structure of male domination in
society and politics. The democracy frame in the problem deﬁnition has no matching solution frame that would say that democracy necessarily needs instruments and
measures to represent gender diﬀerences in order to function well.
The lack of consistency and the existence of competing premises is particularly
relevant for understanding the potential dangers in the implementation of policy
measures. For example, the lack of a parallel discourse on changes to the male political elite required for aiding the entrance of more women into elected and decisionmaking bodies could suggest wrongly that male change is not needed to bring about
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gender equality in politics. This situation could occur because the dominant prognostic frame of increasing the number of women through quotas and positive actions
does not correspond to a parallel frame that suggests a change of the male political
elite. As a result, this could create a potential conﬂict between the proposed measures
to increase women’s numbers and the missing measures demanding male politicians
change their patriarchal attitudes in order to facilitate women’s entry in the currently
male-dominated political institutions. Frames do not only reveal inconsistencies but
also absences in the discourse. Most of the documents, with few exceptions, such as
Austria, mainly focus on women as the main problem-holders and men as the implicit
or explicit norm group. Furthermore, the message to “encourage women” is ambiguous, as it provides women with resources for entering politics, while conﬁrming a patronizing idea that women need encouragement and support, while men do not need
training and information on the causes of male domination in politics, its eﬀects on
women and society, and the development of more gender equal attitudes. Moreover,
since men are implicitly measured to a double normative standard, being the norm
to whom women should conform to and the group dominating power positions, the
premises that may allow women to challenge such power appear rather weak.
Absence can also be interpreted as lack of articulation, for instance, of roles, or
as lack of voice of certain actors. In most frames where speciﬁc roles are absent, gendered structures of power—addressed as patriarchal structures or women-unfriendly
electoral systems—are mentioned as responsible for the problem. Voices speaking in
the texts are policymakers, mostly women. This in itself appears like an argument in
favor of increasing the number of women in politics, otherwise the issue of gender
inequality in politics would not be raised at all. Gender experts and the women’s
movement rarely appear in oﬃcial texts, but when they do so they usually give voice
to the frames that show a more structural approach to the problem and solution.

6. Gendering Inequality in Politics and Neglecting Other Inequalities
The issue of inequality in politics appears explicitly gendered because the unequal
roles of women and men are far more visible here than in other policy areas. But
how is this explicit genderedness treated in the analyzed texts? What meanings are
attributed to gender? In most of the policy documents, women (and men) are seen
as a homogenous group—either with similar characteristics and potentials or with
similar interests. The gendering strategy varies according to the type of frame in the
diagnosis or prognosis. When the frame is quantitative representation, the major
framing of the issue, texts mainly take into account the physical presence of given
women and thus focus on the mere sex of people. In diagnosis, the (physical) lack of
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women is seen as the major problem of gender inequality in politics. The same applies
to the policy solution of raising the number of women. In both cases, gender seems to
represent a mere “natural” sex and a given, ﬁxed, and dichotomous category: women
opposed to men according to their “sex.” Moreover, most times women are the main
focus of diagnosis and prognosis—it is not men’s over-representation that is depicted
as a problem, but women’s underrepresentation. Since they do not frame the issue in
relational terms, nor do they take into account the socially constructed dimension
of the relation between women and men, policy documents on gender inequality in
politics actually appear to be gender-blind.
The notion of physical presence of “natural sex” that we found to be the core of
most problem deﬁnitions and solutions in our policy documents studied here diﬀers
from the idea of Phillips who distinguishes the “presence of ideas” and the “presence
of people, of experiences.” Only in the gender diﬀerence frame—where the lack of
women is depicted as a lack of women’s qualities and characteristics in politics or
when women are expected to bring something diﬀerent into politics—are women
treated as gender rather than naturalized sex. However, this framing relies upon essentialist ideas of women’s characteristics, which are supposed to be all the same and
diﬀerent from men’s characteristics in politics.
The little consideration for the social dimension of gender is also reﬂected in the
fact that women as a category are not “internally” diﬀerentiated in terms of social differences. The interplay of gender with other social diﬀerences and inequalities such
as ethnicity, class, and social status or age is absent in almost all policy documents on
gender inequality in politics. Diﬀerences only occur as diﬀerences in political ideology, that is, as diﬀerences among women belonging to diﬀerent parties. A sign of the
absence of concern for intersectionality is, for instance, the fact that the lack of voting
power for migrant women is not seen as a problem of gender inequality in politics
in the analyzed documents. This absence is particularly striking given the historical
background of women’s struggles for the vote in Europe.

