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ABSTRACT

This thesis is focused on women in executive offigéhereas the
literature on women’s political representation iational parliaments is
now well established, analyses of women in cabiaetsrather limited.
The dissertation goals are threefold. Firstly,xamines women'’s access
to executive office, seeking to answer the questibaut which factors
explain the access of women to executive officahai time series and
cross section perspective. Secondly, it pays &temnd routes to political
office and the gendered patterns underlying poatfalocation, especially
the distribution of prestigious portfolios. Thirdlyit explores the
determinants affecting ex-ministers’ post-minisiebccupation, as well
as how the positions that women and men ministels in cabinets may
shape their subsequent careers. This dissertaekRssto provide a
comprehensive overview of women'’s participatiorexecutive office in
23 advanced industrial democracies. Simultaneousiyms at expanding
both the general literature on executives and geauake politics.

RESUM

Aquesta tesi se centra en la dona al poder exechtentre que la
literatura ha estudiat extensament la represenpmtiica de les dones en
els parlaments nacionals, les analisis sobre laeseptacié de les
mateixes en els governs son limitades. En aquesita’estableix un triple
objectiu. En primer lloc, s'examina l'accés dedieses al govern, tractant
de descobrir quins factors expliquen l'accés de deses a carrecs
executius, tan al llarg del temps com comparativanten segon lloc, se
centra en quines sbn les rutes d’'accés als miisistym també en els
patrons de génere subjacents a l'assignacio daesrespecialment en la
distribucio de les carteres prestigioses. En tdtoer s'estudia quins sén
els factors que incideixen a I'hora d’explicar lipacié post-ministerial
dels ex-ministres, també s’analitza si la posiciaisterial que els i les
ministres ostenten al govern condiciona les sewgsem®es posteriors.
Aguesta tesi pretén oferir una visio global dedatipipacié de les dones
als governs en 23 democracies industrials avangAdiesateix temps, té
com a objectiu la contribucié tant a la literatuganeral sobre els
executius com a la literatura de génere i politica.
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1. Introduction

For a very long time, male dominance in politicssveasumed, and
those few women who were in politics were considerg tokens in
a male world. Gradually however, we have witnesaedteady
increase in the number of women legislators and isters

(Dahlerup and Leyenaar 2013: 230). The decadesnsparthe

1970s to the 1990s registered a significant ineraaswomen’s

representation. However, this does not imply thatendominance
has been overcome. Women are still under-repregentpolitical

life in advanced industrial democracies, in bothligaents and
cabinets. However, in recent years women’s presgnparliament
has increased from 13% in the 1980’s, to 20% in1$@0s, to 25%
in the 2000s. Similarly, in cabinets women’s acdednfor 9% of

ministers in the 1980s, 20% in the 1990s, and 28%he 2000s
(Quality of Government, 2010). Historically, accdssexecutive
office has been considerably more difficult for wem when

compared to access to parliaments (Reynolds 1999. Fhere are
still more men than women in cabinet leadershipitiposs, with

only 13% of women being presidents or prime mimgsten

advanced industrial democracies (WGWL 2014).

While women’s presence in parliaments has beennsixgy
studied, there has been a lack of scholarly rebearth a gender
perspective on the executive office. The fact thedearch on

! 1n 2014 there are four female Prime Ministersdmanced industrial
democracies: Angela Merkel in Germany (2005), HEHerning in Denmark
(2011) and Erna Solberg in Norway (2013),



executives is still limited and that women havetdrisally been
absent from cabinets explains this gap in the ditee. More
recently however, gender and politics scholars hset out a
research agenda for explaining and evaluating w&srgesence in
the executive branch of government (Annesley et 24114).
Building on this burgeoning research, this dissiemaseeks to
provide a comprehensive overview of women’s pagétion in
executive office in 23 advanced industrial demoesc
Simultaneously, it aims at expanding the generardture on
cabinets by addressing some of the existing gapsgenGhat the
number of female national ministers has notablywgrsince the
1990s, a bigger sample is now available, makingossible to
explore in greater depth various aspects of womespsesentation
in executive office. Given the limited amount of@ncal evidence,
it is necessary to establish first a solid empiriesearch in the
descriptive dimension of political representatioamely the degree
of similarity between representatives (in this caséisters) and
represented with regards to the main socio-dembgramriables.
Subsequently, scholars could go further and study other
important representational dimensions (Pitkin 1967&ince
descriptive representation is the condition to eehi not only
substantive representation (the congruence betvegeasentatives’
actions and the interests of the represented, dimu both
responsiveness and accountability), but also syimbol
representation (the extent to which the represefaedfairly and
effectively represented) (Schwindt-Bayer and Mist#805; Celis
et al. 2008).



1.1. Why cabinets? Why Women?

As it has been mentioned, this dissertation dedtls two sets of
literature: studies of cabinet composition and bwely of work
relating to gender and politics. In this sectioraryue why these
fields of study require more scholarship attentMy is it relevant
to study cabinets? Firstly, the study of ministéngjr selection and
deselection, as well the political consequencelsenrig a minister,
is still limited (Dowding and Dumont 2009). Thisckaof research
on cabinets is especially remarkable since the wxechbranch is
‘the most visible locus of political power and, terms of the
pinnacle of power, cabinet ministers represent nt@nd potential
recruits for the position of chief executive, which the most
powerful political actor (Bauer and Tremblay 2011Jhe
government is the leading actor in setting thetjpali agenda and
introducing new legislation. Cabinet ministers cohtsubstantial
portions of the national budget and are respondimenot only
initiating but also implementing policies. Secondiyiost of the
previous studies are single-case and descriptiatyses, which has
not allowed identifying cross-national patternstigalarly the
impact of institutional factors on cabinet compiosif distribution

of power within government and ministers’ post-cdficareers.

Why is it important to study the gender compositioh the
executive power? For one thing, it is one indicatbthe extent to
which women enjoy equal opportunities to men. Atbe, existence



of gender biases in the gender composition of drexziare likely
to have a potential impact on women’s substantivé symbolic
representation. If we assume that women’s presisngecessary to
affect policy, examining the processes that helpinder women’s
access and the distribution of power in cabinetsusial (Annesley
et al. 2014). Indeed, women’s presence in cabinghtrbe very
effective in bringing new issues to the politicgleada due to the
greater power and higher media and public attentemeived by
governments over parliaments. Likewise, as Annestegl. (2014)
have argued, where there exists parity, cabinetsrare likely to
achieve their symbolic goal of reducing genderedesitypes about
women’s political capacities and making women’slusmn in
executive office part of the overall expectation @émocratic
governance. Whereas the literature on women’s igallit
representation in national parliaments is now wedtablished,
comparative analyses of women in cabinets are raiheted.
Women'’s descriptive representation in the legigéaind executive
branches might need different explanatory modeés tdudifferent
routes to office (appointment versus election). iRstance, cabinets
are usually appointed by a single individual, whideputies are
elected by voters. As Franceschet and Thomas (Z)1doint out,
“ministers, even when appointed from the ranksittihg members
of parliament, have not ‘campaigned’ for their job the same

public way as elected legislators”.



1.2. Goals of the dissertation

In bridging the two sets of literatures on execesiand gender and
politics, this dissertation seeks to make a couatitim to both. On
the one hand, by expanding the general literatarecabinets by
reporting information on ministers’ profiles, thailistribution in
cabinet portfolios and their post-ministerial ocatipn across
countries. On the other hand, by analysing the geaddynamics
of the executive branch, finding out which fact@scount for
women'’s descriptive representation in cabinets, lapdanalysing
how gender operates in the distribution of powehiwicabinets or
how it affects women’s subsequent careers. Spattifjche aims of
the dissertation are threefold. Firstly, it examsim@men’s access to
executive office, seeking to answer the questiaruaitvhich factors
explain the access of women to executive officeoc8dly, it pays
attention to routes to political office and the dered patterns
underlying portfolio allocation, especially the tdisution of
prestigious portfolios. Thirdly, it explores the telninants
affecting ex-ministers’ post-ministerial occupati@s well as how
the positions that women and men ministers holdabinets may

shape their subsequent careers.



Figure 1.1. Goals of the dissertation

Post-

Access to Portfolio ministeri-
cabinets allocation al careers

Firstly, the primary aim of this dissertation isdsentangle which
factors account for women’s presence in the cabinétadvanced
industrial democracies. Most analyses have tendedniphasise
cultural over political factors to explain the ass®f women to the
executive branch (Studlar and Moncrief 1997, Reys0l1999,
Siaroff 2000). This approach is the so-called ‘timg theory’,
according to which women'’s representation will ase gradually
through a constant, maybe even irreversible prodesgards
permanent gender balance. However, as DahlerupLagdnaar
(2013) argue, adopting this conventional wisdom maytribute to
a lack of progress. If gender balance comes witleldpment, then
no political intervention is needed, such as thel@mentation of
gender quotas. Indeed, recent studies have corchinde political
variables are more important than cultural varialita explaining
women'’s presence in executive office (Krook and @B 2012).
By exclusively focusing on advanced industrial deraoies that

share similar levels of democratisation and deveklq, this



dissertation is better suited to examine the specdihpact of
political factors. On the other hand, most previstisdies have
sought to explain the relative amount of womenxeceitive power
from a cross-sectional perspective (with the exoepbf Davis
1997, and Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 200%), have
thus been unable to assess whether some factast@piferently
across time (Reynolds 1999, Siaroff 2000, Krook an@rien
2012). I will seek to fill this gap by adopting eoss-national and a
longitudinal  perspective (1980-2010), which progdean
opportunity to track how women’s presence in cablres evolved
across both time and space. In addition, the datesssl allows us
to partially examine the impact of party genderigso on
executives, with this effect being measured andexgted for the
first time. It is important to note that, althoughrty quotas are not
applied directly to governmental composition, thigasure might
indirectly promote women’s representation in exeeubffice too,
since it forces to revise the selection and noronadf candidates

within political parties.

Secondly, when studying women’s descriptive repregmn in
executives, it is not only the number of women abioets that is
important, but also how these women are distributéthin the
structures of power. In this vein, the second aifrthis dissertation
is to analyse which are the determinants for pbotfallocation.
The allocation within cabinets is decisive for thistribution of
power (control over policy and to act as gateke®pand visibility
of the different ministers. Although the sexual ihontal



segregation (the disproportional presence of menthim most
prestigious portfolios) has already been docume(Bedrelli 2002,

Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 2005, Krook @i8rien

2012), previous studies have failed to disentamgiether it can be
explained by supply- or demand-side factors. Afeecgnces due to
the dissimilarities in sociodemographic charactiessand political
resources between men and women ministers? Oreie thn
institutional discrimination against women ministéinrough which
they are allocated to less prestigious portfoliespite their having
similar resources to men?. With a few exceptionsn{gy 1991,

Escobar-Lemon and Taylor-Robinson 2009), most prevstudies
on social backgrounds, routes to power and pdliacabitions are
descriptive case-study analyses (Austen-Smith aadk® 1990,
Blondel and Thiébault 1991, Almeida et al. 2005wdmg and

Dumont 2009). Thus, cross-national analyses ang meich needed

and they would allow examining the effect of indibnal factors.

Thirdly, given that both access to executive offaned portfolio
allocation are strongly gendered, the third ainthi$ dissertation
addresses the central question of whether poststamal
occupations similarly present differential pattefos women and
men. While previous research has focused on howistars’
credentials determine which portfolio they are apgal to, the
post-ministerial occupation of former cabinet aéficolders remains
basically unexplored and the few existing studiesaveh
predominantly adopted a descriptive approach (Bdnd991,
Nichols, 1991).This omission is critical since portfolio allocatio



might provide different political or professionapmortunities in
subsequent careers. Several ex-ministers keepnglayirelevant
role in politics, business or civil society aftealing office, as is
the case for ex-prime ministers and presidentschvimay raise
‘revolving door’ issues and expose conflicting nests between
politics and business (Heclo, 1988; Donahue, 200#&akson and
de Vries, 2012). Portfolios vary in their degree pafrliamentary
contact, the amount of media attention they receilie relative
authority within the cabinet, and the career opputtes they may
eventually create (i.e. the extent to which they ba used as a
stepping stone to other relevant officeéSce previous studies on
cabinets literature have not drawn clear theoretigectations
regarding post-ministerial occupation, this diss#oh seeks to
expand the literature by undertaking some theorylding.
Additionally, the breadth of the dataset used wflhble me to not
only assess the potential gender bias in post-tena$ occupations,
but to move beyond national boundaries as welbatraw broader
lessons on post-ministerial occupations while tgkimto account

the effects of institutional variables.

1.3. Methodological approach

Most of the previous studies regarding women’s gmes in
executives are cross-sectional studies (Reynol@9,1Siaroff 2000)
and those dealing with portfolio allocation or poshisterial office
are descriptive single-case analyses (Austen-SmnithBanks 1990,
Blondel and Thiébaultl 1991, Nichols 1991, Sia&fi00, Almeida
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et al. 2005, O’Malley 2006, Dowding and Dumont 2D0fhus, our
understanding about women’s presence in cabineir frofiles,
portfolio allocation and post-ministerial careeremain fairly
limited in longitudinal and cross-national analysé® overcome
these deficits, | have set up two different andjioal datasets. On
the one hand, a database with macro level and tlafigal
information has been created to analyse the fathatsaccount for
women'’s presence in cabinets. This dataset hasilmahthe gender
composition of cabinets for 23 advanced industdamocracies
from 1980 to 2010. The dataset also includes in&ion on
countries’ socio-cultural, political and institutial factors. The
analysis starts in 1980, in order to examine lamiital evolution,
from governments with very few women appointed he tnost
recent increases, exploring which factors have #oecanore
relevant over time. Hitherto, this is the largeample examined
recently by scholarly research on gender and cthivath 203
observations. On the other hand, a database witividual and
cross-national information has been produced. dhgnal dataset
incorporates information on ministers’ profiles amdutes to
political office (before being appointed to cabjpeportfolio
allocation (once appointed) and the post-ministedecupation
(once cabinets are terminated). The informatiotectdd has been
used to analyse the gender portfolio allocation,wedl as the
potential gender impact of post-ministerial occiugrat The dataset
includes 396 individuals who have held the rank aabinet
ministers in 23 advanced industrial democracighénperiod 2004-
2011. In addition, this cross-national dataset wvallow the
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examination of the effects of institutional variedlon portfolio

allocation and post-ministerial occupation.

1.4. Structure of the dissertation

The forthcoming chapters address the three maearels questions
of the dissertation. The second chapter focusesthenfactors
accounting for women’s presence in executives. Thapter seeks
to tease out if this gap is explained by cultuagtérs or by political
factors. In addition, | explore how explanatorytéas have evolved
over time.The third chapter examines ministers’ profiles dne

determinants of portfolio allocation, paying pautar attention to
gender biases. Given that there is a genderedibdittm of

portfolios, where women are still under-representedhe most
prestigious ones, this chapter attempts to anaifyzbis fact is

explained by an individual's characteristics oitiflepends on the
gendered political institutions. The fourth chapta-authored with
my supervisor Tania Verge, explains the role ofitmal capital

resources and gender in post-ministerial occupatiince both
access to executive office and portfolio allocatiare strongly
gendered, the chapter addresses the central questiovhether
post-ministerial occupations similarly present eliéntial patterns
for women and men. Finally, a concluding chaptenmarizes and
discusses the main findings and contributions ® literature on
both cabinets and gender and executives, and dsggeseral

avenues for further research.
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2. Stil a ‘male business’? Explaining women’s
presence in executive office

Abstract

This chapter aims to account for cross-national amdr-time variation in
women’s participation in cabinets. Specificallyfotuses on some key political
factors which have not been tested yet, such asfthetiveness of party gender
quota. Previous literature has mainly centred omctiral variables (such as the
degree of democratisation and economic developmdu$jng an original
longitudinal cross-sectional sample of 23 advanioedistrial democracies, this
chapter provides new evidence that some importalitiqal factors should be
considered. It finds that countries with a spesialystem have a higher
percentage of women in cabinet than generalisteryst left-wing parties in
government appoint more women, they are more likelyeceive a ministerial
post when the governing party has adopted gendetasuand an increasing
number of women in parliament boost women in cabifarthermore, the
chapter also shows that these political variable$opm differently throughout
time, and that political factors have become mefevant in recent decades.

2.1. Introduction

Women have traditionally been under-representedpdatitical

institutions. One of the most unexplored and imguarigender gap
is found in executive office. Nowadays, the proortof women in
political cabinets is still remarkably low, althdugzomen constitute
over half the population and their participatiorthe labour market
and their levels of educational attainment haveattyeincreased
over the last thirty years. While some improvememise been
made in this regard, we find a mixed picture wh@mjpgaring
women’s presence in executive office across coemtriFor
instance, in Spain, 50 per cent of the cabinet neemiof the
Spanish Prime Minister José Luis Rodriguez Zapg{2064-2008)
were women, and the Portuguese Prime Minister Bisgrates
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notably increased the proportion of women appoinbekis cabinet
from 13 per cent in 2005 to 29 per cent in 2009weieer, in 2010,
the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, David Ganon, only
filled 17 per cent of his cabinet posts with woméikewise, in
Italy, Silvio Berlusconi's cabinet, formed in 2008yntained only
13 per cent women. Berlusconi even noted that 2Zapat
government was “too pink” (i.e. it included too ngamomen) and
that Italy was not ready for parity as “it isn’tsyato find women
who are qualified® Thus, significant cross-national variation leads
us to ask: Which factors explain the presence omerm in

executive office?

Whereas the literature on women’s political repnésgon in
national parliaments is now well established, comipee analyses
of women in cabinets are rather limited. The mdsti@us reason
for this gap is that women have historically bedrsesmt from
cabinets, leaving researchers with a very smallptato examine
cross-national variation. This lack of researcreracutive power is
especially remarkable when one considers that etdbiare the
locus of power. In other words, the government is tteglieg actor
in setting the political agenda and the introductiof new
legislation. Particularly, in parliamentary demastes, most policy

2 The Times “Silvio Berlusconi angers Spain for mocking fematabinet”,
17/04/2008.
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initiatives are put forward by governments rathieant by party

parliamentary groups

Although the literature on women in parliaments ligveloped
diverse explanations, women’s presence in cabiegtiires other
models to account for cross-national dissimilarelsy since these
institutions have different natures. Firstly, retjag access to these
bodies, cabinets are appointed by a single indaliduhile deputies
are elected by voters. As Franceschet and Thon@isl{@) point
out, “ministers, even when appointed from the raokssitting
members of parliament, have not ‘campaigned’ feirtjob in the
same public way as elected legislators”. Seconcifpinets have
implications that differ from those of parliamenthat is,
governments might be more effective in bringing nssues to the
political agenda and creating new legislation doethe greater
power and higher media attention received. Furtbeenthe greater
visibility and prominence of cabinets means thaissantive and
symbolic representation is more relevant in exgeupower (see
Annesley and Gains 2010, Franceschet and Thomds 2D1These
different features make cabinets a distinct in8titu to analyse
gendered dynamics, and may demonstrate that pieexplanatory
factors related to women’s representation in pawdiat might not
be applicable, while other new factors may becomlevant to
account for women’s representation in the executhae instance,

electoral systems have an important role in det@ngiwomen’s

% Although the governing party’s parliamentary grodpes not act as an
independent actor, it will only promote policy iatives when the government
actually supports them.
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presence in parliament (Darcy et al. 1994; Paxt®871 Galligan
and Tremblay 2005; Rudein 2012) but they may nay @ role in
explaining the presence of women in cabin€onversely, the type
of ministerial recruitment may only affect the prese of women in

cabinet but not their numerical representationarigments.

