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Abstract

My dissertation uses the case of women in the Bundestag (Germany’s lower
legislative house) to foreground the tension between liberal democratic conceptions of
political representation and identity-based representation. Unlike previous research,
which has focused on establishing that female legislators advocate for women at greater
rates than their male colleagues, I focus on variation among women. I show that party
affiliation’s contribution to the variation among female legislators’ attention to women’s
interests is not as strong as previous research has found, once we account for parties’
varying conceptions of what these interests are. Instead, several social markers in the
German context (motherhood and marriage) as well as generational differences (in the
form of cohort effects) distinguish among female legislators and contribute to
understanding who will be more likely to advocate for women.

In establishing this argument, I use material from interviews with 54 female and
male members of the Bundestag and biographical information about the 340 women in
the Bundestag between 1998-2009, as well as original content analyses of party platforms
and parliamentary debate transcripts from three legislative terms (composed of 360

speeches across 40 debates, addressing 21 laws, spanning 1998-2008).
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Chapter 1: Introduction
The research problem

What explains which female legislators actively work to advance the interests of
women as a group and which do not? In other words, under what conditions does
descriptive representation (the presence of female legislators) facilitate substantive
representation (advocacy on behalf of women’s interests)? In response to these questions
I advance the argument that two social markers — specifically, motherhood and marriage—
contribute to predictions of which female legislators will act upon their membership in
the group of women. This effect is further influenced by age, as the experiences of
motherhood and marriage vary by generation. Women who are mothers, and women who
are married, experience specific social and legal pressures and obligations that make
them more likely to be actively engaged in acting on behalf of women as a group. I show
that this effect is more pronounced among older cohorts, whose experiences of these
social and legal pressures were in periods of greater traditionalism.

I chose these two specific social markers, because they reflect differences among
women (some of whom are mothers and/or married, and some are not), and they also
reflect legal and social patterns that have shaped our very understandings of women’s
rights and interests. Motherhood and marriage are not just markers of differences among
women at any given moment; they also reflect social roles that have developed and

changed over time. Thus, while much previous research on women’s substantive



representation (WSR) has focused on demonstrating that female legislators are more
actively engaged in advocating for women than their male counterparts, I focus on
variation among female legislators, and I do so recognizing that gendered experiences
vary over time.

This project is significant for a number of reasons. Women, like numerous groups
(primarily racial and ethnic), were often excluded from full citizenship when modern
democracies were established. It is clear that gendered inequalities — in such domains,
among others, as work opportunities and salary, and political participation — persist
despite the emergence of formal equality. I argue that it is important to examine the ways
in which individual legislators’ identities influence their preferences and activities
alongside the standard panoply of predictors of legislative behavior (party affiliation,
constituency effects, links to citizen organizations, inter alia). In a general sense, women
represent women, but there is a great deal of variation among women, both regarding the
extent to which they believe that women share interests and regarding what they believe
those interests to be. Further, there is much variation among female legislators’ activities
(speaking, committee-work, etc) on behalf of women as a group, including whether they
do so at all.

My interventions in research on women in politics are also important. They
respond simultaneously to contemporary political theory (including calls for greater
attention to variation among women) and to gaps in existing empirical literature
(including lack of precise measures of women’s shared identity as a motivator for action
on behalf of other women). More broadly, I offer a framework for parsing what it means
for identity to contribute to political representation in liberal democracies where the focus
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typically lies on interests, instead. In policy terms, investigation into variation among
women and gendered identity contributes policy recommendations regarding the electoral
innovation of gender quotas, as I will discuss in the conclusion to this dissertation.

I study this variation among female members of Germany’s lower legislative
house, the Bundestag. Germany’s multi-party system offers leverage on these research
questions, because a wide variety of ideological positions is represented. Moreover, each
party has a fairly tight, coherent platform, making it possible to more clearly identify
intra- and inter-party variation. Germany’s legal-historical context is of further help in
examining debates over women’s roles and rights. For example, it is only since the late
1980s and early 1990s that debates in the Bundestag have explicitly addressed gendered
roles in parenting and child-care. These debates persist in the legislative periods that I
examine (the 14", 15™, and 16" legislative periods, 1998-2009).