7. Comparing Gender Inequality in Politics across Europe
Our analysis of policy documents on gender inequality in politics shows that
in the six countries and in the EU the main frame presents the issue as a quantitative problem that should be solved by increasing the number of women in politics.
Keeping in mind this generally uniform trend in the framing of the problem and
solution, our analysis also shows speciﬁc country patterns in framing the issue of
gender inequality in politics. It shows some diﬀerences between the southern countries (Spain and Greece) and the EU, as well as between younger and less stabilized
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(Greece, Hungary, Slovenia, and Spain) and older and more well-established democracies (Austria and the Netherlands). The pattern can also be described in terms of
diﬀerences between liberal democracies and former socialist countries. The latter had
a tradition of women’s quotas in parliament, although imposed from above.
In the problem deﬁnition, the EU, Austria, the Netherlands, and Slovenia share a
focus on targets, percentages of women in political institutions that must be achieved,
while this frame is not so strong in Greece, Hungary, and Spain. In this sense, there
exists a North/EU-South divide, in which northern countries share with the EU a
“public management” discourse on achieving target ﬁgures, but there is not a clear
East-West divide. Due to the socialist legacy of tokenism, post-socialist countries
tend to be against quotas. In this respect, the Slovenian focus on achieving a certain
percentage of women appears as an exception when compared to other post-socialist countries, including Hungary. The role of the state in the frames diﬀers too. The
southern countries do not blame the state for its failed policies on representation.
This frame is present in countries either with strong corporatist structures or a statesocialist tradition—in Austria, the Netherlands, Hungary and Slovenia, as well as
in the EU. Moreover, the interpretation of women’s underrepresentation as a failure
of democracy is more present in the EU, Spain, and Greece, partially in the former
socialist countries, but not in Austria and the Netherlands, countries that perceive
themselves as stable and “good” democracies.
While the EU shares the frame of the gendered division of labor as a problem for
gender inequality in politics with the former socialist countries as well as with Spain
and Greece, this frame is less strong in the Netherlands and Austria where again corporatist traditions, characterized by state’s negotiations with employers’ organizations
and trade unions, might have established the hegemony of the class cleavages. The
frame of Europeanization—in which the lack of female representation is framed as
a problem of ﬁtting into Europe—is present in the analyzed post-socialist countries
Hungary and Slovenia. In Greece, a country in which the modernization/tradition
divide has deep cultural roots, the framing of gender inequality in politics is linked
to the discourse on the need for modernization of the country. By contrast, the weakness of the “Europeanization” frame in Spain is striking. Despite the evidence that
Spanish gender policy has been Europeanized since Spain’s membership in 1986,
and that Spanish state feminists recognize the key role of the Union in supporting
progress in Spanish gender policy, oﬃcial documents analyzed here do not emphasize
the need to comply with EU policies to increase women’s representation. This oﬃcial
disregard shows the poor record of implementation of EU gender legislation on the
part of Spanish courts and legal practitioners (Lombardo 2004).
The countries’ problem solution patterns are more uniform than they are in diagnosis. The main uniformities across countries and the EU at the level of prognosis
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consist in framing the general goal of policies on gender inequality in politics as
women’s quantitative representation. Quotas are present and dominant on the EU
level and in all other countries, with the exception of Hungary and the Netherlands,
where this is a minor frame. In general, it is common to propose the adoption of a
state regulation as a major strategy to overcome the problem of gender inequality in
politics, a suggestion less frequent only in Greece and the Netherlands.
A gap between the EU and the member states appears in the monitoring processes, mainly at the EU level, while it is absent in the nation-states. The EU emphasis
on monitoring rather than regulatory activities can be explained due to the lack of
EU competence in the area of gender inequality in politics. In eﬀect, the monitoring progress of women in politics is a frame typical of the EU approach to gathering
information, statistical data, and monitoring activities to support member states in
policy implementation. However, the lack of this frame at the national level is evidence of a poor culture of evaluation of public policies in the member states that
could hinder an eﬀective implementation of other EU policies too.
The overall picture is more diﬀerentiated when it comes to the type of approach
that should be adopted to solve the problem and the actors that should do something
about it. As far as the adoption of a broader approach to policymaking is concerned,
in spite of the (mainly soft) EU legislation on gender mainstreaming, the latter is
in fact a weak frame at the EU level for solving the problem of gender inequality in
politics. At least at the rhetorical level, the frame is rather strong in Spain and the
Netherlands, and less frequent but present in Austria. Rather than focusing on gender
mainstreaming, Greece recurrently uses women’s capacities as an argument for solving the problem of gender inequality in politics. Such a gender diﬀerence argument is
uncommon in the remaining countries. It is absent on the EU level, in Slovenia, and
in the Netherlands, and it is a minor frame in Hungary, Austria, and Spain.
With respect to who should do something to solve the problem, the EU and
Spain suggest the strategy of encouraging women to participate in politics (a “supplyoriented” approach). The option of making parties responsible for the solution is
absent only at the EU level, while it is present in Slovenia and Austria, less frequent
in Spain and the Netherlands, and weak in Greece and Hungary. This may depend on
several factors, among which are diﬀerent national traditions of demanding the accountability of political parties, the centrality of the party system in the functioning
of democracy, parties being more or less trustworthy, etc. Finally, the idea that a “triangle of empowerment” between femocrats, female politicians, and women’s movement actors would contribute to the solution of gender inequality is not a strong
frame in the debates, possibly due to the limited presence of feminist voices in the
documents: only in Spain this appears as an important strategy, while it is absent in
Greece, and less frequent or weak in the other case studies.
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If we look at what should be the object of change, member states and the EU place
the emphasis on diﬀerent aspects of the solution. Some countries, such as Slovenia
and Spain, partially, show a special interest in changing the polity like the election
system or the constitution. This frame is less strong in Austria and the Netherlands
and is weak at the EU level. When the object of change is the gendered division of
labor, the frame is strong only in Spain and the Netherlands, while it is less frequent
at the EU level and in Hungary, and a weak frame in Greece and Austria. Changes in
the political culture, for instance, concerning the perception of women politicians in
society, are strongly recommended only in Spain, while this is a less strong framing at
the EU level and in the Netherlands, and a weak frame in Greece and Austria. In conclusion, although clearcut shifts and cleavages between South/North and East/West
cannot be identiﬁed in the framing of gender inequality in politics across Europe, a
number of group and speciﬁc country patterns could be found that concern small
variations in the major frame and in the articulation of alternative frames.