Hitherto, the burgeoning literature on gender amadbireets still
presents some important deficits that require &irthattention.
Firstly, most analyses have tended to emphasistiraulover
political factors (Studlar and Moncrief 1997, Relgso 1999,
Siaroff 2000). For example, Reynolds (1999) fouhdt tCatholic
countries perform better in women’s recruitment érecutive
office, which contradicts some analyses that prepdbat
Catholicism is less sensitive to gender equalipntProtestantism
(Wilcox 1991). Previous studies have compared gowents across
different types of regimes (i.e. democracies, aitfwoan and
populist administrations), which might potentiallgil the effect of
political variables. Recent studies have conclutleat political
variables are more important than cultural varigb{Erook and
O’Brien 2012). However, by combining presence arutfplio
allocation as the dependent variable disentanglinigh factors are
more relevant for boosting women’s presence in redbi is
troublesome.By exclusively focusing on advanced industrial

democracies, which share similar levels of demaaaon and

“* A president or prime minister selects cabinet mengibnot an electoral system.
An electoral system only can have an effect in oitdedetermine women in
parliament.
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development, this chapter is better suited to erantihe specific
impact of political factors.

In addition, most previous studies have sought xplaén the
relative amount of women in executive power fromcss-
sectional perspective (with the exception of Da¥@97, and
Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 2005), thusgoamable to
assess Wwhether some factors operate differentlpsactime
(Reynolds 1999, Siaroff 2000, Krook and O’Brien 2P1This
chapter fills this gap by adopting a longitudinargpective which
provides an opportunity to track how women’s pregeim cabinet
has evolved both across time and space. Specgffidaké chapter
explores cross-country and over-time variation iromen’s
participation in the governments of advanced intisiemocracies
for the period 1980-2010. This original sample adous to
examine the effect of variables hitherto omittedha literature on
women in cabinets, such as the effectiveness ¢y pander quotas
on executives, being this effect measured and ajgpeel for the
first time.

The remainder of the chapter is organised as faliolhe second
section reviews the literature on gender and cébiaed draws
several hypotheses. The third section describes ntethod,
variables and data employed in this study. The tfowection
presents the empirical evidence. And finally, thihfsection

discusses the main findings.
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2.2. Women'’s representation in cabinets

As Figure 1 shows, there is no clear pattern ofalemepresentation
in parliaments and cabinets across advanced inaludamocracies
in 2010. Whereas women'’s representation is higheabinets than
in parliaments in eleven countries, the oppositérug in twelve
countries. Cross-national variation in women’s pree is
noteworthy, although the mean of parliaments ankiness are
similar, 26.6% and 26.7% respectively, the rangevalues is
different. That is, while the percentage of womanparliament
varies from 9% to 45%, the percentage of women abirets

comprises 6% to 52%.

[Figure 2.1. about here]

Studies on women in executive office have typicalipopted most
of the explanations produced by research on womeyrarliament.
Following Krook and O’Brien (2012) | classify prews factors
into three categories. The first component, ‘sadlioecal factors’,
refers to women’s status in society (both sociaestral and
cultural variables), which affect the pool of ashle women. The
second category, ‘political institutions’ concertige structure of
political institutions; it has been conceptualiszsl the degree of
openness of the political system to women. Thedtlziategory,
‘representation in politics’, argues women’s pregeim political
elites shapes both the supply (pool of availablen@) and demand
(openness of the institutions) for more femalegabinets. Let us
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now set the theoretical expectations derived frioesé¢ categories to

explain the levels of women in cabinet office.

2.2.1. Socio-cultural factors

2.2.1.1 Socioeconomic factors

How is the pool of women restricted by structueadtbrs? Although
no formal requisitesapply for seeking cabinet appointment, there
are several informal requirements for being cexiifias eligible.
Political elites, including ministers, derive disportionately from
the highly educated and from certain professionsriisl 1985,
Norris and Lovenduski 1995, Reynolds 1999). Indetdge-
quarters of all ministers in post-war Europe haad A university
degree (Thiébault. 1991:21). Traditionally, womeawvér not had
access to the same educational and professionartopgies as
men. Since women are educationally and occupatiosagregated
(Nermo 1999, Polavieja 2008), they will be disadeged with
regards to the most valued skills and financialitehgo run for
office. In this vein, improved access to educatamd greater
inclusion of women in the labour market is consedeto contribute
to women’s inclusion in politics (Norris 1997, Raau2005,
Bergqvist 2011). However, previous results do nombficm this
relationship. For instance, Escobar-Lemmon and oFagbbinson
(2005:85) show that the percentage of women inntbikforce has
a statistically irrelevant effect, and that higlearolment in tertiary

® With the exception of nationality or age requirense
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education actually translates into lower percergagé female

ministers. It should be noted, however, that pnesistudies have
included underdeveloped countries in their samplé®re women
are predominantly employed in the primary sectat have lower
educational levels. As a result, they occupy lowspge jobs, a
situation which is unlikely to increase the supplywomen with

background similar to the men who currently sermecabinet.

Given that, this research focuses on advanced tinalus
democracies, where we may find a refined relati@twben

structural factors and women in cabinet than previanalyses.
Advanced industrial democracies have a higher pésge of

women with tertiary educational levels, making wonmeore likely

to be appointed to cabinet positions than in unelebtbped

countries. The first hypothesis is posited as fedp

H1: The higher the level of women’s education,rtttee women in

cabinets there will be.

2.2.1.2. Cultural factors

The second set of ‘sociocultural factors’ explamagi deals with
cultural factors. Attitudes and values towards @erehuality have
traditionally created substantial barriers to wotsempolitical

participation. An egalitarian culture and positiagitudes towards
women’s participation in public life, facilitatesomen’s access to

political office (Inglehart and Norris 2003: 131Gulture affects
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attitudes, values and beliefs about the appropdatision of roles
between women and men. Indeed, cross-sectionalysasalof
women in parliaments show that gender attitudemgty affect the
number of women in legislatures, and this factoeven stronger
than other political variables, such as the usea gfroportional
electoral system (Paxton and Kunovich 2003: 99, drud®012:
106). These studies have used the Gender Equabie §GES) as a
cultural measure. However, this variable is not rappate for
longitudinal analyses, as the questions that iategthe scale have
varied over time® Following Reynolds (1999), | will use religion as
a proxy for culture, since cultural barriers to wenis
representation are often drawn from individuals’ligieus
inclination. It has been argued that, in Westernoge, citizens of
predominantly Catholic countries are markedly Isgpportive of
gender equality than citizens of countries witht®stant majorities
(Inglehart 1981, Wilcox 1991).

H2: The larger the percentage of Protestants inaurtry, the

higher the level of women there will be in cabinets

® It is a 0-100 scale composed of five items whespondents are required to
answer whether they agree or disagree with theviaflg statements: “On the
whole, men make better political leaders than wod@h “When jobs are scarce,
men should have more right to a job than women”,utfiversity education is

more important for a boy than a girl”, “A woman hashave children in order to
be fulfilled”, and “A woman wants to have a child a single parent but she
doesn’t want to have a stable relationship withaa’m
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2.2.2. Political institutions

The political institutions side concerns to theeradf political
institutions  influencing government formation. Sifieally
explanatory factors refer to the characteristicstlod political
system as well as to the considerations of thecteke and their
environment, namely presidents and the politicaigmthey belong
to. These factors are grouped into: (i) politicgtem effects, that
is, factors related to the characteristics andtjmes of institutions
in each country; and (ii) party organisation eféeainderstood as

the norms and procedures of the parties in govemhme

2.2.2.1. Political system factors

At the systemic level, the first factor to be caesed is the type of
ministerial recruitment. Davis (1997:47) shows th&bmen’s
presence is lower in generalist ministerial systémas in specialist
systems. Under specialist systems, ministers dexted on their
expertise in a particular policy area rather tharheir past political
experience. In actual fact, many ministers arecsedefrom outside
the ranks of parliament, so cabinets present greateneability to
political outsiders thereby benefitting women. Cersely, under
generalist systems, ministers tend to have a Itengding political
background and are usually selected from inside rdrks of
parliament. One can argue that the number of woimehe lower
house might directly affect the supply of potenfexhale ministers
with experience in political office (Reynolds 199iaroff 2000,
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Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 2005). None$iseleas
parliamentary committees’ chairs and other releyansitions such
as party bench spokesperson, which might be stggbones to the
cabinet, are usually occupied by men (Valiente.e2@05), women
are disadvantaged in generalist systems. Thushimethesis can
be expressed as follows:

H3: Women'’s representation is expected to be loweremersalist

ministerial systems than in specialist systems.

Second, when distributing offices, the number dilable positions
is crucial (see, Alozie and Manganard993) for electoral
candidacies). Therefore, the likelihood of appoigtmore or less
women is related to the number of seats (minigttiest a cabinet
contains. In smaller cabinets group diversity migatundermined,
that is, it may be less likely that individuals fragroups that have
traditionally been excluded, such as women, gebiapgd. Given
that most party leaders and top-level cadres arg they are more
likely to be selected as ministers (Shedova 199verN 1998).
Seemingly, coalitions follow the same logic: Whae senior party
trades cabinet seats to other partners for goverhetability, intra-
party competition for the available posts sharpetisreby
increasing the likelihood of men being appointechdér single-
party governments, in contrast, the party canalillcabinet posts,
potentially enabling it to diversify the profiles those appointed.
Therefore:
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H4a: The larger the number of seats in a cabinettiore women
will be appointed.

H4b: Coalition governments will include fewer women tlsamgle-
party cabinets.

2.2.2.2. Party organisation factors

Regarding party ideologyeft-wing parties are more committed to
gender equality than right-wing parties. Furthermaddeology is
found to be a strong predictor of women’'s represét in
parliament (Caul-Kittilson 2006). Nonetheless, datwhave found
that the ideology of the party(ies) in governmeoesinot affect the
presence of female ministers (Davis 1997, Reynd@99), and that
centrist governments include more women than |éfigw
governments (Siaroff 2000). The inability to esiglola clear
relationship between a government’s ideology ardptesence of
women in executive office might be due to differezasons. On the
one hand, as has already been highlighted, sordéeesthave only
examined a small sample while others have incluaheah-
democratic countries in their research, so thet4ligfh position has
not been comparable. On the other hand, previaulest have not
analysed in any depth the most recent period og,tiand the
relationship between a government's ideology andnale
representation in cabinet might be more relevaneaent years due
to the role of post-modernisation. Whereas in tast,pthe lines of
ideological conflict were based upon cleavageslagscconflict; in

recent times, the rise of post-modernist values di@ged many
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issues, among which is the diminishing differencegénder roles
(Inglehart 1977). Hence, the New Leftnay be more open to
promote women’s representation than the traditidetil So, the

fifth hypothesis is the following:

H5: Left-wing parties are expected to promote mwemen to

cabinet positions than centre and right-wing pastie

Hitherto, studies of gender and cabinets have noluded the
variable ‘gender quotas’. Up to 1980, gender quetase used in
ten countries around the world. By the end of tB80ls, twelve
new countries had also introduced them, and throuigthe 1990’s,
guotas appeared in over fifty countries. Overalyotgs are
nowadays in use in over a hundred countfi€sook 2009: 4).
Through party quotas, political parties voluntaridssume the
obligation to include a certain proportion of womarmparty offices
and electoral lists (or a certain proportion of re@ex when the
quota follows a gender-neutral formulation). Altatinely,

legislative quotas are imposed on all politicaltigar competing in
elections. Both legislative and party quotas anmeegaly found to
increase the presence of women in parliament (Dahl£998; Caul
2001; Yoon 2004; Dahlerup 2006; Tripp and Kang, &00erge

2012). This study only focuses on party quotas esilegislative

" Parties that value post-materialism (emphasisimgreomy, environment and
permissiveness in social policy) over materialistnessing economic growth and
security).
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quotas are only applied in 5 countries in our sanpAlthough
party quotas are not applied to governmental coitipns one
might expect that this mechanism would indirectlyorpote
women'’s representation in executive office too,pasties using
quotas are committed to equality values. A goagsitiation of this
relationship is the Norwegian case, when in 1988 Norwegian
Labour Party adopted a gender quota. When the maotyinto
power, the cabinet that they formed was almost gehdlanced by
applying the party quota to the composition of ttebinet (see
Inhetveen 1999). Accordingly, the last hypothesil& that:

H6: Party quotas are expected to stimulate the ripomation of

women in national governments.

2.2.2.3. Women'’s representation in politics

Krook and O’Brien’s (2012) work suggests that pcéit elites are
the combined result of the supply of women avadald run for
office and the demand for female aspirants on #mé @f politics.
That is, countries that have high rates of womepariament may
affect, on one hand, the greater pool of poteifitialale appointees,
since women in parliament are stepping-stones ¢octbinet and
they accumulate experience in that area. In adyditisomen’s

presence in parliament may contribute to an ineréasgender

® There are only five countries that have adoptagisletive quotas: Belgium

(1994), France (2002), Greece (2009), Portugal@p@@d Spain (2007). As itis
a longitudinal dataset, it ultimately only count@dbservations out of 203, and
this number of cases is not enough to establishstatbnclusions.
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equality attitudes As Davis (1997: 64) said, increasing levels of
female parliamentarians creates “an irreversibtegss of change”
in attitudes and expectations about women in pslithat would
lead to larger numbers of women in cabinets. Onativer hand,
women in parliament are critical actors with a gosal power and
they may form strategic coalitions with other woneemd influence
men’s behaviour regarding the cabinets’ selecti@ilfls and
Krook 2009). Thus it can be expected that:

H7: The higher the percentage of women in parliaintire higher

the level of women there will be in cabinet.

Finally, this research focuses on women’s repregiemt in
government. In this sense, the increment of womespsesentation
by one party might encourage other parties withengdame country
to introduce them too (Matland and Studlar 1996)th& executive
level, one might expect that when some parties stapromote
women actively; other parties will move to emulétem. Larger
parties will feel increased pressure to respondmumye actively
promoting women themselves. Once women are in ipositof
power, no matter how they got there, it will becomere difficult
in the future to exclude them (Caul-Kittilson 2006pllowing the
previous example -the Norwegian case, it alsotiiies the effect
of promoting within a country. As | have said prwly, in 1983

the Norwegian Labour Party adopted a cabinet that wimost

® Although some authors argue that attitudes affecproportion of women in
parliaments (Rudein 2012).
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gender-balanced. This case was followed by theetBtdsequent
Prime Ministers who belonged to the Conservativd &ristian
People parties (Inhetveen 1999). In other wordgjgsamight feel
pressured to nominate more women if one of thelitipal rivals

starts to promote women’s representation.

H8: Women’s representation in previous cabinets is eegeto
stimulate the incorporation of more women in by saguent

governments.

2.3. Data and methods

To test the hypotheses presented in the previai®sel rely on an
original dataset of cabinet composition for 23 adbeal industrial
democracies from 1980 to 2010. The field still k&@n updated
longitudinal database on cabinet ministers, and tullection of
data fills this gap. As | said above, | am focusexglusively on
advanced industrial democracies in order to corfoolthe most
relevant structural variables, which have a strangpact on
women’s rights and on egalitarian attitudes, heiftcejight show
clearly the effect of political factors. The anasystarts in 1980, in
order to examine longitudinal evolution, from gawaents with
very few women appointed to the most recent in@®ashis three-
decade period allows us to explore which factoksehBecome more
relevant over time with 203 observations. As Fig@reshows,
women'’s representation in cabinets has followedirmnemental

trend over time —the mean during the 1980-1989 @vager cent,
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in the 1990-1999 it was 19.9 per cent, and in @022010 it was
28.3 per cent. The highest value achieved wasnfaid in 2007,
with women forming 60 per cent of the cabinet. ery country at
least one woman has been included since 1996. ®hetres
included in the dataset are: Australia, Austrialgien, Canada,
Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceldraland,
Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealaxdyway,
Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, USA, and Uwted
Kingdom.

Since the database is characterised by repeatedrvakisns
(different years) on the same fixed political uf@duntry), a panel-
corrected standard error (PCSE) is used. The aaganof this
technique is that it allows testing more complidateodels than
purely cross-sectional or time-series data (Hsi@61%). Time-
Series-Cross Sectional (TSCS) data typically displboth
contemporaneous correlations across units and Uentel
heteroskedasticity, making inference from stanaardrs produced
by ordinary least squares incorrect. PCSE modelsuat for these
deviations from spherical errors and allow for éethference than
linear models estimated from TSCS data (Baliey Katk 2011).
This methodology is appropriate as long as it adstfor the fact
that the percentage of women in cabindttabe is not independent
from what happened iRl —.e., the errors are not independent from
one period to the next one. In addition, this mdthogy takes into
account cluster and pairwise effects on the countrigh is used to
control for the correlation between and xi (heteroskedasticity),
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thus controlling for the idiosyncratic factors @fol country. This is

a novelty with respect to previous studteat have assumed that
there is no correlation betweem and xi (Davis 1997, Escobar-

Lemmon et al 2005).

[Figure 2.2. about here]

Following previous studies (Davis 1997, Escobar-rem et al.
2005), the dependent variable measures the propoat cabinet
portfolios held by women (excluding the prime miar$ rather than
the absolute number of women in cabinets in ordemdcount for
cross-national variation in cabinet size. Data lwg ¢composition of
cabinets has been collected from tKeesing’'s World News
Archive which compiles information on every government
formation throughout the world, including cabingipaintments,
reorganisations, and mid-term reshuffles. The caijpn of
cabinets was recorded yearly but the dataset us@damly contains
post-electoral cabinets, since longitudinal anaysannot be run
with repeated year observations. As the distrilbutbvalues of the
dependent variable is skewed to the left, the dégetvariable has
been logarithmically transformed to obtain a moog-hormal
distribution.

The main independent variables used in order tdheshypotheses,

have been selected according to the different fadttentified by

the literature (socio-structural, cultural and podl variables):
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e Socio-structural:Women in tertiary education’ is measured
as the ratio of female to male gross enrolmentsrate
tertiary education. This indicator has been colddtom the
World Bank dataset.

* Cultural: To measure cultural attitudes most studies on
women in parliament take the gender equality stata the
World Value Survey. As has already been stateds thi
variable cannot be used in longitudinal analysesthas
question has varied throughout the years and it m@s
collected before 2000. For this reason, a proxysied for
culture: the percentage of Protestants (time-iawe)iin
each country, which has been collected from theStk8e
Department’dnternational Religious Freedom Report 2004

» Structure of political institutions:

o (i) ‘Type of ministerial recruitment’ distinguishes
‘generalist’ systems coded as 0 and ‘specialist’
systems coded as % This classification has been
created following Davis’ (1997) and Siaroff's (2000
indexes.

o (i) ‘Cabinet size’ has been calculated as the nermb

of seats (ministers) of each government.

% There are 10 countries are classified as are déstesgstems, whereas 12
countries are included in the specialist systemi. pfesidential and semi-
presidential systems are classified as specidisheralist: Australia, Belgium,
Canada, Denmark, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Mealand. Specialist:
Austria, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, LuxergbuNetherland, Norway,
Portugal, Spain, Sweden, USA.
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o (i) The variable ‘Coalition’ captures whether the
government includes more than one party (1) or not,
I.e. single-party governments (0).

o (iv) ‘ldeology PM’' captures whether the prime
minister’'s party is left-wing, centre, or right-vgn
This variable is borrowed from the Quality of
Government and Parliament and Government
composition dataset (ParlGov). In contrast to
previous studies in the field, ideology can be lgasi
compared, as it is a standardised measure among
advanced industrial countries.

o (v) In order to control for time effects, | use a
dummy variable for each ten-year lapses of time

o (vi) Data on ‘party quotas’ are based on the Global
Database of Quotas for Women (IDEA) run by the
Quota Project, and cross-checked against various
other sources, including party websites, handbooks
and country experts. This variable describes when
the voluntary party quota was adopted by the prime
minister's party and what minimum percentage of

women is required.