In order to parse female legislators’ varying degrees of women’s substantive
representation, it is necessary to understand the ways in which women share an identity
and interests as a group. It is further necessary to examine the connections between
individual legislators’ group memberships and their legislative activities; any individual
legislator’s identity does not automatically trump the other forces acting upon her or him.
I argue that both interest and identity groups matter in democratic settings, and that
women constitute one of these groups that deserves and requires representation.

The argument that identity shapes individual legislators’ behavior receives serious
attention in political theory accounts of political representation, but empirical studies of
legislative behavior tend to focus on party affiliation, re-election incentives, constituency
characteristics, majority (or government) party status, and other factors. These

3



approaches to studying legislative behavior often emphasize the role of interest groups:
people “organized around a shared instrumental interest of the individuals who constitute
the group without any necessary mutual identification among its members” (Gutmann
2003:13, emphasis in original). They do not address identity groups, which do rely upon
“mutual identification.” Moreover, as I will discuss, principles of democratic liberalism
tend to focus on individuals, embracing the idea that interest groups might aggregate
individuals’ interests but resisting the idea that identity groups might play a legitimate
role in shaping policy outcomes. Studies of WSR pay more attention to identity than the
larger body of work on legislative behavior, as the mechanisms that scholars of women
and politics propose for female legislators’ higher level of engagement with women’s
issues often derive from arguments about women’s shared perspectives and experiences.
(See chapter 2 for an extensive discussion about these connections and mechanisms.)

I will argue that interest and identity groups are closely related to one another, but
several important distinctions require considering them separately. Gutmann (2003)
distinguishes between identity and interest groups in the following way: “In paradigmatic
form, identity group politics is bound up with a sense of who people are, while interest
group politics is bound up with a sense of what people want” (15). Gutmann nonetheless
emphasizes that there is likely to be a close connection between these two kinds of
groups: “Since mutual identification [shared membership in identity group] informs
people’s sense of their own political interests, group identity and collective interests are
often mutually reinforcing in democratic politics” (2003:15). In terms of collective action
based upon identity (i.e., identity politics), other theorists point out that this action will

only happen when group members recognize their common membership (de Beauvoir
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1949). The politics of identity thus involves recognition of and advocacy for identity
groups, by group members. This is importantly different from actions surrounding
interest groups, where the person or agent who advocates for specific interests is
irrelevant.

Although empirical studies of legislative behavior studies have clearly
demonstrated that institutions and electoral incentives matter, conventional wisdom and
women’s movements, alike, expect female legislators to pay particular attention to the
concerns of women, African American legislators to pay particular attention to the
concerns of African Americans, etc. This expectation is sometimes framed as a problem
for democracy; Gutmann (2003) notes that “popular political commentators often subject
them [identity groups] to hypercriticism,” decrying identity groups as “antithetical to
...one indivisible nation” (3-4). Although interest groups are perceived as serving a
useful function in aggregating or presenting concerns, identity groups are commonly
understood to denote primordial and insurmountable differences among people.

Sonia Sotomayor’s recent Senate confirmation hearings for her appointment to the
U.S. Supreme Court (July-August 2009) serve as an example of this negative assessment
of identity politics. Based upon comments that she had made to other audiences about
how being Latina has shaped her understanding of the world, Sotomayor was a lightning
rod for concerns about whether she would make legal decisions based upon identity
instead of the law. Sotomayor had delivered a speech entitled “A Latina Judge’s Voice”
in 2001 at the University of California, Berkeley, which she concluded by making the
identity-based claim that plagued her during her Senate confirmation hearings eight years
later: “I would hope that a wise Latina woman with the richness of her experiences would

5



more often than not reach a better conclusion than a white male who hasn’t lived that
life.”! Sotomayor was appealing to the idea that her identity made her a better legal mind,
better able to appreciate the details and context necessary for adjudicating cases
appropriately. Her detractors, however, took her words to mean that she would be a
biased judge. These detractors, incidentally, seemed not to be of the mind that every
person “has” an identity, and that all of these identities equally legitimately shape their
understanding of the world; Sotomayor was accused of being racist.”