8. Conclusions
From Pitkin (1967) onwards, the literature on gender inequality in politics has
placed the concept of political representation at the core of its theorizations. In this
respect, our analysis presents analogies with existing scholarly debates, as it shows
clearly that the major framing of the problem and the solution across all countries
and the EU remains that of women’s quantitative political representation. This has
important implications. When using this frame, policymakers implicitly or explicitly
are relying on a (normative) theory of democracy: democracy is representative democracy and representation is about numbers of people—the majority rule. Policymakers
mainly stick to the idea of quantitative representation, but they do not argue why
raising the number of women should contribute to democracy.
In this sense, it appears as if concepts such as Phillips’ “politics of presence” or
Dahlerup’s “critical mass” are somehow in the background of policymakers’ debates,
although the latter seem to lack articulated arguments (that are present in the literature) to support their standpoints. This might explain why the quantitative shift
proposed in the majority of policy discourses on gender inequality in politics rarely
is seen to be in need of shifts in power and political structures. Policymakers seem to
adopt a rather simplistic approach to the problem, when in fact the change required
to bring about political equality appears more complex than a shift in numbers may
suggest (Lovenduski 2005; Lombardo and Meier 2006).
Indeed, a mere focus on numbers not supported by other structural measures
that address, for instance, reconciliation of family and personal life with politics and
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targeting male politicians, could have the eﬀect of de-politicizing the issue. This is because, although setting targets can have its positive side by giving an easy visibility to
the issue, a predominantly numerical framing may risk suggesting that the problem
of gender inequality in politics can be solved by achieving some target ﬁgures, not by
changing existing gendered power relations. This dilemma has been conceptualized as
the “benchmarking fallacy” of women in political decision-making (Meier et al. 2005).
Apart from the co-occurrence of the quantitative frame in all countries, there
emerge articulations of minor frames that provide interesting insights on the nature
of the problem of gender inequality in politics. Some of the issues that emerge in
the frames are debated in the literature on political representation, particularly with
respect to the barriers to women’s political participation represented by party and
electoral politics (Lovenduski and Norris 1995). Policy frames found include, among
others, male domination and patriarchy, the unfriendliness of electoral systems to
women candidates and voters, the importance of women’s triangles of empowerment,
and structural obstacles to women’s political representation caused by the gender division of labor in society as a preconditioning structure of politics as a profession.
These alternative frames appear more often in the discourse of gender advocates,
such as women politicians from left-wing parties (often with a feminist background),
gender experts, and civil society actors. However, the extremely limited reference to
the voice of civil society actors, gender experts, and women’s movements in oﬃcial
policy documents shows that the contribution they could oﬀer to the framing of the
problem and the solution of gender inequality in politics is inevitably limited. The
absence of their voices and their debates apparently aﬀects the terms in which the
problem and solution of gender inequality in politics is debated in the political arena,
thus narrowing the deﬁnition of the issue only to the concerns voiced by policymakers. The small presence of issues analyzed in the policy documents, such as gendering
policy outcomes (Mazur 2001; Stetson 2001; Outshoorn 2004; Lovenduski 2005)
and reﬂecting on the notion of women’s interests (Celis 2005), that we ﬁnd in most
recent scholarly studies in gender and politics could perhaps also be connected to the
absence of the voice of gender experts and women’s movements in policy debates.
The policy ﬁeld discussed in this chapter is gendered in a speciﬁc way—it is about
the deﬁcits of women in politics. Although documents generally do not blame women directly for gender inequality in politics, women are presented as the problem
holders. It is mainly women speaking in the documents, and policy recommendations mainly address women (very rarely men)—if not social structures like general
social inequality, sexual division of labor, and patriarchy. Men appear as the implicit
norm group and are not asked to change. The concept of gender that is adopted in
most policy documents analyzed shows that the issue of gender inequality in politics
is not generally framed in substantially transformative terms across Europe. It seems
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to pursue practical gender goals related to women’s inclusion in the existing political
world rather than strategic objectives of transformation of the existing gender order.
Diﬀerence arguments can be found but are not dominant. Furthermore, the reference
to social structures in the frames is helpful for analyzing the problem and exploring
the causes of female underrepresentation. However, since this approach is combined
with an implicit norm of men and concrete responsibilities are missing when it comes
to policy action, the solution might be diﬃcult to achieve. Finally, issues that we
ﬁnd in the literature linking recognition and redistribution, such as Fraser’s (1995
and 1997) reﬂections on the intersection between class and gender inequalities, are
extremely rare in the analyzed texts, as are all references to intersectionality.
While country patterns show a general uniformity in the major quantitative framing of the issue, the comparison between nation-states and the EU level shows that
the EU makes general diagnoses and recommendations that do not necessarily adapt
to the polity and politics of the diﬀerent nation-states (for instance, diﬀerent party
systems, diﬀerent polity arrangements). Moreover, since it has no competence on
gender inequality in politics, the EU makes general statements about the problem
and solution of gender inequality in politics but its action is based on “soft” rather
than binding measures that reduce its impact on member states.
Finally, the framing of the issue of gender inequality in politics reveals a number
of inconsistencies like: the unbalance towards the prognosis of the problem, which
shows a poor diagnosis; a mismatch between diagnostic frames on the problem of
male domination that are then left with no solution challenging the male standard; or
essentialist perceptions of women and gender that hinder the eﬀective implementation of gender equality policies. It seems that to formulate more transformative and
eﬀective policies to solve the problem of gender inequality in politics, policymakers
should become more aware of such inconsistencies in order to design more coherent
policies. The awareness of inconsistencies would help them, for instance, to adopt
a broader approach to the issue of gender inequality in politics, that would tackle
not only the number of women in politics but also more structural issues concerning the challenging of male domination in politics and the unequal sexual division
of labor. Or it could serve to make women and men, rather than only women, the
main subjects holding the problem of gender inequality in politics and the main
responsible for solving it. This would require change from male political elites too,
thus initiating a process that we could name taming the male sovereign. This approach,
however, seems to rely on the political will to open debates on the meanings of gender
equality in politics with a wider range of political actors, including civil society and
the feminist movements. The most direct challenges to male domination in politics
often come precisely from the discourse of these neglected actors. In this respect, the
inclusion of alternative articulations and voices could open up new possibilities for