* Women'’s representation in politics
o (i) In other to taking account political elited)et

percentage of women in parliament has been

" Three polynomial time variables were includedtia model: time (year-1980),
time?, and timé, the results with these variables were similashiained results.
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included. This variable is based on data from the
Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU).

(i) The inclusion of Lag dependent variable one
election is motivated by theoretical and
methodological reasons. This variable allows it to
draw substantive conclusions testing for potential
time effects. Simultaneously, the introduction ag |

is useful to eliminate almost all serial correlatio
across time error, since it implicitly includes degl
error terms into the specification (Beck 2006:4).

2.4. Empirical findings

In this section, | present the empirical evidendectv is displayed

in Table 1 and Table 2. Table 1 shows the restlthese models

using panel-corrected standard errors (PCSE). Mbd®{clusively

includes sociocultural factors. The variable ‘women tertiary

education’ is positive and statistically signifita@ultural measure

reveals the same trend. The percentage of Protestaa country is

positive and statistically significant. This suggeshat countries

with larger Protestant majorities have more wonregabinet. The

two subsequent models also test ‘political ingtig’ and

‘women’s representation in politics’ hypotheses mcluding

political and representational variables as welhadirect measure

of time. Interestingly, Model 2 shows how the irstan of these

reverses the sign and the significance some

‘sociostructural’ factors. The percentage of womamolled in
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tertiary education becomes statistically non-sigaiit, and the
percentage of Protestants shifts to a negativeficiggit, showing
that political institutions have higher explanatoppwer than

sociocultural factors, thus rejecting H1 and H2.

Model 2 also presents evidence concerning theigallitactors. The
systemic level variable has the expected sign. iSlcministerial
recruitment has a positive effect on levels of feEsmainisters and
reaches statistical significance at .5 level. As posited in H3,
specialist countries tend to field more women ieaive office
than generalist systems. That is, in countries vdtlspecialist
system of recruitment, the proportion of women abioet rises by
3.4%. One could argue that this effect is cond@tby the number
of women in parliament, but this finding holds evevhen
controlling for this last factor. Regarding the tfas affecting the
number of cabinet seats available, the sign ofcthedficients takes
the expected direction. On the one hand, the impiacabinet size
IS positive, meaning that the larger the numbeseaits in a cabinet,
the larger the number of women appointed as mnsist®n the
other hand, the variable coalition has a negatiffece thereby
indicating that fewer women are appointed in caaligovernments
than in single-party cabinets. Nevertheless, nofethe two
variables are statistically significant, thugannot accept H4a or
H4b.*

121t should be noted that various interactions éffdwmve been tested in all the
models reported, with no significant results. Inrtigalar, no significant
interaction was observed between coalition and ypadeology, type of
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As regards the party organization, as suggesteddn party
ideology is statistically significant at the0.5 level. In the light of
the results, left-wing parties in government appeitore women
than right-wing parties. Party ideology emerges asstrong
predictor for the percentage of women in cabin&lais, a country
where the government’s ideology is left-wing isimsted to
include about 2.83 more female ministers than attewlogies. The
coefficient for centre parties is also positive mdt significant.
These results contradict previous findings thatediarded party
ideology as a relevant variable (Davis 1997; Reyndl999, Siaroff
2000). Also, the hypothesis H7 is accepted, theakbe ‘percentage
of women in parliament’ is positive and significaait the p<0.1
level. The marginal effects are positive indicatithgt when the
percentage of women in parliament increases, wasnen’
representation in cabinets also augments. Yet, vargable only
becomes statistically significant when a threslodld0% of women
deputies is reached. For example, whereas a couwvithy 20%
women in parliament increases 2.62 points the matgiffect over
women’s representation in cabinet, it does so IBA Joints in

countries with 40% women deputies.

[Table 2.1. about here]

government (minority/majority status) and coalitioar type of recruitment and
percentage of women in parliament.
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However, as previously said, the composition ohegavernment is
not independent of the previous one in the samatcpuand that
serial autocorrelation is likely to be presentohder to correct for
this and to test for any potential within-countrgntagion on
women'’s representation in cabinets, model 1 andef®dntroduce
a lag-dependent variable (‘lagged dv’). This vdeals positive,
albeit not statistically significant in any modelhich indicates that
previous governments within the same country dadetérmine the
percentage of women in subsequent governments;tirgjeH8.
This result might be explained by the variablesdidgy’ and
‘quotas’. That means that party ideology and paugptas have a
stronger impact on the presence of women in calimab the

‘lagged variable’.

As party ideology is highly correlated with partyajas, the two
variables cannot be included at the same titndodel 3 addresses
whether the adoption of a party quota may increasenen’s
presence in executive office. Party quota is shtwhave a strong
and positive effect, enabling me to accept H6. Pwiat increase in
party quotas means that the percentage of womeabimet goes up
by 2.87 points. That is, prime ministers, whosdyphas adopted a
voluntary quota, will appoint more female ministele&an prime
ministers from parties that have not assumed qudtais effect is

slightly stronger than the ideology factor. Thelgsia suggests that

3 |n order to distinguish more accurately the effeftideology and party quotas,
which are correlated, an interaction has been doired. This interaction term
does not reach statistical significance meaning e effect of party quotas is
not different across party ideology, although ibgld also be noted that very few
right-wing parties have adopted quotas.
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party quotas do introduce intra-party “contagiontoi executive
office. Regarding the remaining variables there @aoerelevant
changes in model 3, compared to the previous asalygmt means
that the variables have similar coefficients asvipiess models. As
occurred with the ‘women in parliament’ variabléeteffect of
party quotas is only statistically significant whamertain threshold
is achieved. Thus, adjusted predictions indicatd tharty quotas
only have an effect on ‘women in executive’ whemtipa’ quota
reserves at least 20% of positions for women. Sipelly, the

marginal effect shows that parties with a 20% quagipoint 2.74
more women in the executive than those not havirap sneasure
while parties having assumed a 50% quota sele6trad@e women

than the rest.

The time variables show negative coefficients, yimg that in
previous decades cabinets are less likely to appeomen than
nowadays (2001-2010). Given the trends presenteBigare 2,
these results are not surprising: over time, teeemore women in
executive office. During the period 2001-2010, womlead a
greater chance to be appointed to a cabinet pbsts, Tthe model
shows that a cabinet nominated in the 1980s orh& 1990s
contained 18 and 7 points fewer women, respectitiejn a cabinet
formed during the 2000s.

As previously highlighted, this chapter also seeksdisentangle

whether and how the effects of political and cwatuiactors have
been modified over time. Table 2 splits the sanui@ two subsets
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of cases: 1980-1995, for the first period, and 12080, for the
second period. The reason for using 1995 as thmguytoint is that
by the mid-1990s several international calls haénb&unched
urging states to increase women’s presence in idaemsaking
positions, including the United Nations Beijing fdam of Action

(1995); the European Union IV Equality Plan of Hgyaof

Opportunities (1996), and the Council of Europ&€sommendation
96/694/EC.

Some relevant differences between the two periogdseaident.
Table 2 shows that time has a strong effect on different
variables. In the 1980-1995 period, only one cogffit associated
with ‘sociocultural factors’ variables is statigtily relevant to
determine the number of women in government, nantbky
percentage of women enrolled in tertiary educatidéimong
political factors, the variables that achieve statal relevance are:
type of recruitment (specialist systems being naaheantageous to
women’s presence), cabinet size (larger cabinefiap more
women) and ideology (centrist parties tend to ampanore
women). Regarding women’s representation in pgalitiche
percentage of women in parliament in this perioddsstatistically
relevant. Turning to the 1996-2010 subset, suppbtors have a
distinct impact on the dependent variable. Theg@eage of women
in tertiary education is negative and is stati#lifcaot significant.
Regarding the proportion of Protestants, this ‘deiabecomes
positive and significant in the 1996-2010 periods Axpected,

women will fill more cabinet positions in countriegth a higher

43



percentage of Protestants. The relevance of thimbla in the
second term could be due to the fact that the ptage of
Protestants captures the Scandinavian countrigshvitave higher
percentage of Protestants, and are more commitidd gender

equality.

In this second period (1996-2010), some politieaitdrs appear as
key explanatory variables. It is worth noting thia¢ effect of the
type of ministerial recruitment becomes negatived anon
statistically significant. Whereas the results réga in model 1 and
2 showed that specialist systems recruited more emorfor
executive office than generalist systems, in theodel1996-2010
the opposite prevails. That is, in the last pergeheralist systems
tend to include more women in cabinet than spetialistems. This
may suggest that the increasing presence of wom@ariaments
in recent times can help women in obtaining actessabinet in
generalist systems. As | have explained above, rgkstesystems
tend to select ministers from inside the ranks aflipment, and
women have gradually been appointed to the stepgiomge
positions, such as chairs of committees, thusifaitilg their access

to cabinet.

There are some interesting results regarding thabeu of available
position. On the one hand, cabinet size has theat@p positive
relationship (the larger the number of seats anedliias the higher
the percentage of women appointed) in the firsiogemwhile in the
second period cabinet size inverts the sign otdasfficient. This

44



could be explained by the strong effect of othditipal variables,
which may diminish the effect of ‘number of seatdh the other
hand, turning to coalitions, the analysis showg, tfram 1996 to
2000, women are more likely to be appointed in Ishpgrty
governments than in coalition cabinets, as sugdeste the
theoretical section, whereas in the previous patalvariable was

not significant.

[Table 2.2. about here]

Another interesting difference found in the anaysh these subsets
is related to party ideology. The variable ‘leftrgi party’, which
was non-significant in the period1980-1995, hastrang and
positive effect in the second period while the effef centrist
parties becomes much weaker. So, when a left-wamty peads the
government, women’s representation rises by 16Tl¥& confirms
our previous expectations: in recent years New kafties have
become more relevant, incorporating group represient into left-
wing parties’ platforms (see Caul-Kittilson 200&)kewise, party
guotas are only significant in the second periaagesit is in this
last term that voluntary party quotas have an #ffec
implementation or quotas rates are higher. In $bisse, governing
parties that have adopted gender quotas appo@¥d@ore women
than those that have not embraced positive actighinwtheir
organisation. Another expected effect concernyénable ‘women
in parliament’. This factor, which was statistigation-significant in
the 1980-1995 period, has a strong effect in tH&648010 period.
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This result might be explained by the low levels wobmen’s
representation in all parliaments in the early 2980

In these models, the lag variable and the timeatées are control
variables. The lag variable is negative in all pleeiods, although it
is only statistically significant in the 1980-19fBriod. That is, the
first period is statistically relevant for womenigresence in
previous governments within the same country, tterdene the
percentage of women in the subsequent one. lk&ylithat this
effect is not significant in the second period, tlu¢he relevance of
other political variables. The time variable is ipgs and
significant in all the models. This measure of tirhas been
calculated as yeaminus baseline year (ygar1980), since in this
analysis | could not introduce the dummy varialde decades due
to the fact that the dataset is split into two @ési of time.

To sum up, sociocultural, politics institutions angdomen’s
representation in politics variables behave difiéye throughout
time. Thus, sociocultural variables have an impawat the two
periods analysed, however in each period, diffesadiocultural
factors are relevant to account for women'’s presenccabinet.
Conversely, political factors and women’s repreggom in politics
have had more impact in recent decades. In the-2096 period,
some of the political variables and women’s repnegén in
politics appear as explanatory variables to accdantwomen’s
presence in cabinet, such as coalitions, partylodgo party quotas

and women in parliament.
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2.5. Conclusions

This chapter has shed new light on the under-stualiea of gender
and cabinets. Specifically, it has sought to disegle which factors
are associated with the presence of women in cabinedvanced
industrial democracies from 1980 to 2010. Whilevres analyses
have predominantly focused on cultural factors gisiross-national
analysis, this chapter shows that several politveaiables need to
be taken into consideration in longitudinal perspecto improve

the understanding of the appointment of women.

Empirical evidence supports most of the hypothekas/n in this
study. Concerning sociocultural factors, the analyghows that
women in tertiary education and a country’s peragat of
Protestants do not achieve statistical significanae their
coefficients shift sign when models control for ipcdl,
representational and time factors. This means plditical and
representational factors are more important thaoniosaoltural
factors. Regarding political institutions, the typé ministerial
recruitment affects women’s presence in cabinett) specialist
systems appointing more women to the cabinet. Hewethe
empirical analysis does not provide enough supporbnclude that
the number of available seats has a significanéceffon the
appointment of women to cabinets — neither cabiieé nor
coalition. Conversely, party organisation mattersr fthe
appointment of women to cabinets in advanced imdist

democracies. Left-wing governments correlate paditi with
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women’s representation in the executive. In addjtianalysis
confirms that parties with gender quotas increasmen’s presence
in cabinet. Although more refine is needed on methamgical

aspects, party quotas are even a stronger fact@ige women in
cabinet than others political factors as party idgg. As regard to
‘women’s representation’, women in parliament also aelevant
factor to explain women in cabinets. However, tlomtagion of

women'’s presence in executive office is not condidm

This chapter has also addressed how the impacb@bdaultural,
political and representational factors have evolegdr time. The
findings suggest that while some ‘sociocultural’cttas are
important for explaining women in cabinet officapecially in the
1980-1995 time period, some political variables enamerged in
recent decades as strong explanatory factors touatdor the
presence of women in cabinet. The empirical anslyBows that as
time goes by generalist systems have become maquertiamt to
women’s presence in cabinets due to the graduaknment of
women in parliament. Coalitions matter in the secpariod (1996-
2010), showing that this type of cabinet includesidr women.
Seemingly, left-wing ideology, party quotas and veomin
parliament turn into a relevant factor to expldiae tncorporation of

women in executive office.
So, these findings are also highlighting that thpsétical and

representational factors, which affect positively tvomen’s

presence in executives -as party ideology, partytags and
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percentage of women in a parliament -, may be neasily

modified than sociostructural variables. Thus, iaymbe more
important pushing for the empower women in politltwough these
measures than waiting the slow process requireaHanging the
structural variables. Although other types of qustauld be taken
into account by gender and cabinets’ literaturetypguotas have
proven an effective for increasing women in calinehus the
implementation of these would be an effective measuguarantee
gender parity cabinets. Indeed, the adoption ofypguotas may
produce contagion across institutional arenas. atvhen party
assumes a gender quota this would indirectly prenvabmen’s

representation on both cabinets and parliaments.

Finally, this chapter opens several avenues fothéurresearch.
Firstly, research on women’s descriptive represemashould go

beyond counting proportions and turn attention he effects of
women’s appointments. On the one hand, there asengs to

believe that horizontal segregation (gender-biaa#dcation of

portfolios) affects subsequent careers. For omggtiportfolios vary
in the degree of media attention they receive réative authority
within the cabinet, and the career opportunitiesat tthey may
eventually create. On the other hand, horizontgteggation might
also affect duration of tenure, specifically itsp@act on government
reshuffles. Secondly, one can argue that the pminéster’'s gender
may also affect the number of women appointed taistarial

posts. Provided that office-holders at the cabieet| are recruited
to a large extent through personal networks (segekky and Mair
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2012), and that these networks present an acutdegdrias —they
are basically composed of and by male peers wheigeoeach
other with contacts for career progression (Bochetl Bochel
2000) — female prime ministers may be expectech¢tude more
women in cabinets than male prime ministers. Uafaately, this
analysis cannot be carried out for national govermis1 To the best
of my knowledge, | have used the largest samplenaed recently
by scholarly research on gender and cabinets anchwias 203
observations - still, I can only find 17 observasof female prime
ministers over-time (which correspond to 8 femalenp ministers).
Yet, other governments may provide the opportutatyexamine
whether, to what extent, and under what conditidéasale prime

ministers may ‘let the ladder down’ to other women.
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Figure 2.2. Women in cabinets in advanced industaenocracies
(1980-2010)
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Table 2.1.: Panel-corrected standard errors arsallysil model
(1980-2010)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Gender Equality
Women in tertiary
education 0.010(.005)** 0.005(.007) 0.006(.006)
Protestants 0.053(.023)** -0.009(.004)**  0.010(.p21
Political Institutions
Specialist 0.811(.399)**  0.591(.335)*
Coalition -0.146(.200) -0.185(.200)
Cabinet size 0.023(.018) 0.017(.019)
Left-wing parties 0.250(.107)**
Centre parties 0.417(.368)
Women in Politics
Party quotas 0.007(.003)*
Women in parliament 0.050(.015)***  0.048(.015)***
Lagged dv 0.052(.099) 0.004(.101) 0.013(.103)
Period
1980-1990 -0.536(.329)* -0.479(.323)
1990-2000 -0.231(.188) -0.194(.179)
Constant -2.602*%(1.193) 0.769(.944) 0.061(1.310)
Observations 174 174 174
Wald 12505.03 8555.42 343.35

Dependent variable: (Log) Percentage of women lyined.
Notes Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; £p.05; *p <

0.10.
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Table 2.2. Panel-corrected standard errors andlysieriods

1980-1995 1996-2010
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Gender Equality
Women in tertiary] 0.021(.011)* 0.022(.011)* -0.001(.010) -0.006(.010
education
Protestants -0.012(.048) -0.024(.041) 0.049(.075)0.053(.017)**=
Political
Institutions
Specialist 1.886(.514)*** 1.776(.511)***| -0.289(.185) -0.104(.225)
Coalition 0.049(.322) 0.019(.318) - -0.066(.159)
0.065(.162)***
Cabinet size 0.053(.016)***0.048(.015)***| -0.069(.044)  -0.080(.046)*
Left-wing parties 0.284(.185) 0.301(.088)***
Centre parties 0.901(.453)** 0.155(.130)
Women in
Politics
Party quotas 0.006(.005) 0.006(.003)**
Women in -0.012(.029) -0.011(.027) 0.031(.012)** 0.036(.012)
parliament
Lagged dv -0.312(.123)** - -0.072(.165) -0.073(.164)
0.298(. 111 )***
Period
Time 0.120(.048)** 0.120(.043)**1 0.039(.021)*  0.029(.017)*
Constant -2.305(3.065) -1.416(.2.654) 0.528(.830) .516(.779)
Observations 78 78 96 96
Wald 691.46 11716.59 135,11 755.49

Dependent variable: (Log) Percentage of women lyined.
Notes Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; £p.05; *p <

0.10.
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3. Gender biases in portfolio allocation: Examininghe
cabinets of advanced industrial democracies

Abstract
Portfolio allocation is decisive for the distribani of power and public visibility
among cabinet ministers. Indeed, some portfolia® leeen defined as the core of
government. In examining the factors that explainisterial appointments to the
most prestigious portfolios, this chapter will pEpecial attention to the operation
of gendered patterns in cabinet formation. While gexual segregation of
portfolios has already been documented, the faat ifost previous studies are
predominantly single-case descriptive analysesnbasllowed the unpacking of
the underlying individual and institutional detenants behind this phenomenon.
To fill this gap, this chapter uses an originaladat of ministerial appointments
from 23 advanced industrial democracies, coverirgg fieriod 2004-2011. The
results show that factors such as educational ,leegliority in politics, former
ministerial experience and political resources @ase the likelihood of being
appointed to a prestigious portfolio. Nonethelessme of these factors have
heterogeneous effects across gender — inasmudhegsptovide an advantage
only to men, such as experience in party officggegtise in the purview of the
portfolio and seniority in politics. Simultaneoushyther factors such as having
children only diminish women’s chances of gettingpeestigious portfolio.
Additionally, no significant differences are fouratross type of recruitment.
Portfolio allocation under specialist and genetaistems presents very similar
patterns.

3.1. Introduction

Although cabinet formation is an important politioavent, the
understanding of ministerial selection, especiélgyond national
boundaries, is still poorly documented, and comgmsive cross-
country analyses are still pending (Strem, Mulled éEBergman
2008; Dowding and Dumont 2009). Presidents and @nmmisters
may use cabinet appointments to send a clear sajalt what
policies they wish to implement and what socialup®they wish to
prioritise (Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 20@rtfolio

allocation is also decisive for the distribution pmdwer and public
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visibility among cabinet ministers. Indeed, not pdirtfolios have
the same value within a national executive (Druakmand
Warwick 2005). To put it differently, ministries eamot equally
important in the government (Browne and Franklin73:9458).
Portfolio allocation usually determines how inflti@h ministers
will be over governmental policy decisions (Druckmand
Warwick 2005: 18).

Hitherto, the question of who gets the most presig portfolios
remains partially unanswered. To fill this gap,stiwhapter will
examine the factors that explain ministerial appoents to the
most prestigious portfolios in a broad sample dbiets across
advanced industrial democracies. It will pay spleaigention to the
operation of gendered patterns in cabinet formatidthough the
sexual horizontal segregation (the over-representaif men and
women in different types of ministries) of portfmdi has been
already documented, and in particular the disprtopuate presence
of men in the most prestigious portfolios (Borré®02, Escobar-
Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 2005, Krook and O’Brigdi2),
previous studies have not managed to disentangktheh it can
explained by supply- or demand-side factors. Wisilgply-side
explanations emphasise the individual charactesisif candidates,
the gender biases and even the overt or covertimisation
exerted by the selectors are the focus of demated-accounts
(Norris and Lovenduski 1995). Are there differences the
resources and characteristics that women and meg tar the pool
of available and qualified ministers for the distiion of the most
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prestigious portfolios? Or do prime ministers antesplents
discriminate against women ministers by allocatitngm less
prestigious portfolios despite possessing resoutbes are as

valuable as their male counterparts?

Previous studies on portfolio allocation have bgeadominantly
single-case descriptive analyses (Austen-Smith Badks 1990,
Blondel and Thiébault 1991, Almeida et al. 2005wdmg and

Dumont 2009) which have not allowed the unpackirfgtlee

underlying individual and institutional determinanbehind this
phenomenon. The only exceptions are the works hbytéi(1991)

and Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson (2009). &Vhhe

former is now outdated and did not examine gentesels, the latter
cannot capture the effect of institutional factsirsce the sample is
reduced to presidential systems with a specialst bf recruitment
(.,e. USA and Latin American countries). To overeorthese
problems, the empirical analysis of this chapterldsuon an

original dataset of ministerial appointments fror8 advanced
industrial democracies, including both parliameptaand

presidential democracies as well as specialist gederalist
systems, for the period 2004—-2011.

The remainder of the chapter is organised as fallowhe first
section reviews the types of classification useddgdine the
importance of the various portfolios. The seconctise develops
the theoretical expectations on the individual andtitutional
factors that may account for appointments to pyesis portfolios.
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The third section describes the method, variabtes data used in
this study. The fourth section presents the enwglirevidence.

Finally, the last section discusses the main figsliand concludes.

3.2 Classifying portfolios

The specialized literature has identified severaysvof comparing
cabinet portfolios. In this section, | review theosh common
classifications and assess them in the light ofhodklogical
consistency and robustness. Table 1 presentsagifitations and

compares their portfolio distribution.

Firstly, some scholars have classified portfolioto ihigh, medium
and low prestige portfolios. Erikson (1997) and dsr-Lemmon
and Taylor Robinson (2005) determine ‘prestige’oading to the
resources (i.e., budget and personnel) and expecigt attention
portfolios receive. Typically, and to name but &/ fdigh-prestige
portfolios include economy or defence; medium-pgesministries
cover health or education; and finally, low-prestigortfolios
include culture or family. This classification pee¢s some
problems. According to Desserud (1997), budgetathaity over
high-spending departments might not necessarily abegood
indicator of political power. Furthermore, federal decentralized
countries differ in where the major responsibiitiéor certain
functions lie. Since departmental resources may ubevenly

distributed across tiers of government in differesduntries,
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comparisons between countries with different levetd
decentralization may be problematic.

Secondly, cabinet portfolios have been categoriasdhaving a
stereotypically ‘feminine’, ‘masculine’, or ‘neutrgolicy domain

(Davis 1997, Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor Robinsor92@Gook

and O’Brien 2012). This classification is based whether the
ministry’s competencies deal with aspects tradéilynassociated
with the public sphere (masculine) or the privgibese (feminine)
— with the neutral category including those poitfelthat do not fit
clearly into either of the first two groups. As Bbar-Lemmon and
Taylor-Robinson (2009) note, some caveats are waoghtioning.

On the one hand, this classification mixes twoeddht aspects,
namely policy domain and prestige, and an autonaessociation is
made between masculine portfolios and high prestigefeminine
portfolios and low prestige. Indeed, when this sifesation is

combined with the previous one, we find a mixedtye, with

some masculine portfolios having a low or mediuraspige, such
as science and technology or agriculture (see THbl®n the other
hand, this classification may suffer from an encdagiy effect since
the assessment of the policy domains is measuregrantice

through the gendered distribution of portfoliosofportions of men
and women in each category). That is, this clasdifin groups as
feminine portfolios those ministries traditionalijlotted to women

regardless of the importance of the specific pta$o

[Table 3.1. about here]
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Thirdly, other authors have constructed an indicatb portfolio
relevance based on expert rankings (Laver and Bithcl990,
Skjeie 1991). Warwick and Druckman (2005) have cated the
most recent expert survey providing a classificatad portfolio
salience in 14 European governments with experienctn
coalitions. The distinguishing feature of this sy\Js that experts
were asked to provide cardinal ratings for portieli Saliency
typology has numerous advantages since it is cpwspiecific and
allows cross-national comparison. However, guidsinare not
provided to experts who then distinguish the saljeof ministerial
posts according to their own rule. As Studlar anainbftief (1999:
384) suggest, “to rank cabinet ministers’ presigy@ problematic
task for some countries where specialists in regjipolitics often
focus on one region, the one where their univeisitypcated”. In
addition, experts usually rank portfolios througtre-pstablished
classifications that do not build on the specifiouwtry
characteristics. Furthermore, the fact that thentrees sampled had
at least some experience with coalition governmemitght affect
the classification of the results. Under other itimaal formula or
single-party governments, the rating of the salyeat portfolios
might well differ.

Finally, portfolios have been classified as ‘inner’‘outer’. ‘Inner’

portfolios constitute the president’s closest aohdsand have
regular access to him/her (such as defence, tnygasame office
and foreign office), while “outer” portfolios dealith specialized
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areas and may not even have regular access to rdsdgnt
(Weisberg 1987; Cohen 1988). This classificatiors waveloped in
the US context which might make it unsuitable ftlies countries
(Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor Robinson 2014: 3). Nwless, |
argue that the inner/outer classification is the t¢mat allows for
higher standardization. For one thing, the innentegary

substantially (if not completely) overlaps with higrestige and
masculine portfolios, as can be seen in Table XthEtmore,
although portfolios and their importance may vamyss-nationally,
inner portfolios represent the traditional ‘coré’ gpvernment and
are found in every cabinet and in every countrgreby facilitating
cross-sectional analyses. Another advantage ofctassification is
that, in most cases, inner portfolios are not comdiwith other
ministerial areas, thus facilitating the classifica of portfolios.

For all these reasons, the inner/outer classiboawill be the one
used in the empirical examination of the determisiar individual

and institutional factors shaping portfolio allaoat | will now turn

to the theoretical expectations that underlie thastrs.

3.3. Individual and institutional factors determining portfolio

allocation

Previous research has shown that ministers’ sauial political
background might affect the portfolio they obtainthn the
government (Winter 1991, Escobar-Lemmon and Taglobinson
2009). This study distinguishes different indivitluariables (level
and field of education, expertise, political backgrd and gender)
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and includes institutional factors that have no¢vpyusly been
considered, such as the type of ministerial recremt. In this
section, the theoretical expectations about the femjors that

account for portfolio allocation are discussed dadeloped.

The first set of factors deal with educational abkes. Ministers’
educational levels may shape their skills, knowéedgnd
performance in cabinet. Although most ministers endbeen to
university or to college (Blondel and Thiébault 199'Malley
2006, Kerby 2009), one may expect that presidemtsprane
ministers will tend to appoint to inner portfolidBose ministers
with the highest educational credentials to secame effective
departmental performance. Thus, the first hypothggsits that
ministers with higher education credentials are endikely to be
appointed to inner portfoliogH1a). Similarly, inner portfolios
might require legal expertise to deal with the ctariies of these
ministries. Indeed, most finance ministers havegall rather than
an economic educational background (Hallerberg &vehner
2012: 5). Therefore, in light of previous findingse posit that
ministers with an educational background in law amere likely to

be appointed to inner portfoliqsilb).

Another individual variable which might matter fqgrortfolio
allocation is ministers’ policy expertise. Policypertise measures
whether ministers have “substantial experiencevagie to the
policy purview of their portfolio” (Escobar-Lemmaand Taylor-
Robinson 2014: 6). Inner portfolios are crucial fwesidents and
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prime ministers, so they will tend to appoint expernisters in
order to strengthen the core of government withlifieh skills.
While previous research has not found this facanéatter for inner
portfolios (Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 20@0@inter
1991), Winter (1991) asserts that this result caexplained by the
large proportion of ministers in his dataset whoehaxpertise
(79%). By using an original and larger dataset thipectation can
be tested in a more robust way. In this vein, #@sd hypothesis
expectsministers with expertise in the purview of theirtfaio to
be more likely to obtain an inner portfol{pi2).

Political background is important regarding minigte positions
since the skills and abilities acquired within a\pous political
career might also be transferred into the cabirfetlitical
background can be divided into three different atales: seniority,
experience in public office, and experience inyaffice. Seniority
refers to the level of political experience officelders have, and it
captures the extent to which a minister is a palitinsider (i.e.
number of years the minister has been in publiceff Those who
had been in public office for many years could afgy be regarded
as being more ‘accomplished’ politicians than thegth shorter
political careers (Winter 1991). In the sense thay might be more
experienced in knowledge, skills and in dealinghwdomplex
situations, as well as having more political conioes. Thus,the
longer the political career (seniority) the morkdly to get an inner
portfolio (H3a)
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Regarding experience in public office, while sonohddars have
considered “positions in local, regional governmeand
parliamentary positions or previous ministerial exences [to] help
toward a ministerial career” (Winter 1991: 53), exth have only
taken into account parliamentary experience, sihchas been
considered as the most socialising agent to misisi his chapter
only includes former ministerial experience singeaitive office is
the apex of a political career where politiciansyrhave the chance
to specialize in specific fields and acquire corioecwith other
powerful actors (Blondel 1991, Etzion and Davis 00n so doing
and by only taking into account ministerial expece, it allows me
to distinguish between the effect of having experéeat a higher
echelon of politics and the experience in otheitigal arenas, such
as parliamentary experience, already captured byosty in
politics. So, one could expect that former expex@eas a minister
offers valuable skills and political connectionsb appointed to an
inner portfolio. This idea can be expressed asofl Ministers
who have former experience as ministers are mdeelylito be

appointed to prestigious portfoligki3b).

Government has traditionally been considered asrtypa
government’, since a fair number of party officiadse usually
found in cabinets (Winter 1991). Holding a positionthe national
party bodies may constitute a valuable organizatioasource to
obtain a ministerial post. Recent studies show thatisters who
have held party office are not more likely to bep@pted to
prestigious portfolios (Escobar-Lemmon and TaylobRson
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2009). However, previous results might be influehdasy the
exclusive focus on presidential systems, wherdgsado not play a
key role as they do in parliamentarian systems.sThs this study
has included a substantial number of parliamentaontries, it can
be expected thaninisters having held party office are more likely
to be appointed to a top portfol{®i3c).

The literature on gender and cabinets accountstter lower
presence of women in cabinets (Escobar-Lemmon aagloiF

Robinson 2005, Krook and O’Brien 2012). Yet, knadge is still
rather limited about how women ministers are distied among
portfolios. Although previous studies have admittedt women
ministers were too few in number to analyse theartfplio

allocation based on individual characteristics (#8lel and
Thiébault 1991), research using aggregate datarépsrted a
pervasive sexual segregation in portfolio allocat{Borrelli 2002,
Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 2005, Krook @8rien

2012). There are grounds to believe that gendeoisan isolated
factor to obtain an inner position, but that iteirsicts with other
social and political factors, such as those presknabove.
Specifically, similar levels of policy expertise danpolitical

backgrounds might have heterogeneous effects agevster. Also,
having children might affect differently women anmn ministers
due to women'’s higher constraints in the reconaiiaof work and
family time and the gender-unfriendly operation pblitical

institutions (see Campbell and Childs 2013). Theresfl expect
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womento be less likely to be appointed to inner pordslithan
men, regardless of their individual characterist{e#}).

Finally, institutional factors should be included ihe equation,
since individual characteristics are nested into particular
institutional system. Previous research has neglettie effect of
different types of ministerial recruitment, whictiangly correlates
to systems of government! In other words, most presidential
systems are considered specialist systems, whelsase
parliamentary systems are treated as generalibgitalvith a
substantial number of specialists. This distinctiomelevant since
the type of recruitment might impact on ministepsbfiles and
subsequent portfolio assignment. Blondel and Thikk{a991: 13-
14) have suggested that ministers’ profiles varyosx types of
recruitment. However, this theoretical expectatimes not been

empirically tested yet.

Under specialist systems, ministers are selecteskdoan their
expertise in a particular policy area rather tharheir past political
experience. Many ministers might be selected framside the
ranks of parliament, which suggests a greater pailiy to

political outsiders. This might benefit those miars who are more
educated and have a stronger expertise but legsrigeim public

office. Instead, under generalist systems, mirgstend to have a
long-standing political background, and are usua#iected from

inside the ranks of parliament (Davis 1997). Sinylgparty politics

* The correlation between these variables is 0.988.01)

74



is not a key factor in ministerial appointments engresidential
systems (Weisberg 1987, Escobar-Lemmon and TaydbirRon
2009) whereas under parliamentary systems, theafoparties in
politics is stronger (Miller 2000). For this reasbaxpect ministers
appointed under generalist systems to have helty pdiice and
have more seniority in politics. The level of edima and expertise
under generalist systems may be less importantaddition,
generalist systems might have fewer women in ingpadrpositions
since relevant parliamentary positions or partyiceff which are
stepping stones to the cabinet, are usually ocdufmg men
(Shedova 1997, Valiente et al. 2005). This leadstanposit that
specialist and generalist systems prioritize ddférpersonal and

political characteristics in the appointment to errportfolios(H5).

3.4. Data and methods

To study ministers’ profiles and portfolio alloaati | have created
an original dataset including information on miaist profiles and
routes to political office (before appointed in tedt), and portfolio
allocation (once appointed). | have obtained thfsrimation from
biographical sketches from national parliamentsyegoments’
official websites, newspaper reports and fravho’'s who in
politics. Moreover, | collected the different portfoliosathministers
have held fromKeesing’s World News ArchiveMost of these
variables are coded following the reference codkhmiahe study,
‘Selection and Deselection of Political ElitfSEDEPE 2010). The
dataset includes 396 individuals who have heldrém& of cabinet
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minister in 23 advanced industrial democraciesha geriod 2004-
2011 (excluding prime ministers and presidents) & ministers
represent 30% of the sample, a significantly higiencentage than
previous studies, in which women represented bat8kb of the

sample (Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 2009) meagre
6.2% (Thiébault 1991). The scope of this analysis been limited
to advanced industrial democracies in order toeashia certain
degree of homogeneity in the levels of socio-ecanaavelopment
across the observed units, while letting type @rugment vary.

The analysis focuses on democracies from North AaeEurope

and Australasia, to allow for the expansion of pes recent
research which has mainly focused on the US anh lLanerica.

The cases that have been considered in this stuslycabinets
terminated between one and four years before tteevelas collected

(July 2012 - January 2013) (see appendix).

The dependent variable is defined following CohE988).1 coded
as inner portfolios those that represent the cdrgovernment:
finance/treasury/budget, economy, foreign affaidgefence and
interior. These portfolios take value 1, while thlé rest take value
0. I have also coded vice-presidencies as innersirgs since, in
parliamentary countries, the vice-president is aeqytul figure with
important powers. In most countries, the portfolaye not single
portfolios, but are combined with other portfolidsor example,
education might be coupled with science in one tgunvhile in
others we might find a combination of education dabour.
Following Warwick and Druckman (2006), the criteriadopted to
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deal with this complexity is to identify the coreits post, that is,
only the preeminent portfolio of the couple is cdde

The independent variables used to test my hypathese the

following:

* Education: Dichotomous variable that captures ministers’
educational attainment. Secondary and tertiary atthrc
take value (0), and post-tertiary education (MA/PhB
coded as (1).

* Field of study: Categorical variable that classifies the
different fields of study in engineering (baseline)

economics, social sciences and law.

* Expertise in the field of their portfolioDichotomous
variable constructed following Escobar-Lemmon and
Taylor-Robinson (2009). Expertise in the field arifolio
captures whether ministers have an educationalgoackd
or previous political/work experience in the spegdurview
of their portfolio.

* Seniority: Dichotomous variable defined as (1) if the
minister has been in any political office for 10rore years

(at the national, regional or local level), or (@L

* Public office: Dichotomous variable that codes whether a
minister has previously held a position in the orai

executive (1) or not (0).
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» Party office: Measures if ministers held party office
(national party executive bodies) before their stirial

appointment (1), or not (0).

* Women Female ministers are coded as (1), and male

ministers are coded as (0).

 Type of recruitment:Distinguishes between ‘generalist’
systems (0) and ‘specialist’ systems {1 This classification
has been created following Davis’ (1997) and Siaof
(2000) indexes.

e Children: Dichotomous variable, which captures if a

minister has children (1) or not (0).