96

representing the problem and solution in ways that go beyond the major quantitative
framing of the issue, ways that could even approach the issue in more structural and
deﬁant terms.
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Annex 1.
List of Texts on Gender Inequality in Politics Analyzed by the MAGEEQ Project
Austria
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

ÖVP party program (1995).
Article in Die Presse (October 1995).
Article in Die Presse (January 1996).
Dissenting opinion on equal treatment report (December 1996).
Article of Die Presse (January 1997).
Article of Der Standard (October 1998).
SPÖ party program (1998).
FPÖ deputies on amending Federal Equal Treatment Act (June 1999).
SPÖ deputies on amending Federal Equal Treatment Act (June 1999).
Liberal Forum deputy on Federal Equal Treatment Act (June 1999).
ÖVP deputies on amending Federal Equal Treatment Act (June 1999).
Green Party deputies on Federal Equal Treatment Act (June 1999).
Austria’s 5th CEDAW report (September 1999 and April 2000).
Article in Der Standard (September 2000).
Article in Der Standard (July 2001).
Green Party program (2001).
FPÖ Women’s Initiative statement on quota (March 2002).
Article in Der Standard (December 2002).
Article in Der Standard (January 2003).
Government program (February 2003).
ÖVP deputy’s statement on quota (July 2003).
Statement on new Federal Equal Treatment Act (September 2003).

European Union
1. Keynote speech by Mr. Padraig Flynn, European Commissioner for Social
Aﬀairs and Employment (…) Dublin, Ireland.
2. Council Resolution of March 27, 1995 on the balanced participation of men
and women in decision-making (OJ C168 4.7.1995).
3. Charter of Rome (1996) Summit on “women for the renewal of politics and
society.”
4. Garcia Munoz, Victoria, and Emily Carey (1997) “Diﬀerential Impact of
Electoral Systems on Female Political Representation.” Women’s Rights Series
10. European Parliament: Luxemburg.
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5.

6.

7.

8.

9.
10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.

Leyenaar, Monique (1997) How to Create a Gender Balance in Political
Decision-making. Luxembourg: Oﬃce for Oﬃcial Publications of the
European Communities.
European Election Brochure (…) “Europe for women, women for Europe,”
prepared by European Commission DGV, in cooperation with the Women’s
Rights Committee of the European Parliament.
European Women’s Lobby (1999) Special edition newsletter: “New European
Parliament, A New Commission—How much will women beneﬁt?” July
1999.
Finnish Presidency (1999) Report to the Council on “Women in the Decisionmaking Process” in the Member States and the European Institutions.
October 22, 1999.
European Parliament Resolution on “Women in Decision-making” (2000)
March 2, 2000. B5-0180/2000 OJ C346/82.
European Women Lobby’s Recommendation on “Women in Decision-making” (2000) May 22, 2000.
European Commission (1996) Report from the Commission to the Council,
the European Parliament, and the Economic and Social Committee on the
implementation of Council Recommendation 96/694 of December 2, 1996
on the balanced participation of women and men in the decision-making
process. OJ L391, COM(2000)120.
European Commission (2000) Communication from the Commission of
July 7, 2000 addressed to Member States on the Commission Decision relating to a gender balance within the committees and expert groups established
by it.
European Parliament Committee on Women’s Rights and Equal Opportunities (2000). Report on the Commission report on the implementation of
Council Recommendation 96/694 of December 2, 1996 on the balanced participation of women and men in the decision-making process. COM(2000)
120—C5-0210/2000—2000/2117(COS).
EP debate 96/694 report: European Parliament plenary debate on balanced participation of women and men in the decision-making process
(COM(2000) 120—C5-0210/2000—2000/2117(COS))
EWL (2004) Lobbying Kit: European Women’s Lobby Lobbying Kit for
European Elections 2004. “Have we got the balance right?”
European Parliament Committee on Women’s Rights and Equal Opportunities (2004) Report on the elections of 2004: How to ensure balanced representation of women and men. A5-0333/2003.
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Greece
1. Parliamentary discussion on the amendment of Law 2910/2001, Article 75,
on the application of quotas in municipal elections.
M. Damanaki’s speech
R. Zisi’s speech
V. Papandreou’s speech
E. Kourkoula’s speech
P. Foundoukidou’s speech
K. Papacosta’s speech
O. Kolozof ’s speech
2. Papandreou, V. (2003) Speech “Women in Posts of Responsibility: New
Policies.” May 7, 2003.
3. Soula Efthymiou (2003) Speech “Women Intervene in Local Society” at the
regional conference of Pasok women of Thessaly, Greece. May 11, 2003.
4. Center of Research on Equality Issues (2004) “New Directions, Vote for
Women, Women in Decision-making.” Pamphlet prior to the 2004 parliamentary elections.
5. Diamantopoulou, A. (2001) Speech “Women, A Force for Development and
Renewal in Political and Social Life” Panhellenique Conference of Pasok’s
women section, September 24, 2001.
Hungary
1. Lévai, Katalin and Róbert Kiss (1997) ‘Women in Public Life.’ In Changing
Roles. A Report on the Status of Women. Budapest: Ministry for Labor
(Secretariat for Women’s Issues) in co-operation with TARKI.
2. Alliance of Free Democrats [SZDSZ] (1999) Equal Opportunities for Men
and Women.
3. Wiener, György and Mónika Lamperth, Socialist MPs in opposition,
Hungarian Socialist Party or MSZP (2000) Proposal for reducing unequal
opportunities of women and men in national parliamentary election procedures. March 2000.
4. Parliamentary Temporary Committee Preparing the Reform of the Election
System (2000) Protocol. September.
a) Péter Hack (liberal MP in opposition, SZDSZ): comments during the
debate on the decision whether the Temporary Committee Preparing
the Reform of the Election System supports the proposal of MP György
Wiener and MP Mónika Lamperth.
b) György Rubovszky (right-wing MP of governing party, FIDESZ), Zoltán
Balczkó (radical right-wing MP in opposition, MIÉP), Béla Pokol (right-
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wing MP of governing party, FKGP): comments during the debate on
the decision whether the Temporary Committee Preparing the Reform
of the Election System supports the proposal of MP György Wiener and
MP Mónika Lamperth.
c) György Wiener (socialist MP in opposition, MSZP): comments during
the debate on the decision whether the Temporary Committee Preparing
the Reform of the Election System supports the proposal of MP György
Wiener and MP Mónika Lamperth.
5. Consideration of reports submitted by Government under Article 18 of
the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against
Women. Combined fourth and ﬁfth periodic reports of Hungary to the
CEDAW Committee, September 2000.
6. Lendvai, Ildikó (2001) “The Women’s Policy of the Hungarian Socialist
Party (MSZP).” MONA conference paper.
7. Hungarian Socialist Party [MSZP] (2002) “Program against Poverty and for
Equal Opportunities.” Socio-political and Equal Opportunities Cabinet of
the Hungarian Socialist Party.
8. Ministry for Justice (2002) Concept and Draft Law on Equal Treatment and
Equal Opportunities. November.
9. Protocol of the plenary session of the Parliament on the project for the
Law on Equal Treatment and the Promotion of Equal Opportunities, No.
T/5585. October–December 2003.
a) Péter Harrach (right-wing MP in opposition, FIDESZ): comments during the debate on the project for the Law on Equal Treatment and the
Promotion of Equal Opportunities.
10. “Women in Power and Decision-making” (2004) Preliminary country report on the implementation of the Beijing Action Program (internal aﬀairs),
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Annex 2.
Table 1.
Percentages of Women in Parliaments and Cabinets from 1995 to 2004
Country