To properly address the main aims of this chagtewjll run a
logistic regression since the dependent variable bisary
(inner/outer portfolios). Cluster errors are useithwa view to

correcting the correlation among errors.
3.5. Empirical findings
Do the individual characteristics of ministers explthe sexual

horizontal segregation found in portfolio allocatfoTo illustrate

the social and political background of ministersd atheir

1510 countries of the sample are generalist systetrereas 12 countries are
included in the specialist systems (Davis 1997). pgyesidential and semi-
presidential systems are classified as specidisheralist: Australia, Belgium,
Canada, Denmark, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Japan, NMealand. Specialist:
Austria, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, LuxergbWNetherlands, Norway,
Portugal, Spain, Sweden, USA.
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differences across sexes firstly | look at the qngie profile of
ministers, using the mode of the different variabtensidered. As
can be seen in Table 2, 54% of cabinet members d&ahduate
degree and they have specialised mostly in soci@hse (35%) and
law (33%). 60% of ministers have not had experiisetheir
portfolio. Also, their previous occupation has bégalitician’ in
most cases (88%), with 72% of them having natidagisaltive
experience and 46% having previous ministerial B&pee.
Furthermore, 58% of ministers have had more thayeHds service
in politics. While most ministers are affiliated #opolitical party,
only about a third have held an office in theirtgs national
executive bodies. Most of them have either mora theee children
(36%) or two children (33%). The majority of mirgst in the
sample were born between 1951 and 1970 (65%), mg&heir

average age is 60 year old at the time of holdffigen

Women only represent 16.5% of inner portfolios whiiey account
for 30% of ministers. However, the results showt tleanale and
male ministers have more similarities than diffeesnin their social
and political background. Ministers are similiar gducation,
expertise and party office across gender. Gendégreinces are
more pronounced in socio-demographic charactesistian in
political background. Women are significantly mbkely to have a
social science educational background, comparemen who are
more specialized in law. Also, women are more Yikelbe younger
than male ministers. The average age for femalastems is 51
years old — 10 years younger than male ministaraddition, Table
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2 shows that women in ministerial positions have k& forego
having children. While just 9.1% of male ministeis not have any
children, the figure for female ministers raises4&. The only
political background difference between men and wewlms
seniority. The percentage of women who have mase tt0 years
of seniority is lower than men’s, 51% and 61% refigely. This is
probably because women are, in general, younger tthgir male
counterparts and have entered politics later. Toere the
disimilarities in profiles between men and womea eoncentrated
more in social than in political characteristicisl is important
since the latter are those which shape the misistgralification,
and are therefore, the key determinants of podfailocation.
These results suggest that supply-side factora@rexplaining the

sexual horizontal segregation.

[Table 3.2. about here]

Table 3 displays evidence of the determinants @bagments to
inner portfolios using a logistical regression. Tfiest model
includes all the variables to account for profilesnner portfolios.
The subsequent models incorporate interaction téondentify the
potential ‘demand-side’ differences between mala damale
ministers, that is, if at similar characteristicelaesources women
are disadvantaged in access to inner portfoliogyaesegregation
may be attributed to the discrimination of selestfre. presidents
and prime ministers). Model 1 in Table 2 illusteatevhich
individual factors are important in getting an inpertfolio. In line
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with hypothesis Hla, the level of educational mattédaving a
postgraduate degree is positive and statisticatievant. This
means that those individuals that have a postgtadiegree are
14% more likely to get an inner portfolio than nsters with a
lower educational level. Contrary to hypothesis HIleither

‘economics’ nor ‘law’ have a positive or signifidareffect.

Therefore, having a specialized education in lawmas important

when selecting ministers for inner portfolios.

[Table 3.3. about here]

The results also show a positive correlation fompaatise’ but, like
in Winter (1991) and Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Rebn
(2009), it does not achieve statistical relevanteis rejecting
hypothesis H2. Related to political background,i@#y, which is
defined as ministers that have 10 years or moamynpolitical level
is positive and achieves statistical significartfélhose ministers,
who have a long trajectory in politics, that is,onave served more
time in any political level, are 12% more likely b@ appointed to
inner portfolios (H3a). Alsdpublic office’ has the expected sign
and is statistically significant (H3b). Being anmnister increases
the likelihood of being appointed to inner portbdi by 9%.
Furthermore, ministers who have held party office 8% more

likely to get into inner portfolios than ministessho have not

'® The model has also been run including senioritg remerical variable, that is,
defined as the number of years at any politicatlleand it is statistically
significant.
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occupied these positions (H3c). These results paeraito accept
H3a H3b and H3c.

As regards other individual characteristics, thealde ‘women’ is
negative and statistically significant. This me#ra being a female
minister reduces the likelihood of being appointedan inner
portfolio by about 20% compared to male ministexgzepting H4.
As for the control variable, ‘childrénit is also negative but not
statistically significant. In other words, thosenisters who have
children are equally likely to obtain an inner postcabinet than

those who do not have any children.

In order to test if ‘demand-side’ discriminationigs — if women
with equal resources to men are less valued bysdtector to be
appointed to an inner portfolio — different intdrans have been
included in subsequent models. It should be ndtatwhen adding
the interactions, all other factors included in vwas models
behave similarly across gender. Model 2 adds thexdntion term
‘partyoffice*sex’. Previous models have shown thaving held a
party office is an important factor in being apgedhto an inner
portfolio. However, the interaction term, supportey Graph 1a,
shows that this effect is not homogeneous across Haus, for

men, it is positive and statistically relevant vk held a position
in party office. However, for women it does not bathe same
relevance, having experience in party office hasefiect on her
appointment chances This different effect couletkglained by the
party positions that women and men occupy. Usuatigrty
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positions, which may be stepping-stones to mirneteositions, are
occupied by men (like party leaders and top-leslres). Parties
are not gender-neutral structures but are still erdaiminated
organizations with embedded gender power relatig@swl-

Kittilson 2006; Dahlerup and Leyenaar 2013, Vergwl ®e la

Fuente 2014). Power brokers in politics are predamiy men with
selection practices usually biased toward the foug’ which may
disadvantage women in regard to access to pressigimsitions
(Niven 1998, Tremblay and Pelletier 2001).

[Graph 3.1. about here]

In Model 3, a second interaction has been inclutieghertise*sex’,
in order to show whether expertise operates difttyethrough
gender. This interaction term is also statisticadlifevant. As Graph
1b indicates, men are more likely to achieve inpentfolios than
female ministers with the same expertise, as fohpdBorrelli
(2002) in the US case. Model 4 incorporates theraation
‘children*sex’. As Graph 1c illustrates, the intetige term is
negative and statistically significant for femaleinisters with
children, meaning that women with children have dew
opportunities to hold an inner portfolio than menhwchildren. In
this light, motherhood might reduce the opportesitior achieving
an inner ministerial position. Society remains dggendered, with
women undertaking most domestic work, includindddare (Hook
2010). As previous studies on parliaments have tpdinout,
motherhood affects the pool of available womengesipolitical life
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is extremely time consuming and women find it mdiicult to
balance work and family time (Verge et al. 2014jldhand Webb
2012). As Table 2 illustrates, 45% of women in oats do not to
have children, with the mean of children for wom@n6) being
lower than for men (2.4). Furthermore, as politicetitutions are
gendered (Kenny 2007, Krook and Mackay 2011), mbt do these
women have to deal with politics in male-orientagamizations,
with a gendered bias in political recruitment, bty also have to
work in family-unfriendly contexts (for example, ete there are
long working hours and/or ministers may live andrkvain two
different locations). This institutional configuias through non-
codified rules and norms may constrains women #tigab actors
(Chapell and Waylen 2013).

Model 5 introduces the interaction ‘seniority*seRs can be seen
in Graph 1d, this term is statistically significanteaning that men
are more likely to be appointed to an inner poiifdhan women
with the same seniority. This pattern may suppbg ftold boy
network’ theory, where networks of male peers pteveach other
with information and contacts to facilitate theirepence in inner
portfolios (Blochel and Blochel 2000). Senior poatge a scarce
resource and men are still not willing to shares ttesource with
women since they are newcomers to politics (Esebbarmon and
Taylor-Robinson (2009: 6). Overall, cabinets’ stdes seem to be
actively discriminating against women since thegtematically
appoint more men than women into inner portfoli@smpite no

relevant gender differences in terms of resources @apacities.
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These results are robust since analyses have a&o indertaken
with different dependent variabl€s.

[Table 3.4. about here]

Finally, marginal effects have been designed ireotd assess the
effects of the type of recruitment on ministersdfes. This is the
unique indicator which allows the comparison of twifferent
groups, in this case, specialist and generalistesys Table 4
shows the probability of being appointed to an iroabinet post for
each type of recruitment. Results do not suppoxdnél and
Thiebault’'s (1991) theoretical expectation that isters’ profiles
vary across type of recruitment. The most imporfaator in being
appointed to an inner portfolio is the variable x’'seFemale
ministers are 20% less likely to be appointed teséh cabinet
positions than males in generalist systems. Intiegdyg, and
contrary to my expectations, specialist systemsséghtly worse
for female ministers than generalist systems, vathwoman’s
likelihood of being appointed to an inner portfotegistering 22%
less than men. The second factor that matterséoappointment to
an inner post is the level of educational attaintm&hose ministers
that have a postgraduate education in generaksésg have 12%
more chances of being appointed to an inner patfod specialist

systems, having had a formal education provide4% ihcrease in

17 The same analyses have been carried out with Drackand Warwick's

(2005) classification (saliency portfolios). Theeractive terms are also found to
be significant.
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those attaining an inner ministry (14%) than in erafist systems.
The third key factor that accounts for being apfeminto an inner
portfolio is ‘seniority’. Thus, in generalist systs, those ministers
that have seniority are 12% more likely to be delgcas inner
ministers, which contrary to theoretical expectasiois a similar
percentage to those in specialist systems (13%). addition,
ministers who have held a party office in genetaigstems have
about 7% more probabilities of holding an innertfwdio than those
who have not held any position in party office. Sfactor is similar
under specialist systems (8%). Furthermore, mirgsiath ‘public
office’ are 9% more likely to be nominated to anen portfolio for
both systems. Additionally, ministers with expeatisn their
portfolios are appointed in 3% more cases thanetivdso do not
have experience in their portfolios for both typ#srecruitment.
Consequently, the routes to achieving an innerstiymposition are
fundamentally similar for both types of recruitmenhich leads me

to reject H5.

3.6. Conclusions

This chapter has sought to disentangle which iddai and
institutional factors are important in determiningortfolio

allocation and the potential differences acrossdgemand type of
recruitment. Concerning previous background, thealyses
demonstrate that educational level matters. Thosesters who
have a postgraduate degree are more likely torgetreer position.
Regarding political background, seniority is imamit for deciding
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the position of ministers in cabinet. Those minstevho have a
long trajectory in politics are more likely to bppointed to an inner
portfolio. Furthermore, having political experieraea minister is a
determining factor when appointing ministers toenmosts. The
findings suggest that ministers who have held paffige are more
likely to get inner ministries than ministers whavk not occupied
these positions. The results confirm that gendatuces the
likelihood of being appointed to an inner portfoliparticularly
women ministers are less likely to be appointedrtanner portfolio

compared to men ministers.

The analysis also sought to disentangle if the -ospresentation of
men in the most prestigious portfolios can be arplh by supply-
(individual characteristics) or demand-side factéopenness of
selectors to women). The results show that femald male
ministers present more similarities than differencene few gender
differences are more pronounced in socio-demogcaphi
characteristics than in political background. ThHisding is
important since political resources are stringeteheinants of
portfolio allocation. Accordingly, supply-side facs do not explain
the sexual gender segregation. Precisely becauseemministers
have similar political resources to their male pedhe chapter
demonstrates that prime ministers and presidenssridiinate
against women ministers by allocating them to Ipssstigious
portfolios. Women with the same political resour@ss men are
systematically undervalued. Specifically, the resulshow
heterogeneous effects of political resources acgessler. Having
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held party office is not relevant for getting a fogrtfolio for female
ministers while it is for male ministers. Whereasmwith expertise
in the purview of their portfolio are more likelg be appointed to
inner portfolios, the likelihood does not incre&sewomen experts.
Also, women with the same seniority as men are likeyy to be
selected as an inner minister. In addition, havahgdren only
negatively affects female ministers. In light oEsle results, it can
be concluded that cabinets are still male-dominated gendered

institutions.

The chapter also shows that there are no relevtetahces across
type of recruitment in the determinants for allaogt inner
ministerial positions, the socio-demographic anditipal factors
being rather similar across systems. Finally, atgreunderstanding
about how portfolio allocation operates togethethwihe resulting
political consequences will require further studiizere are grounds
to believe that the gender-biased allocation oérrportfolios might
affect subsequent careers. Portfolios vary in thésgree of
parliamentary contact, the amount of media attentieey receive,
the relative authority within the cabinet, and tlageer opportunities
they may eventually create (i.e. the extent to Whiey can be used
as a stepping stone to other relevant officék)s omission in the
literature is critical since portfolio allocationight provide different
political or professional opportunities for ministe subsequent

careers.

88



References

Almeida, P.T., Costa-Pinto, A., Bermeo, N. 2008Bho Governs

Southern Europe?.ondon: Frankcass.

Austen-Smith, D. and Banks, J.S. 1990. ‘Stableeguwments and
the allocation of policy portfoliosAmerican Political Science
Review 84 (3): 891-906.

Bochel, C. and Bochel, H. M. 200@areers of Councillors:
Gender, Party and PoliticAldershot: Ashgate.

Borrelli, M.A. 2002.The President’s Cabinet: Gender, Power, and
RepresentatiorBoulder: Lynne Rienner.

Blondel, J. and Thiébault, J.-L. (eds.) 199Mhe Profession of
GovernmentMinisters in Western EuropeNew York: St.
Martins Press.

Blondel, J. 1991. ‘The post-ministerial careehs’J. Blondel and
J.L. Thiébault (eds)lhe profession of government ministers
in Western EuropeMcMillan: London, pp. 153-174.

Browne, E.C. and Franklin, M. 1973. ‘Aspects of ltaan payoffs

in European parliamentary democraciesmerican Political
Science Revievg,7 (2): 453-469.

89



Campbell, R. and Childs, S. 2013. ‘Parents in Baméint: ‘Where’s
Mum?’. Political Quarterly (forthcoming).

Caul-Kittilson, M. 2006. Challenging Parties, Changing
Parliaments: Women and Elected Office in Contempora
Western EuropeColumbus: Ohio State University Press.

Chappell, L. and Waylen, G. 2013. ‘Gender and tigdeh Life of
Institutions’ Public Administration91 (3): 599-615.

Childs, S. and Webb, P. 2018ex, Gender and the Conservative
Party: From Iron Lady to Kitten HeelsLondon: Palgrave

Macmillan.

Cohen, J. E. 1988 he Politics of the U.S. Cabinet: Representation
in the Executive Branch, 1789-19&ittsburgh: University of
Pittsburgh Press.

Dahlerup, D. and Leyenaar, M. (ed.). 201Breaking Male
Dominance in Old Democracie®©xford: Oxford University

Press.
Davis, R. H. 1997. Women and Power in Parliamentary

Democracies: Cabinet Appointments in Western Eyrope
1968-1992 Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

90



Druckman, J.N. and Warwick, P.V. 2005. ‘The misgpnece:
Measuring portfolio salience in Western European
parliamentary democracie€uropean Journal of Political
Research44 (1): 17-42.

Desserud, D. 1997. ‘Women in New Brunswick Politi¢ganting
for the Third Wave'. In Jane Arscott and Linda Thie eds.
In Presence of WomenToronto: Harcourt Brace and

Company Canada.

Dowding, K. and Dumont, P. (eds.) 200%he Selection of

Ministers in Europe:Hiring and FiringLondon: Routledge.

Erickson, L. 1997‘Parties, Ideology and Feminist Action. Women
and Political Representation in British ColumbiditRis’. In
Jane Arscott and Linda Trimble, (eds)Aresence of Women

Toronto: Harcourt Brace and Company Canada.

Etzion, D. and Davis, G.F. 2008. ‘Revolving Doo&s”Network
Analysis of Corporate Officers and U.S. Government
Officials’. Journal of Management Inquiry,7 (3): 157-161.

European Commission .200&urobarometer 63.1: Science and
Technology, Social Values, and Services of Geratatest
Jan-Feb2005. Available at
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/885 repo
rt_en. pdf [Accessed April 2012]

91



Escobar-Lemmon, M. and Taylor-Robinson, M. 2005.ofWén
Ministers in Latin American Government: When, Whexrd

Why?’ American Journal oPolitical Science49 (4): 829-44.

__2009. ‘Pathways to Power in Presidential CabiriMisat are the
Norms for Different Cabinet Portfolios and do Feenal
Appointees Conform to the Norm? A Study of 5 Prestdl
Democracies’. Presentation at the American Polits@ence

Association annual meeting, Toronto, September, 3-9

_2014. '‘Who You Know, What You Know or Who You Are
Does Background Trump Gender in Consistent way in
Cabinet Appointments?’ Paper Prepared for ECPRt:Join

Sessions, Salamanca, April 10-15.

Hallerberg M. and Wehner, J. 2012. ‘The Educatid®aipetence
of Economic Policy-Makers in the EU’. Paper Prepafer
the 2011 Dahrendorf Symposium.

Hook, J.L. 2010. ‘Gender Inequality in the Welfa®tate: Sex
Segregation in Housework, 1965-2008merican Journal of
Sociology 115 (5):1480-1523.

Kenny, M. 2007. ‘Gender, Institutions, and Power: QGxitical
Review’. Politics, 27 (2): 91-100.

92



Kerby, M. 2009. ‘Worth the Wait: The DeterminantsMinisterial
Appointment in Canada, 1935-200&anadian Journal of
Political Science42 (3):593-612.

Krook, M.L. and O’Brien, D. Z . 2012. ‘All the Prelent's Men?
The Appointment of Female Cabinet Ministers WorldigVi
The Journal of Politics74 (3):840-855.

Krook, M-L. and Mackay, F. (eds.) 201Gender, Politics, and
Institutions: Towards a feminist institutionalisiNew York:

Plagrave.

Laver, M. and Schofield, N. 1990ultiparty Government: The
Politics of Coalition in EuropeOxford: Oxford University

Press.

Muller, W. C. 2000. ‘Political parties in parliantany democracies:
Making delegation and accountability workEuropean
Journal of Political Researct87 (3): 309-333.

Niven, D. 1998. ‘Party Elites and Women Candidaldse Shape of
Bias’. Women and Politi¢sl9 (2): 57-80.

Norris, P. and Lovenduski, J. 199%litical Recruitment: Gender,

Race and Class in the British Parliamen€Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

93



O'Malley, E. 2006. ‘Ministerial Selection in Ireldn Limited
Choice in a Political Village’'lrish Political Studies21 (3):
319-336.

SEDEPE. 2010. The Selection and Deselection ofti€alliElites.
Available at: http://sedepe.net/

Siaroff, A. 2000. ‘Women’s Representation in Legisles and
Cabinets in Industrial Democracieshternational Political
Science Reviev2l (2): 197-215.

Shedova, N. 1997. ‘Obstacles to Women’s Partiaypatiin
Parliament'Women in Politics: Beyond Numbe&tockholm:
International IDEA.

Skjeie, H. 1991. ‘The Rhetoric of Difference: On kWen’'s
Inclusion into Political Elites’Politics and Societyl9: 233-
263.

Strgm, K., Muller, W.C. and Bergman, T. (eds) 2008binets and
coalition bargaining: The democratic life cycle Western
Europe.Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Studlar D. and Moncrief, G. 1999. ‘Women’s Work? eTh
Distribution and Prestige of Portfolios in the Cdiaa
Provinces’ Governance: An International Journal of Policy
and Administration12 (4): 380-394.

94



Thiébault, J.-L. 1991. ‘The social background ofsféen European
ministers’. In J. Blondel and J.L. Thiéba(dd.) Profession of

Government Ministers in Western EuropcMillan: London.

Tremblay, M. and Pelletier, R. 2001. ‘More womemsittuency
party presidents: A strategy for increasing the bemof
women candidates in Canad&zirty Politics,7 (2): 157-190.

Valiente, C., Ramiro L., and Morales, L. 2005. ‘Wamin the
Spanish Parliament’. I®haring Power: Women, Parliament
and Democracyed. Y. Galligan and M. Tremblay. Aldershot:
Ashgate: 189-204.

Verge, T., and De la Fuente, M. 2014. ‘Playing vditferent cards:
Party politics, gender quotas and women's empowdtme

International Political Science Revie®5 (1): 67-79.

Verge, T., Lois, M., Diz, I. and Novo, A. 2014. ‘fau y
parlamento’ [Women and parliament], in Xavier Caglle
Fabiola Mota and Antonio Jaime Castillo (edsys elites
politicas en EspafidMadrid: CIS (forthcoming).