1995

2000

Parliament

Cabinet

2004

Parliament

Cabinet

Parliament

Cabinet

Greece

6.3
(1996)

8.7
(2000)

13.0–14.0
(2004)

President 0
JM 0
SM 17
(2006)

Slovenia

7.8
(1996)

—

12.2 LH
7.5 UH
(2004)

President 0
JM
SM 6
(2006)

Hungary

11.4
(1994)

8.3
(1998)

9.1
(2002)
10.4
(2006)

President 0
JM 20
SM 12
(2006)

Austria

26.2 LH
20.3 UH
(1995)

26.8 LH
20.3 UH
(1999)

33.9 LH
27.4 UH
(2002)

President 0
JM 0
SM 55
(2006)

Spain

24.7 LH
13.3 UH
(1996)

28.3 LH
22.8 UH
(2000)

36.0 LH
23.2 UH
(2004)

President 0
JM 50
SM
(2006)

Netherlands

31.3 LH
22.7 UH
(1994)

36.0 LH
26.7 UH
(1998)

36.7 LH
29.3 UH
(2003)

President 0
JM 50
SM 31
(2006)

EU

1995
Parliament

President

2000
Parliament

President

2004
Parliament

President 0 President 0
President
President 0 President 0
30.0
25.0
31.0
25.0
26.8
(2006)
(1994–1998) (1995–1998) (1999–2001) (1999–2001)

President
President 0
29.0
(2006)

Notes:
LH stands for Lower House, UH stands for Upper House, JM stands for Junior Ministers, and
SM stands for Senior Ministers.
Sources: Data for the Parliament come from Inter-Parliamentary Union, http://www.ipu.org; data for
the cabinet come from European Commission, DG Employment, Database on Women and Men in
Decision-making, as it is for data concerning the EU institutions, http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/women_men_stats/index_en.htm.

108