Warwick, P. V., and Druckman J. N. 2006. ‘The Ruitf
Allocation Paradox: An Investigation into the Naguof a
Very Strong but Puzzling Relationshifeuropean Journal of
Political Science45: 635-65.

95



Weisberg, H. 1987. ‘Cabinet Transfers and Departatgrestige:
Someone Old, Someone New, Someone Borrowaderican
Politics Quarterly,15 (2):238-253.

Winter L. 1991. ‘Parliamentary and party Pathwayshe Cabinet'.

In Profession of Government Ministers in Western Eerop
ed. J. Blondel and J.L. Thiébault. McMillan: Londdd-70.

96



L6

Core

Prestige

Table 3.1 Distribution of Ministries by Inner/Out&restige and Policy Domain

Policy Domain

Portfolios

Inner

Outer

Higher

Medium

Lower

Masculine

Neutral

Feminine

Vice-president
Defence
Finance

Economy
Home Office
Foreign Affaires
Agriculture
Fisheries
Communication
Construction
Enterprise
Industry
Labour
Religious affaires
Science and Technology

Transportation
Justice

Environment
Public works

Planning and Developmer

X

X X X X X

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

X

X X X X X

X X X X X X X X

X X X X X

x

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

X X X X
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Table 3.1 (cont.) Distribution of Ministries by laeriOuter, Prestige and Policy Domain

Core

Prestige

Policy Domain

Portfolios

Inner

Outer

Higher

Medium

Lower

Masculine

Neutral

Feminine

Civil Service
Energy
Housing

Minority affairs
Parliamentary affairg
Displaced Persons
Regional affairs
Reform
Sports
Tourism
Children and Family
Culture
Women's affairs
Health

Social Welfare

Heritage
Education
Youth

Aging

x

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

X
X
X

X X X X X X X X X X

X X X X X X X X X

X X X X X X X X

X

Note: Druckman and Warwick’s @80 classification has not been included since @actiolio is coded differently
according to countries’ charastes.
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Table 3.2. Ministepsbfiles by gender and type of recruitment (inceatage)

All Generalist Specialist
Total (N)  Total (%) Men Women Men Women Men Women
Education
No college 29 7.14 7.09 7.26 2.88 6.82 11.19 7.50
Graduate degree 220 54.19 56.38 49.19 69.06 56.82 44.06 45.00
Post-graduate degree 157 38.67 36.52 43.55 28.06 36.36 44.76 47.50
Fields of Study
Science 41 11.14 10.16 13.39 9.45 9.76 10.85 915.4
Economy 75 20.38 22.27 16.07 15.75 21.95 28.68 .6812
Social Science 129 35.05 31.64 42.86*+* 34.65 596. 28.68 46.48
Law 123 33.42 35.94 27.68 40.16 31.71 31.78 25.35
Occupation
Private sector 31 7.35 6.44 9.45 2.01 0 10.96 634.
University 18 4.27 3.73 5.51 1.34 4.44 6.16 6.10
Politician 373 88.39 89.83 85.04 96.64 95.56 828 79.27
Expertise 165 39.86  40.34 38.71 31.08 26.67 50 4557

Notes:P-values are for a chi-square test (where percestagereported) or a one-tailed t-test of meang gvmeans are

reported). Standard errors in parentheses. **p0d 0**p < 0.05; *p < 0.10.
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Table 3.2. (cont.) Ministers’ profiles by gendeddgpe of recruitment (in percentage)

All Generalist Specialist
Total (N)  Total (%) Men Women Men Women Men Women
Seniority
0-2 years 74 18.05 15.38 24.19* 10.20 17.78 20.86 7.8®
2-10 years 97 23.66 23.08 25.00 22.45 26.67 23.74 4.052
+10 years 239 58.29 61.54 50.81* 67.35 55.56 55.40 48.10
Mean years served 410 14.50(0.07%.59(0.71) 12.12(0.89) 15.26(0.79) 12.84(1.32) 15.93(1.20) 11.70(1.19)
Experience
Elected office
Legislative experience 324 72.33 81.08 69.42* 3.9 93.48 65.91 54.67
Regional experience 56 12.9 14.86 9.92 14.02 8.7 15091 10.67
Local experience 92 23.6 20.61 25.62 9.76 8.7 0%B4. 36
Appointed
Ministerial experience 203 46.38 48.32 48.36 $1.8 45.65 43.94 50
Public sector 71 17.54 16.13 16.94 14.2 10.64 18.44 20.78
Private sector 102 26.28 21.96 30.58 18.29 21.74 26.52 36

Notes:P-values are for a chi-square test (where percestagereported) or a one-tailed t-test of means
(where means are reported). Standard errors engfa@ses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.10.
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Table 3.2. (cont.) Ministers’ profiles by gendeddype of recruitment (in percentage)

All Generalist Specialist
Total (N)  Total (%) Men Women Men Women Men Women
Party Activism
No Member 13 3.11 3.06 3.23 0.67 0 5.56 5.06
Member 303 71.06 71.53 73.60 76.00 71.11 66.90 .0075
Party Office 117 25.83 28.47 26.40 24.00 28.89 133 25.00
Gender 425 - 70.12 29.88 76.92 23.08 64.35 35.65
Children
0 75 20.89 9.13 44 ,92%*+* 9.73 43.90*** 8.59 45, 45%+*
1 36 10.03 6.22 17.80*** 6.19 14.63 6.25 19.48
2 120 33.43 40.25 19.49*** 37.17 21.95 42.97 18*18*
+3 128 35.65 44.40 17.80*** 46.90 19.51 42.19 16.88
Mean children 359 2(0.07) 2.41(1.23).16 (1.32) 2.36 (0.10) 1.19 (0.19) 2.32 (0.94) 1.10 (0.14)
Year born
1930-1950 127 30.02 32.43 24.41 31.08 24.44 33.78 4.392
1951-1970 275 65.01 64.19 66.93 64.19 64.44 64.19 8.2%
+1970 21 4.96 3.38 8.66*** 4.73 11.11 2.03 7.32
54.03 50.35 55.16 51.89
Mean age 424 53.6 (0.04)60.5 (8.5) 51.34 (8.4) (0.74) (1.44) (0.65) (0.92)

Notes:P-values are for a chi-square test (where percestagereported) or a one-tailed t-test of meang(g&means are reported).
Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p.€5; *p < 0.10.
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Table 3.3. The determinants of appointments torlpoetfolios (logistic regression)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Potsgraduate 0.856*** 0.888*** 0.848*** 0.870*** B56***
(0.271) (0.269) (0.276) (0.258) (0.272)
Economics -0.487 -0.42 -0.501 -0.458 -0.488
(0.423) (0.435) (0.421) (0.433) (0.428)
Social Sciences -0.0517 -0.0157 -0.0572 -0.112 5480
(0.418) (0.433) (0.417) (0.392) (0.423)
Law 0.512 0.542 0.503 0.459 0.504
(0.363) (0.355) (0.367) (0.360) (0.358)
Expertise 0.24 0.237 0.298 0.206 0.249
(0.274) (0.276) (0.290) (0.280) (0.272)
Seniority 0.737* 0.749** 0.732** 0.768** 0.622*
(0.307) (0.308) (0.306) (0.303) (0.335)
Public Office 0.553* 0.553** 0.553** 0.550* 0.531*
(0.283) (0.280) (0.281) (0.294) (0.289)
Party Office 0.495* 0.777* 0.496* 0.572** 0.494*
(0.264) (0.336) (0.265) (0.273) (0.262)

Notes:Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **f.85; *p < 0.10.
DV: Inner portfolio (value 1)
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Table 3.3. (cont.) The determinants of appointménmtaner portfolios (logistic regression)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Women -1.233*** -0.878** -1.144%** 0.301 -1.645***
(0.289) (0.393) (0.363) (0.654) (0.564)
Children 0.0254 0.0791 0.0187 1.156** 0.00897
(0.381) (0.349) (0.391) (0.56) (0.381)
Partyoffice*sex -1.119
(0.811)
Expertise*sex -0.23
(0.558)
Children*sex -2.132**
(0.860)
Seniority*sex 0.549
(0.750)
Constant -2.075%** -2.255%** -2.078*** -3.123%** -1967***
(0.456) (0.460) (0.460) (0.582) (0.454)
Observations 315 315 315 315 315

Notes:Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **f.85; *p < 0.10.

DV: Inner portfolio (value 1)
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Graph 3.1 (cont.): Predicted Probabilities
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Table 3.4. Marginal effects of independent varialilg type of

recruitment

Generalist systems

Specialist systems

Post-graduate degree 0.127**
Economics -0.076
Social Sciences -0.004
Law 0.085
Expertise 0.034
Seniority 0.123**
Public Office 0.088**
Party Office 0.075*
Female -0.202***
Children 0.004

0.140**
-0.084
-0.004
0.094
0.038
0.136**
0.097**
0.083*
0.223*+*
0.004

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p.€5; *p < 0.10.
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Appendix

List of countries and cabinets included in the erogl analysis:
» Australia (2007-2010);
» Austria (2007-2011);
* Belgium (2007-2008);
« Canada (2006-2008);
e Denmark (2007-2009);
* Finland (2007-2010);
* France (2007-2010);
* Germany (2005-2009);
* Greece (2007-2011);
* Iceland (2007-2009);
« Ireland (2007-2008);
« ltaly (2008-2011);
» Japan (2007-2009);
* Luxembourg (2004-2009);
* Netherlands (2007-2010);
* New Zealand (2005-2008);
¢ Norway (2005-2009);
* Portugal (2005-2009);
e Spain (2008-2011);
* Sweden (2004-2006);
» Switzerland (2008-2009);
e United States of America (2004-2009);
e United Kingdom (2007-2010).
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4. Post-ministerial occupation in advanced industal
democracies: The role of political capital resource
and gender

Co-authored with Tania Verge

Abstract

While previous research has focused on how misstenedentials determine
which portfolio they are appointed to, the post-stierial occupation of former
cabinet office-holders remains basically unexploaed the few existing studies
have predominantly adopted a descriptive approBleis. chapter fills this gap by
providing theoretical and empirical leverage ovée ttypes of post-office
occupation departing ministers hold. While contngll for institutional factors,
the chapter seeks to tease out the contributiopotfical capital resources to
explaining post-ministerial occupations. Also, givdat both access to executive
office and portfolio allocation are strongly gereldr it addresses the central
question of whether post-ministerial occupationsilsirly present differential
patterns for women and men. The empirical resultsao cross-national
comparison of 23 advanced industrial democraciggest that seniority in
politics, party office and policy expertise shape distribution of post-office
occupations, and that the impact of some of thes&iqal capital resources
differs by type of ministerial recruitment — i.eergeralist or specialist. Results do
not show, though, any effect for the type of pditfginner or outer) held while
in cabinet. Strong gendered post-ministerial pagteare not found either,
although some intriguing gender differences arentesl.

4.1. Introduction

Among top national politicians, ministers enjoy theghest
visibility and prestige, right after presidents amdme ministers.
Being a minister is ‘the apex of a political catdart, for this very
same reason, to cease being a minister can beicedoaf as ‘a
form of decline’ (cf. Blondel, 1991: 153). Givenetltoncentration
of power in the executive branch, for most minstesitting in

cabinet might be the end rather than a steppingesto other
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positions (Savoie, 1999: 241-2). Furthermore,rgjtéat the top may
be relatively brief since cabinet is typically aoghterm political

office (Nichols, 1991: 160). Ministers may be pobi

professionals, subject specialists, long-term andient ministers
but the median duration of ministerial careers ise osingle
appointment (Bright, Déring and Little, 2012: 18herefore, as a
popular saying goes, a minister can only aspireeventually

become an ex-minister.

This notwithstanding, the rewards of cabinet officey well
expand beyond it thanks to the political and/orness connections
gained while in office (Wong, 2002). Ministers’ taefor is shaped
by both policy concerns and strategic considerati@owding and
Dumont, 2009: 2). Personal ambitions or perceptioofs
opportunities to fulfill those ambitions may leambmet members to
weigh the costs and benefits of cabinet servicetlfiir future
career (Nichols, 1991: 154; Theakston and de V&642). Not all
former ministers, though, might have forged pdditior business
links while in office nor may they wish to use suectks to access
new positions carrying power, status or wealth. eaample,
whereas Maria Van der Hoeven, a Dutch ex-ministdéamnomic
Affairs (2007-2010 cabinet) became chief executirector of the
International Energy Agency once the cabinet teated,
Jacqueline Cramer, who served in the same cab@atiaister of
Environmental Planning, returned to her previouseea as

university professor. We can ask then, does seriingxecutive
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office increase the likelihood of moving to otheregtigious

positions or is it just a caretyut cour®

Research on political elites in cabinets has mdmtysed on routes
to political office, how ministers are hired andefi, and how
ministers’ credentials determine which portfoli@yhare appointed
to (Thiébault, 1991; O’Malley, 2006; Stregm, Millend Bergman,
2008; Dowding and Dumont, 2009; Kerby, 2009; Escdlsanmon
and Taylor-Robinson, 2009, 2014). Conversely, pasisterial
careers have received scarce scholarly attentidrirenfew existing
studies have predominantly adopted a descriptipeoagh and are
now outdated (Blondel, 1991; Nichols, 1991). Asedbby Keane
(2009: 282-3), the subject of ex-office holdersuisder-theorized,
under-researched and under-appreciated’. The matevaf such a
study has to do with the fact that several ex-nansskeep playing a
relevant role in politics, business or civil sogiedfter leaving
office, as it is the case for ex prime ministerd anesidents, which
may raise ‘revolving doors’ issues and expose airfy interests
between politics and business (Heclo, 1988; Donal2@03;
Theakson and de Vries, 2012). Likewise, as Adolpbl8: 33)
argues for central bankers, ministers’ policy chsimight be based
on their career ambitions thereby potentially agtas agents of
‘shadow principals’.

This chapter fills this gap by providing theoretiead empirical

leverage over the types of post-office occupatioapadting
ministers hold. Firstly, while controlling for ingttional factors, we
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seek to tease out the contribution of political idpresources to
explaining post-ministerial occupations. Secondjyen that both
access to executive office and portfolio allocatiare strongly
gendered (Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson, 2609pk

and O’Brien, 2012; Dahlerup and Leyenaar, 2013)adéress the
central question of whether the post-office occigpabf former

ministers similarly presents differential patterfts¢ women and
men. Until very recently, the low proportion of wemin cabinets
did not allow studying this issue. In advanced 5tdal

democracies, women accounted for 9% ministersaril®80s, 20%
in the 1990s, and 28% in the 2000s (Claveria, 20l4grefore, the
chapter aims to make a contribution to both thesobdated
research on cabinets and the burgeoning literaiorgender and

executives.

Our original dataset includes information from cedts of 23
advanced industrial democracies. The breadth of diataset will
allow us not only to move beyond national boundabet also to
draw broader lessons on post-ministerial occupatishile taking
into account the effects of institutional variabl&@se remainder of
the chapter proceeds as follows. Section 2 desctie positions
departing ministers hold right after leaving offiaed sets a simple
typology to cluster post-ministerial occupationsalso elaborates
on the theoretical expectations shaping ‘life aftabinet office’.
Section 3 presents the data and methods used artibrSet
discusses the results of the empirical analysie filhal section
concludes and suggests new avenues for furthearcse
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4.2. Life after office for departing ministers

As said in the introduction, the study of post-tenoareers of ex-
office holders at the cabinet level remains an piaed area, with
the exception of the burgeoning literature on farmesidents and
prime ministers (Schaller and Williams, 2003; Kear009;
Theakston and de Vries, 2012; for regional primeisters, see
Rodriguez-Teruel et al., 2011). To our knowledg®mnBel (1991)
and Nichols (1991) are the only scholars havinglaepg ex-
ministers’ post-office occupation. In his longitodl study (1945-
1984) of 14 Western democracies, Blondel identities following
post-ministerial occupations: cabinet re-appointisien
parliamentary office, local and regional offices\danew careers
(public enterprise, private business or internatigoositions). He
found that, among those ministers not returningcabinet, 32%
moved to the national parliament, 30% went bacth&r previous
career, and 33% started a new career (Blondel,:119811). Nichols’
study, based on U.S. cabinets (1789-1981), clubtepest-
ministerial occupations into politics, law (privatgeneral business
(for profit, consultancy) and other private seci@ron profit,
academia...) where she located, respectively, 34%4, 26% and
16% of American ex-ministers (Nichols, 1991: 196).

While Nichols classification is strongly determindy the US
political and economic context, Blondel did not yade clear
coding instructions and thus his classification rcgnbe properly
replicated. Building on the work of these two aughave suggest a
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new typology with six categories. Since we focustmimmediate
post-office position, it is necessary to distinfuibiose departing
ministers who are appointed again in the subsequadrihet, from
those who are not. Among the latter, some of theightmkeep
active in politics at other elective, appointedpartisan positions.
Other ex-ministers might use the connections, gestr reputation
obtained while in cabinet to access new posititmghis case, we
distinguish between those moving to private busiressadvisors or
members of corporate boards from those that landam
international organization — including multilateratganizations,
think tanks, and embassies. Finally, some ex-nargstade away
from public life and go back to their previous j@. course, former
cabinet holders may also retire, this decision dpeumsually
determined by age and health condition at the winkeaving the
government. Table 1 compares our typology agaihshd®l’'s and

Nichols’ classifications.

[Table 4.1. about here]

The remainder of this section addresses Keane@9(ZtB2) call for
developing theoretical expectations on ‘life afteffice’ for
departing ministers. We do so by drawing hypothegsthe
various post-ministerial occupations we have idmati but
‘retirement’, which is a residual category. It sltbbbe noted that
scarce scholarly research in this topic leads usadopt an
exploratory approach and to build on the broadtrdture on
political elites. In developing our theoretical expations we will
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assess both how individual resources may shape st@igi

likelihood to moving to a specific post-ministeriatcupation and
the ways in which a key socio-demographic variabieh as gender
might trump ex-ministers’ post-office options. Aschfesinger

(1966: 118) points out, ‘political careers do noiqeed chaotically.
There are patterns of movement from office to efficChe actual
opportunity for ministers to reach a specific positdepends on
their individual resources (Stolz, 2003: 242). Witbgard to

individual resources, we will mainly focus on ‘dalal capital

resources’, including seniority in public officeype of portfolio

held while in cabinet, partisan connections andcgadxpertise, a
cluster of resources which we partially borrow frdascobar-

Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson’s (2014) study on pdidfo
allocation.

4.2.1. Seniority

Seniority refers to the level of political experenoffice-holders
have. As a political capital resource, it captutesextent to which
a minister is a political insider. On the one hasehior politicians
might be highly valued by presidents and prime stérs since they
have more experience in dealing with complex siaat Ministers

in charge of promoting a controversial policy araigrly bound to

need political skills (cf. Beckman, 2006: 127). éIsaw-and-order
departments —i.e. justice, defense, interior amdigo affairs— tend
to require more experienced politicians than soarad economic
portfolios (Thiébault, 1991: 21; Rodriguez-TerueR011).
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Furthermore, ministers with long-standing seniontsually hold
multiple ministries along their careers (Bright, ribgy and Little,
2012: 17). Accordingly, we posit thablitical insider ex-ministers
are more likely to be re-appointed to cabifigl). On the one hand,
elites’ political background is a key asset to iggta new political
position (Borchert and Stolz, 2011: 109; De WintE991: 53, see
also Kerby, 2009). As noted by Riddell (1993: 25fjany ex-
ministers do re-adjust to the back-bench after dp@n the front-
bench. This might entail moving from governmenthe national
parliament, to governmental advisory boards or leggty agencies,
or to other elective or appointive positions at tbgional level. In
this vein, we expect thaninisters with a long-standing seniority in

public office are more likely to get a new offingoplitics (H2).

4.2.2. Inner portfolio

The portfolio departing ministers held while in iof may also
affect their future occupation. Firstly, some politis are more
valuable than others (cf. Bright, D6ring and Littl2012: 3).
Ministers holding ‘core’ or inner portfolios (sucas defence,
economy, finances, interior and foreign affairs)nstdute the
president’s (or prime minister’'s) closest advisarsd have more
regular access to him/her than other ministers €GphlL988;
Borrelli, 2002). This might place them in a befpasition to keep
their position in subsequent cabinets. Therefammisters having
held inner portfolios are more likely to be re-aputed into cabinet
(H3). Secondly, some departing ministers may be #blkapitalize
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on their prestige to land in private business asbes of corporate
boards or permanent advisors. As Etzion and Dawetg 1(2008:
161), ‘government service can serve as a conduijdiaing the
ranks of the corporate elite’. The information asegperience
acquired by ministers are highly appreciated by mames,
particularly by large corporations in pursuit obs® access to the
government and bureaucracy (Blondel, 1991: 155}. gdemise is
that connections to interest groups, lobbies ansiness are not
randomly distributed across cabinet portfolios. raixisters having
served in inner portfolios are better equipped wliese assets.
Therefore ministers having held inner portfolios are moreelikto

move to private businegd4).

4.2.3. Party office

Party membership is not a requisite to be appoi@iedninister.
Cabinets usually include ministers affiliated tce tparty(ies) in
government as well as independent (non-affiliated)isters (Neto
and Strgm, 2006; Yong and Hazell, 2011). This besaigl, party
membership brings organizational resources. Amahgrahings, it
provides access to party patronage, hamely theépaivparties to
appoint people to positions in public and semi-fuulife’ (Kopecky

and Mair, 2012: 3). Through ‘institutional controbarties can
reward their members with positions in the publitnanistration,

the governing boards of public sector companiesyisady

committees and regulatory bodies, as well as sethesn safe
positions in electoral lists (see Kopecky and S@r®012; Ennser-

116



Jedenastik, 2014). In this vein, we posit timtisters holding party
office are more likely to pursue their post-minigteoccupation in
the political field(H5). Similarly,ex-ministers with party office will
be more likely to access an international posit{bi®), since some
of these positions are in the hands of politicatipa to distribute
(Blondel, 1991: 169) and the foreign service hasnb®und to be
largely touched by party patronage (Kopecky, Maird Spirova,
2012: 371).

4.2.4. Policy expertise

Policy expertise measures whether ministers hawbstantial
experience relevant to the policy purview of thgortfolio’
(Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 2014: 6). Siig®pert
ex-ministers might have been appointed to develgpegific policy
or reform, thus empowering the government with ifjeal skills.
Yet, democratic governments are not predominantipmosed of
expert ministers (Blondel, 1985: 196). A speciaizenowledge
might broaden the career prospects of these migidte other
arenas. Recently cross-border governmental orgamizaand civil
society networks have expanded in unprecedented wayviding
‘exes’ with new opportunities, including advisoryaxlvocacy roles
(Schaller and Williams, 2003; Keane, 2009). Fos treason, we
expect policy-expert ministers to be more likely to occugy
international position(H7). Alternatively, precisely because of their
subject expertise, these former ministers mightistow cabinet
office as a short break in their professional car@eturning to their
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previous occupation is also easier for politicatsaer ministers
since they have spent less time away from thegimal jobs and
thus require no (or lesser) professional recyclidghough some
professional politicians might also satisfy thetasta of policy

expertise (Bakema and Secker, 1988), especialbutftr their past
political experience (Beckman, 2006), most spexgaiexperts tend
to be civil servants or university professors (Rleh 1991). So, we
posit thatpolicy expert ex-ministers ammore likely to return to

their previous occupatio(Hs).

4.2.5. Gender

Women and politics researchers have pointed outemrelative
scarcity of political capital resources compareadnien. Firstly,the

pervasive gender segregation of core portfolioghbg classified as
‘inner’, ‘prestigious’ or ‘masculine’ (Escobar-Lenum and Taylor-
Robinson, 2009, Krook and O’Brien, 2012; Jacob let 2014),

might prevent women from establishing both closminections to
the prime minister and links with business. Secpnabwer brokers
within political parties are predominantly men whoselection
practices are usually biased toward the ‘ingrougivén, 1998;

Tremblay and Pelletier, 2001), which may disadvgatavomen in
regard to access to party patronage. Thirdly, wogesrerally serve
shorter political careers (Schwindt-Bayer, 2011¢dbsr-Lemmon
and Taylor-Robinson, 2009). While this might indeghat women
have lower political ambition than men, it should boted that

differential socialization patterns are still peswe and
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reconciliation of public life with family responsiites is still
tougher for women due to pervasive gendered soociahs (Elder,
2004; Lawless and Fox, 2010). Also, the gender esias
underpinning selection processes and broader geshdestitutional
settings, where male-oriented, family-unfriendlydaoften sexist
culture prevails, might discourage women from punga political
career (Maestas et al., 2006; Celis and Wautedd);2Dolan et al.,
2010).

Women politicians have also been found to leaveliputffice
when they feel they can no longer contribute to gbécymaking
process (Lawless and Theriault, 2005; Vanlangenaddkal., 2013).
The international arena, though, might provide worméth new
avenues to pursue their advocacy for civil righesace, healthcare,
education, children and the position of women iriety, the
substantive areas women have been found to speciah
(Schwindt-Bayer, 2006), as illustrated for examplgth the
increasing number of women permanent represensativéhe UN
(Haack, 2014: 43). Simultaneously, transnational QsGand
advocacy groups championing values that resondte women’s
traditional concerns have flourished and their iotpen global
governance is increasingly evident (Winslow, 19B5ker, 1999).
Overall, we posit thatvomen’s relative deprivation of political
capital resources compared to men will make thesa lely to be
appointed to public office (government or politics)to be hired by
private business. Conversely, women will be mawlito return to

their previous job or to land in international orgaations(H9).
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4.3. Data and methods

The initial dataset included 425 departing minstédrom 23
advanced industrial democracies (see appendixflyhah 70%
are men and 30% women. Former ministers havingetetiight
after leaving executive office as well as those wied while in
office or very soon thereafter have been excludesnf the
empirical analysis. Prime ministers and presidafgs need being
excluded since their prominent position in cabipedvides them
with much more power than ordinary ministers, whiehves us
with 409 individual observations. Following Nicho{4991), we
only examine those ministers integrating post-eéectabinets, that
is, the initial appointees of newly elected prestde This selection
of our units of observation is methodologically paged. As
argued by Nichols (1991: 157), ‘since in-term replaents, as
opposed to initial appointments, are made in aerbfit political
context and reflect different presidential needs individuals
appointed may also vary in the career paths bylwtiiey move to
and from the cabinet’.

The ex-ministers included in our dataset belonth&post-election
cabinets terminated between one and four yearsé#ie data was
collected (July 2012/January 2013). The time spetwéen cabinet
termination and the observations is deliberatelyrtskince we are
exclusively interested in the occupation ex-minmsteold right after
leaving cabinet office. For each individual minrstthe dataset
includes pre-cabinet, post-cabinet and biographinédrmation,
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which was obtained from both biographical sketches/ided by
national parliaments and governments’ official widssas well as
newspaper reports. Information on the portfolio isters held was
extracted from the Kessing’'s World News Archive.caoding the
different variables, we followed SEDEPE’s (2010jlebook.

As described in the previous section, our dependemiable,
namely post-ministerial occupation, has five maategories: (i)
New ministerial appointment in the cabinet formeitera new
elections have been held; (ii) Politics; (iii) Pate business; (iv)
International position, and (v) Return to previgob. Since our
dependent variable includes alternative categoriesporder to
determine the factors shaping post-office occupatie will run a
multinomial logit model. The independent variabtesnprise both
political capital resources and gender. Given thia@ basic
opportunity structure for post-ministerial occupas is also
determined by institutional features we control $everal systemic
variables.Provided that the 23 countries are all economically
advanced, socioeconomic factors are already cdedrdbr. The

empirical analysis includes the following indepemideariables:

* Seniority This numerical variable counts the number of
years a departing minister accumulates in any (ajgub or
elective) political office at any tier of governmenational,
regional or local) before being appointed as manist
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Inner portfolia Following Cohen (1988), the portfolios
coded as relevant represent the core of government:
finance/treasury/budget, economy, foreign affadefence
and interior. Vice-presidencies have also been coae
inner portfolios. The variable takes value 1 fomen

portfolios, and O otherwise.

Party office This variable captures whether ministers hold
party office at the national level before or durithgir first
ministerial appointment (1) or not (0). Non-pantisa

(independent) ministers are also coded as 0.

Policy expertise This dichotomous variable is constructed
following Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson (2014)
Expertise in the field of portfolio means that nsiers have
university education or previous professional eiqrere in
the purview of their portfolio. Although a more geous
definition might also include political experienicethe area
of responsibilities of the portfolio, it producesrder
differences when comparing governments (Beckma@620

121), therefore we stick to the stricter definition

Women Women ministers take value 1 while men ministers
0.

Type of recruitmentlt distinguishes generalist systems (0)
from specialist systems (1). This classificationloiws
Davis’ (1997) and Siaroff's (2000) indexes. Our S50

national database includes 10 generalist systenterun
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which ministers are typically recruited from pantant
(Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Greece, tugla
Italy, Japan, New Zealand and UK), and 12 spetialis
systems where cabinets tend to be more populatéd wi
political outsiders (Austria, Finland, France, Gany,
Ireland, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal,
Spain, Sweden and US).

Winner party Although one of the possible post-ministerial
occupations is to re-entecabinet, this option is only
available when the party of the former ministeb&tk into
government after the new electioriBhus, this variable
controls whether ex-ministers can actually be neeaged

into cabinet (1) or not (0).

Multilevel systemsThis variable captures whether countries
have a regional tier of government (1) or not (0).

Legal restrictions This variable controls for the legal time
restrictions (measured in months) imposed on exst@rs
with regard to membership of supervisory boards or

management of companies in receipt of state cdstrac

We acknowledge that all positions may not be egusipealing to

politicians in terms of power, prestige and prigés. Although ex-

ministers’ ambition should also be considered, sit eixtremely

difficult to grasp in quantitative analysis, sall not be dealt with

here — for a critical discussion on the impact efspnal ambition,

see Nichols (1991). Other systemic variables sughfaam of

123



government (presidentialist, semi-presidentialistparliamentary)
cannot be included either in the empirical modé€es it highly
correlates with type of recruitment (0.384, p<0.(&milarly, ex-
ministers age must be excluded due to strong etiwal with
seniority (0.377, p<0.01).

4.4. Empirical analysis

Before proceeding to the analysis of post-miniatesccupations,
we will first turn to the main descriptive charactécs of ex-
ministers and their post-office distribution. Asndae seen in Table
2, 32% of ministers had held an inner portfolioisTproportion is
much higher among men ministers (39%) than amonghewo
ministers (17%), with statistically significant fifences (p<0.01).
Slightly over a quarter of ex-ministers held paoffice while in
cabinet and almost 40% of them had policy expedeirc the
purview of their portfolio. Although more male msters than
female ministers had held party offices or had qyolkexpertise,
differences are not statistically significant. Bgards to seniority, a
higher proportion of women can be considered palitoutsiders,
with statistically significant differences. While4d% of female
ministers had less than two years of political egpee prior to
their cabinet appointment, this is the case foiy d8% of male
ministers (p<0.1). Conversely, 61% of male minstead over ten
years of political experience, versus 51% of femalmisters.
Women ministers also tend to leave cabinet at alieeage than
their male peers since they are also younger at finst entry:
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47.2% women ministers exited cabinets before theih birthday
while only 32% men ministers did so. Finally, 85.486 ex-
ministers included in the dataset served the fatmt and only
14.5% were fired or resigned, with a similar pattésr men and

women ministers®

[Table 4.2. about here]

Where do departing ministers go after cabinet teaton? Table 3
shows the frequency of ex-office holders’ positioffie most
popular post-cabinet occupation is politics (43%llowed by
government (27%). Some ex-ministers are occupiedorimate
business (13%), international positions (9%) and tesser extent,
return to their previous job (8%). Female and maleministers
show very similar patterns of post-cabinet posgioand no
statistically significant differences are found, igéh might well be
due to the relatively low number of observationsneocategories
include. From a descriptive point of view, the magender
differences are a lower frequency of women ex-nnssin politics
and a higher frequency of women ex-ministers irermational

positions.

18 Although it goes beyond the scope of this chapteshould be noted that the
reasons for exiting cabinet significantly differ lmyender. Whereas the most
common reason for men ministers is having obtaiaedther office within or
outside the government (35%, versus 19% for wonfen)yomen ministers it is
dismissal — forced resignation in a general contdxtabinet reshuffle (54%,
versus 31% for men). Leaving for low departmentatfgrmance presents a
similar occurrence in both male and female minstgP5% and 27%,
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[Table 4.3. about here]

To determine the factors that lie behind the défer post-
ministerial occupations we have run a multinomialgistic
regression. This technique does not provide diceefficients for
each category. Instead, coefficients are compavethdse of the
baseline category, which makes its interpretationt rso
straightforward. For example, provided that theemefice category
is D in a multinomial logit model with four categes the
comparison is between the likelihood of event Ahwthat of event
D, that of event B with that of event D, and thaeéwent C with that
of event D (Liao, 1994). Table 4 summarizes thdfaments of the
multinomial logistic regression for each categofyoor dependent
variable (post-ministerial occupation) comparedthose of the
category ‘politics’, the baseline in our model. \Wave chosen this
category since it is the most populated, as alsmddby Nichols
(1991) and Blondel (1991), which allows us distilsgping this
occupation from the other four alternatives. Aslitpzs’ is the
baseline category in the multinomial logistic resgien its
coefficients cannot be directly obtained. Howewves,can provide a
global overview of the determinants of post-mimisie position
using the average marginal effects, as displayedlainle 5. This
strategy helps us compare the effect of explandiiors across

categories and allows for a clearer assessmenirdfypotheses.

respectively), but doing so due to sexual or cdiompscandals only affects the
former (10%).
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Firstly, regarding political capital resources, &able 4 shows,
seniority matters chiefly to getting a political fioé, be it in
government or in other political arenas. The caedfit is negative
and statistically significant for all the non paldl post-ministerial
occupations, namely private business, internatiguuaitions and
previous job. The comparison between the categgoeernment
and politics does not produce statistically sigmwifit differences,
meaning that for both of them seniority is a valaapolitical
resource. In Table 5 we can also see that depamingters with
more seniority have a higher probability of beiegappointed as a
minister or getting a political position comparedéss experienced
politicians. Conversely, increased seniority degess the
probability of holding any other post-ministerialconipation.

Therefore, we can accept H1 and H2.

Secondly, the multinomial regression shows thatirftpgerved in
an inner portfolio is not statistically significarfor any post-
ministerial occupation (Table 4). This indicatesatthministers
having held such portfolios are not more likely obtain a
prestigious position in government or in the prvaéctor compared
to ministers who get a new political position, tlagcting both H3
and H4. The marginal effects show that inner pbdfproduces on
average a positive probability of returning to grevious job and of
getting an international position for those ministeaving served in
core portfolios and a negative probability of gedta position in the
private sector, in politics or in government foosle who did not
(Table 5). The fact that this variable does notcineatatistical
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significance in any category might suggest thatesocore portfolios
have more influence in the private sector or areemw@aluable for
corporations than others. For example, interiorfayeign affairs
ministers might have fewer connections to businleas finance or
budget ministers. Also, some outer portfolios migktl be strongly
connected to business, such as public works, enagg

communications®

Thirdly, holding party office mainly matters to geg a new
position in politics. The coefficient is negativer fall the categories
of the dependent variable and its absence strodghgrmines
moving back to the previous job (p<0.01) (Table™je probability
of getting new political positions for former mitess who have
party office is on average 9.3% points higher tfmrthose lacking
this political capital resource (Table 5), whictads us to accept
H5. Partisan resources thus pay off in terms ohiggi access to
other offices in the political field to the patrag®a capacity of
ministers’ party. It should also be noted thatdh&y other category
with a positive probability is international positis. However,
ministers with party office only increase 2% poittisir probability
of moving to the international arena vis-a-vis ipeledent ministers.
This might indicate that international post-minige positions
might not necessarily be regarded as a politicabrd. Therefore,

we cannot confirm H6.

9 We have also tested in our model a different iflaasion of portfolios
following Escobar-Lemon and Taylor-Robinson’s (2p&¢onomic, central and
social portfolios clusters. This classification guoes no statistically significant
effects either.
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Fourthly, as to policy expertise, the coefficientiegative for both
politics and government and positive for the renmgnpost-

ministerial occupations. Statistical significanseanly reached in
the category returning to the previous job (Table=ér this reason,
we refute H7 but confirm H8. Policy expertise i4 acdeterminant
resource to getting an international position lbaiprobability is on
average 2% points higher than for those lackingestitexpertise
(Table 5). However, as expected, the likelihoodetfirning to the
previous job is 11% points higher for those minstevho are
experts in the purview of their portfolio than foon policy-expert
ministers. As said, most specialized expert minsstend to be civil
servants or university professors, for whom siriglea

appointments are more common.

Concerning gender, Table 4 shows that the mosvaeteeffect
resides in international positions, where more wonaee found
(p<0.1). As can be seen in Table 5, the probabdityetting an
international position is on average 5% points &aigfor female
ministers than for male ministers, which standsslarp contrast
with the category politics. The probability of getf new political

offices is 5.8% lower for female ministers than foale ministers.
Women’s probability of being re-appointed in govesnt is also
1.4% lower than men’s. Conversely, women’s proligbibf

returning to their previous job is 1.9% higher thaen’s. Private
business post-ministerial occupations show a sintikalihood for

both sexes. Overall, these results lead us togligriccept HO.
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[Table 4.4. about here]

With regard to systemic variables, the coefficiént specialist
systems is positive and statistically significamt private business,
that is, departing ministers under specialistsesystare much more
likely to get a position in corporations than thi@wve other political
positions, while the opposite is true for ex-mieist under
generalist systems (Table 4). Looking at the averagrgin effects,
we can see that under specialist systems depamingsters are
6.2% more likely to getting a job in private busiseand 2.7% more
likely to achieving an international position thtreir peers under
generalist systems. The probability of obtainingaditical position
is 13% points lower for departing ministers undegaalist systems
(Table 5). As previous research had noted, prajassipoliticians
are more common under generalist systems (Davig,1B8rchert
and Stolz 2011). Similarly, Blondel (1991: 173) mouthat ex-
ministers moving to private business are predontipan
concentrated in the ‘less parliamentary’ countasswell as in the

UK whose type of ministerial recruitment is speisial

The control variable ‘winner party’ has a positaaefficient for ex-
ministers who are re-appointed in cabiffeAs already said, this

variable captures whether ex-ministers’ parties ehavon the

%0 We have also tested in a separate logistic reigressodel whether ministers
who have been reshuffled are less likely to bepmeated. This variable proves
to be significant at the 1% level. As reshuffle yomlffects the ‘government’
category it has been excluded from the multinotoigilstic regression.

130



elections or have joined the winning coalition, tths, if ex-
ministers can actually be re-appointed into cabifbe remaining
systemic variables (multilevel and legal restricip do not reach

statistical significance in any post-ministeriatopation.

[Table 4.5. about here]

Finally, given that the probability of getting a gpeninisterial
position may be accounted not by a single varidhle by the
combination of various variables, we have define tideal
political profiles: political insiders and politicautsiders. ‘Insider’
ministers are characterized as politicians who hal@ng-standing
seniority (14 years or longer) prior to them beingabinet, hold a
party office and have served in an outer portfolids typical
profile is set under generalist systems. Outsidees qualified as
more specialized ministers, with low seniority (tyears at most),
no party office and having held an inner portfolithey also served
under specialist systems. Table 6 presents theimargffects for

these two profiles and distinguishes male and fereaiministers.

Among male political insiders, their highest proitigbis to get a
political position (84%). Their likelihood of beingccupied in
private business (7%), international positions (I#¥noving back
to their previous job (7%) is significantly loweFor female
political insiders, post-ministerial occupationsegent the same
order but some differences are worth noting. Womgmbbability

of obtaining a political position is lower than mer(75%) but
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women’s likelihood of getting an international gasa is higher
(14%). With regards to political outsiders, it cavas no surprise to
find a relatively low likelihood of getting a pabtl position but
gender differences are sustained (33% for malesteirs and 23.5%
for female ministers). Like in the previous profilsomen have a
higher likelihood of obtaining an international pms (26%,
versus 17.5% for men) and of returning to theivymas job (28%,
versus 24% for men). Both male and female politicakiders have
a much higher probability of being hired in privdtesiness (25%

for men and 22% for women).

[Table 4.6. about here]

4.5. Conclusions

This chapter has build on the most under researespect of
cabinets’ literature, namely ‘life after office’,nd aimed at
contributing to the burgeoning research on genderaabinets. It
has shows that the most popular post-ministeriaupation is
political office, followed by cabinet re-appointmsrand business
positions. To a lesser extent, ex-ministers ar® ascupied in
international positions and some of them returrthi@r previous
job. Therefore, serving in executive office is naét a careetout

court but it increases the likelihood of moving to otlpeestigious
positions in politics, the international arena be tprivate sector.
Our empirical results indicate that post-ministedecupations are
shaped by different political capital resources. fBe one hand,
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while seniority and party office are especiallyerant to getting a
position in politics, policy expertise leads fornmemnisters to return
to their previous job. On the other hand, departimgisters with

lower seniority or no party office experience héngher chances to
land in private business or international positiofibe type of

portfolio held while in office is not a crucial vable for any post-
ministerial position.

With regards to gender, patterns of post-ministeria
occupation are rather similar among male and feraalministers.
While no statistically significant differences dund, the largest
descriptive differences indicate that women ars lg®ly to obtain
a position in politics or government, irrespectiok them being
political insiders or outsiders, but they are mdiely to be
occupied in international positions. This suggekts, despite the
absence of strong gendered post-office dynamicsaireng in the
core of politics is still tougher for women tharr fmen. Our results
also indicate that systemic factors matter, padity the type of
ministerial recruitment. Generalist systems offepakting ministers
higher chances of obtaining new jobs in politicarnthspecialist
systems. This is consistent with the fact that, eandeneralist
systems, ministers tend to have a long-standingsnin politics
and are usually selected from inside the ranksadfgment.

Given that our analysis only includes cross-sedliatata,
further comparative research is needed to go beyomdediate
post-ministerial occupations and examine post-rtenel careers
through longitudinal analyses. Finally, we alsol catholars to

refine some explanatory variables, such as the ofpministerial
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profiles and connections corporations might beresied in when
hiring ex-ministers. Also, further research couioh @t classifying
post-ministerial occupations hierarchically in artie determine the
prestige of post-ministerial positions and to estabwhether
departing ministers move down or move up in botéirtpost-

ministerial occupations and careers.
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Table 4.1. Classifications of post-ministerial goation

Blondel (1991)

Nichols (1991)

Our classification

Government
(ministers)

Parliament

Executive positions

local/regional

Politics
(including
elective,
appointive, and
partisan offices)

1.

2.

Government
(ministers)
Politics
(including
elective,
appointive,
partisan offices
as well as public
enterprise)

Public enterprise

Private business

Other private

sector (academic, 3.

non-business...)
Law (private)
General Business

(non-profit,
consultancy)

4,

Back to previous
job

Private business
(profit,
consultancy,
corporate boards
members)

International
position

International
position
(multilateral
organizations,
think tanks, and
embassies)

(Retirement)

6. (Retirement)
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Table 4.2. Basic descriptives of departing mingster

Total (N) Total (%) Men (%) Women (%)
Reshuffle 61 145 13.6 16.9
Relevant portfolio 144 32.6 39.1 17.5%*
Party office 117 25.8 28.5 26.4
Policy expertise 414 39.8 40.3 38.7
Seniority (years) 0-2 74 18.1 15.4 24.2*
3-10 97 23.7 231 25.0
+ 10 239 58.3 61.5 50.8*
Age (at exit) 31-40 30 7.2 5.6 11.0**
41-50 122 294 26.4 36.2*
51-60 178 42.9 45.8 36.2
61-70 85 20.5 22.2 16.5

Notes:***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.10



Table 4.3. Distribution of post-ministerial occupats

Total (N) Total (%) Men (%) Women (%)

Government 111 27.1 26.9 27.6
Politics 176 43 45.5 37.4
Private business 53 13 13 13
International position 37 9.1 7.3 13
Previous job 32 7.8 7.3 8.9

Note: No statistically significant differences doeind by sex
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Table 4.4. The determinants of post-ministeriaupation

) ) International ) i
Government Private business N Previous job
position
Seniority -0.011 -0.047** -0.048*** -0.137%***
(0.0204) (0.020) (0.015) (0.039)
Inner portfolio -0.259 0.039 0.392 0.605
(0.410) (0.471) (0.466) (0.625)
Party office -0.432 -0.641 -0.129 -1.573**
(0.400) (0.571) (0.563) (0.765)
Policy expertise -0.088 0.213 0.57 1.964%+*
(0.366) (0.321) (0.383) (0.555)
Women 0.123 0.177 0.716* 0.449
(0.323) (0.328) (0.407) (0.454)
Type of recruitment 0.851 0.979** 0.707 0.451
(0.919) (0.474) (0.576) (0.559)

Notes: Multinomial logistic regression. DV: Postmisterial occupation. Baseline category: Politssandard errors in
parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.10.
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Table 4.4. (cont.) The determinants of post-minigt@ccupation

International

Government Private business N Previous job
position
Winner party 17.745%** -0.012 0.343 0.465
(0.515) (0.416) (0.528) (0.629)
Multilevel system 0.891 -0.376 0.087 -0.469
(0.988) (0.673) (0.654) (0.631)
Legal restrictions -0.018 0.007 0.001 -0.024
(0.015) (0.014) (0.013) (0.016)
Constant -17.064*** -1.220%** -2.096*** -1.344*
(1.235) (0.505) (0.735) (0.757)
Observations 364 364 364 364

Notes: Multinomial logistic regression. DV: Postmisiterial occupation. Baseline category: Politics.
Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p.85; *p < 0.10.
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Table 4.5. Average marginal effect

Government

Politics

Private
business

International
positions

Previous job

Seniority
Inner portfolio
Party office

Policy expertise
Type of recruitment

Winner party

Multilevel system
Legal restrictions

0.003 (0.002)
-0.042 (0.049)
-0.024 (0.036)
-0.040 (0.038)
0.052 (0.084)
0.562 (0.057)
0.088 (0.088)
-0.001 (0.001)

0.008 (0.002)
-0.008 (0.048)
0.093 (0.069)
-0.077 (0.049)
-0.129 (0.082)
-0.387 (0.061)
-0.020 (0.088)
0.001 (0.001)

-0.002 (0.001)
-0.010 (0.037)
-0.024 (0.033)
-0.017 (0.024)
0.062 (0.041)
-0.095 (0.033)
-0.042 (0.048)
0.001 (0.001)

-0.0D0G1)
0.(2039)
0.01L043)
0.(2636)
0.02030)
-0.(21940)
0.0D043)
0.0@0aq1)

-0.007 (0.002)
0.034 (0.041)
-0.063 (0.026)
0.110 (0.031)
-0.012 (0.030)
-0.029 (0.031)
-0.029 (0.032)
-0.001 (0.001)

Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table 4.6. Marginal effects for different ministdrprofiles

Men insider Women insider Men outsider Women idets
Government 0.0001 (0.0007) 0.0001 (0.00007)  0.Go@I008) 0.00009 (0.00006)
Politics 0.840 (0.069) 0.758 (0.104) 0.333 (0.092) 0.23668)
Private business 0.074 (0.041) 0.0833 (0.083) 0(eoB1) 0.217 (0.077)
International position 0.075 (0.040) 0.143 (0.093) 0.175 (0.061) 0.260 (0.090)
Previous job 0.009 (0.007) 0.014 (0.013) 0.24390)0 0.286 (0.133)

Insider. Seniority: 14 years, Relevant Portfolio: 0, Pdffice: 1, Specialist: 0.
Outsider Seniority: 2 years, Relevant portfolio: 1, Patffice: 0, Specialist: 1.
Standard errors in parentheses.



Appendix

List of countries and cabinets included in the arogil analysis:
» Australia (2007-2010);
* Austria (2007-2011);
* Belgium (2007-2008);
e Canada (2006-2008);
e Denmark (2007-2009);
* Finland (2007-2010);
» France (2007-2010);
e Germany (2005-2009);
* Greece (2007-2011);
* Iceland (2007-2009);
* Ireland (2007-2008);
« ltaly (2008-2011);
« Japan (2007-2009);
* Luxembourg (2004-2009);
* Netherlands (2007-2010);
* New Zealand (2005-2008);
¢ Norway (2005-2009);
» Portugal (2005-2009);
* Spain (2008-2011);
* Sweden (2004-2006);
» Switzerland (2008-2009);
* United States of America (2004-2009);
* United Kingdom (2007-2010).
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5. Conclusions

This dissertation has explored cabinets with a gepérspective in
a comprehensive manner. Taken together, the thregirieal

chapters presented have sought to better speefgidterminants of
women’s presence in executive office, how powedistributed

within cabinets and the role of political resour@sl gender on
post-ministerial occupation. This thesis contrigute the broader
scholarship on the executive branch, by showing emder is one
of the key factors shaping both recruitment to wabiand the
internal distribution of power within the executibeanch. The aims
of this dissertation have been addressed from ssearational and
longitudinal perspective. The next sections sumneaand discuss
the main findings and the last section suggests aesnues for

further research.

5.1. Women'’s under-representation in cabinets

This dissertation contributes to the literaturegemder and politics
with different and novel insights. Regarding thetéas that account
for the presence of women in cabinet, the analgbisws that
political and representational factors are moreartgnt than socio-
cultural factors. It finds that; countries with sgdist systems have
a higher percentage of women in cabinet than gkstesystems

have; left-wing parties in government appoint mam@men; and an
increasing number of women in parliament boost ribenber of

women in cabinet. In addition, the analysis condirthat parties
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with gender quotas increase women’s presence imehlhis is
important since this factor has not been includegrevious studies
and, although more refinement is needed on metbgadal

aspects, party quotas are an even stronger famtondreasing the
amount of women in cabinet than other politicaltdag, such as

party ideology.

This dissertation has also addressed how the sodiioral, political
and representational factors have evolved over.tihhe findings
suggest that while some socio-cultural factors iarportant for
explaining women in cabinet office, especially het1980-1995
period, some political variables have emerged aeme decades as
stronger explanatory factors to account for thesgmee of women
in cabinet. Therefore, the results challenge tineetiag theory,
showing that the increase of women’s presence binet is not
only due to the development of the country, bubtioer political
factors, especially party quotas. As Dahlerup amgiebhaar (2013)
note, party quota produces a long-term effect ratian an episodic
change. This dissertation shows that the partyagqdtect only
manifests itself in the later period (1996-2010hew a significant
number of parties have adopted party quotas and ey have
reserved at least 20% of positions for women. dusdh be noted the
effect of party quotas on cabinet composition isiratirect effect
since this measure is not usually enforced on Xeewdive branch.
Still, the adoption of party quotas may producepid-ever effect
across institutional arenas, that is, when a pasgumes a gender
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quota, it promotes women’s representation on bathinets and

parliaments.

5.2. Gendered segregation of cabinet portfolios

This dissertation has shown that the distributibmoer portfolios

is determined by both socio-demographic charatiesisand

political resources. Educational level matters dohieve an inner
portfolio. Those ministers who have a postgraddatgee are more
likely to get an inner position. Seniority is also key asset.
Ministers who have a long trajectory in a politipalsition are more
likely to be appointed to inner portfolios. In atioi, having

political experience in the higher echelons helpisters obtain an
inner portfolio. Furthermore, those ministers wravd held party
office are more likely to get inner ministries thamdependent
ministers. Female ministers are less likely to ppainted to an
inner portfolio compared to male ministers. Giveattfemale and
male ministers are more similar than different othbtheir socio-
demographic characteristics and political backgdpwand that the
few existing differences are more pronounced inftheer, we can
conclude that the gender segregation of portfoli®schiefly

explained by demand-side factors rather than bplgtgde factors.
Female ministers with the same social and politieatkground
than men are less likely to be appointed to an rirpatfolio.

Indeed, political resources such as policy expertseniority and
party office have a heterogeneous effect acrosslegenThese
resources only increase male ministers’ likelihoofl being

appointed to inner portfolios. Also, having childrenly negatively
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affects female ministers in the pursuit of an inpertfolio. Thus,
prime ministers and presidents are discriminatiggrast women in

the allocation of portfolios.

This finding offers relevant insights to the genderd politics
literature. Firstly, if women ministers’ policy pertise matters less
for their being appointed to a specific portfolibey might land in
portfolios they are not experts in, which expodesnt to more
criticism on their performance (Verge and De larftae2014: 73).
As a consequence, women might be more likely teebbuffled out
of their cabinet position or they may have mordialifties in
building a political career. This criticism may @lsimpact
negatively on women’s symbolic representation. Uwaleing
women ministers may reduce levels of citizen trurstwomen
politicians. Secondly, this dissertation shows thdtile women
have had to forego having children in order to lbenmted in
politics, men have not faced this dilemma. It con§ that
institutions are gendered, with women having tol dggh male-
oriented and family-unfriendly contexts, where neogh are
discriminated against. Taken all together, the Itesguestion the
existence of equal opportunities for women mingstevithin

cabinets.

5.3. Gender-neutral post-ministerial occupations?

The dissertation also provides new theoretical iggsuand novel

empirical evidence relating to the types of posicef occupation
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that departing ministers hold. The empirical resiwdtiggest that
seniority in politics, party office and policy expise shape the
distribution of post-office occupations, and that impact of some
of these political capital resources differ by typk ministerial
recruitment — i.e. generalist or specialist. Theules do not show,
though, any effect on the type of portfolio (innar outer) held
while in cabinet. Despite both access to executiWkce and
portfolio allocation are strongly gendered, thetgrais of post-
ministerial occupation are rather similar amongeraid female ex-
ministers. One may argue that it is more diffiddtdiscriminate
against women who have survived the odds and mad® i
government and who have been able to navigate drailnthe

barriers presented above.

This notwithstanding, while no statistically sigo#ént gender
differences are found in post-ministerial occupatithe largest
descriptive differences indicate that women ars lig®ly to obtain
a position in politics or government, irrespectiok their being
political insiders or outsiders, but they are mdieely to be
employed in international positions or to returntheir previous
occupation. This suggests that, despite the absehcsrongly
gendered post-office dynamics, remaining in thee aair politics is
still tougher for women than for men. The gendeasbks
underpinning selection processes and the broaderdeged
institutional settings, might well discourage woniem pursuing a

political career.

156



5.4. The impact of institutional factors on executie dynamics

This dissertation not only contributes to the gended politics
literature, but also to the scholarship on exeesti Specifically, it
has provided a concrete measurement of the imganstitutional
factors on executive dynamics, such as type of stenal
recruitment, a previously neglected macro-levelalde. While the
aggregate analysis indicates that the type of mein& recruitment
affects women’s presence in cabinets, the individamalysis
illustrates that there are no large differencesosxrtype of
recruitment in the determinants of portfolio allboa, contrary to
what Blondel and Thiébault (1991) had suggesteds Tack of
difference may be due to the fact that most of rthiaisters in
specialist systems are also recruited from thdipalifield, and the
ministers’ profiles are similar in both systems.eQmannot disregard
the fact that lack of differences between types nahisterial
recruitment might also be accounted for the type sample
analyzed. To better capture the factors that adctmrnministers’
appointment, we should look at the pool of poténtranisters.
However, this limitation is barely solved, giveratlis impossible to
disentangle who is and who is not a potential nenial candidate.
Last, concerning post-ministerial occupation, rssuhdicate that
generalist systems offer departing ministers highkances of
obtaining new jobs in politics than is the casspecialist systems.
This is consistent with the fact that, under gelisrasystems,
ministers tend to have a long-standing senioritpafitics and are
usually selected from inside the ranks of parliainen
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5.5. Avenues for further research

This dissertation opens up several avenues fohdurtesearch.
Firstly, studies could examine whether prime maristgender may
affect the number of women appointed to ministenmsts.
Provided that office-holders at the cabinet lewel gecruited to a
large extent through personal networks (see Kopeuky Mair
2012), and that these networks present an acutéegéras (Bochel
and Bochel 2000), female prime ministers may beeetqu to
include more women in cabinets than male prime stens.
Unfortunately, a cross-national analysis cannotéeied out yet.
To the best of my knowledge, | have used the largample
examined recently by scholarly research on genddr @binets
(203 observations) and, still, only 17 observatiohgéemale prime
ministers are found within the time frame usedt(twarespond to 8
female prime ministers). Yet, other tiers of gowveemts (either
regional or local) may provide the opportunity tamine whether,
to what extent, and under what conditions, femaiee ministers

may ‘let the ladder down’ to other women.

Secondly, as mentioned above, the gender differenegpertise in
the area appointed entails women might be exposednadre
criticism. Therefore, it would be interesting tady if women are
more likely to be reshuffled out of their cabinet, if there are
differences regarding the reason for being resbdftompared to
men. Also, the gender horizontal segregation maashnegatively

on the evaluation of women politicians. Furtheresgsh could
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explore how public opinion assesses different renss across
gender, particularly how stereotypes about womepditical

capabilities may influence ministers’ evaluation.

Thirdly, further cross-national research is neededgo beyond
immediate post-ministerial occupations and examipest-
ministerial careers through longitudinal analysédso, some
explanatory variables, such as the type of minaterofiles and
the connections with corporations, could be refingidce these
factors might be relevant for hiring ex-ministetskewise, post-
ministerial occupations could be classified hienarally in order to
determine the prestige of post-ministerial posgiamd to establish
whether departing ministers move up or down in bbiir post-

ministerial occupations and careers.

Finally, as said in the introduction of the disagdn, studies on
women’s descriptive representation in cabinets nded be
complemented with research on the substantive gmdbdalic
effects of their presence. It is especially reléeviananalyze how
power is internally distributed within ministriesné what role
ministers play in policy-making, specifically undewhat
circumstances are women enabled to affect polickimga
Similarly, qualitative research is needed to mag itiformal or
unwritten rules shaping the gendered ministeriaruiément and
portfolio allocation as well as to identify the ditmons that bring

effective power in ministries. Overall, more resdam the field is
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required to fully grasp the gendered dynamics & éxecutive

branch.
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