On the one hand, Sotomayor publicly appealed to her identity and her background
to describe influences, which she deemed positive, on her as a judge. On the other hand,
identifying someone (even oneself) as a member of a group, e.g., a female legislator as a
member of the group of women, does not automatically trump expectations of that
individual based upon other forces acting upon her or him. In this sense, Sotomayor being
Hispanic American does not require that she adjudicate the law based entirely upon this
identity and heritage. A female representative from a conservative district, for example,
would not have been elected and certainly would not be re-elected if she ignored her
constituents’ desires by voting with a bloc of other female legislators against the wishes
of her district and/or her political party.

I have argued that both interest and identity groups exist in democratic settings
and deserve recognition and representation. However, the relationship between identity-

based features of political representation and party- and constituency-driven

' For the full text of Sotomayor’s speech, see the Spring 2002 symposium issue of Berkeley’s La
Raza Law Journal, entitled “Raising the Bar: Latino and Latina Presence in the Judiciary and the
Struggle for Representation.”
? See Charlie Savage “A Judge’s View of Judging Is on the Record” New York Times May 14,
2009.
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representation is not entirely clear. The question of how identity functions in the process
of political representation alongside other influences persists. Many previous studies of
the representation of women’s interests (women’s substantive representation) have
focused on demonstrating that female legislators (the presence of whom constitutes
women’s descriptive representation) are better advocates of women’s interests than male
legislators, with the implication that it is group membership and shared interests and
perspectives — in short, identity — that facilitates this outcome.” However, it is clear that
not all female legislators view themselves as representatives of women, nor are all female
legislators actively engaged in advocacy for women. Studies that show aggregate
differences between female and male legislators’ substantive representation leave open
the thorny question of when it is that identity “trumps” the other well-established factors
influencing legislative behavior, and how it happens when it does. Previous empirical
work suggests but does not test propositions such as the idea that issues of particular
importance to women will provoke female legislators’ behavior (e.g., voting for or
against specific legislation) separate from the motivations of their party affiliation or
other influences. It is difficult, however, to delineate what these issues of particular
importance to women are; moreover, it is clear that women will not all come to the same
conclusions about how best to address even those problems that they agree are problems.
I argue throughout this dissertation that women are one of these groups of people
who coalesce as an identity and interest group, but this does not automatically mean that
every woman will actively engage in promoting the interests of women as a group. Some

purchase on this question of which female legislators will actively engage in this

* As I will discuss in this dissertation, this previous work has not clearly operationalized or tested
the mechanism by which this takes place.

7



advocacy of women may be found in theories of identity and identity groups. In order to
establish some parameters for the role of identity in legislative behavior, I present several
more perspectives on what identity politics is, in the first place, beginning with
Gutmann’s (2003) definition of identity groups. As Gutmann writes, “identity
groups...are of such great political significance yet neglected by political scientists and
treated in a highly polemical way by popular commentators on politics” (2003:8). The
emphasis on interests groups over identity groups makes it all the more important that
studies of them explicitly justify their choices of definition and operationalization.
Gutmann defines identity groups as “politically significant associations of people who are
identified by or identify with one or more shared social markers,” such as “gender, race,
class, ethnicity, nationality, religion, disability, and sexual orientation” (2003:9). These
social markers serve both to unite people with one another and potentially galvanize them
into action; they are politically significant, because they shape people’s needs, interests,
and interactions with the state (inter alia: taxation rates; employment patterns; access to
opportunities relating to their political and civil rights, such as education, employment,
and voting). Gutmann continues: “What distinguishes social markers of group identity is
that they carry social expectations about how a person of that particular group is expected
to think, act, and even appear” (2003:9). When these people work together “in an
organized fashion in politics on the basis of their group identities...they are part of
identity group politics” (2003:10). In other words, we know identity politics by the
explicit invocation of that identity and that group. However, as Gutmann notes, there is

likely to be substantial overlap between identity groups and what we conceive of as



interest groups. Although it is important to consider them separately, they are not
mutually exclusive.

Further blurring the distinction between identity and interest groups, Charles
Taylor (1989) introduces identity as the source of defining one’s orientation towards
values and priorities. We don’t have a framework for understanding the world — nor for
defining our own interests — without our identity. Taylor writes:

“People may see their identity as defined partly by some moral or spiritual

commitment, say as a Catholic, or an anarchist. Or they may define it in part by

the nation or tradition they belong to, as an Armenian, say, or a Quebecois. What

they are saying is not just they are strongly attached to this spiritual view or

background; rather, it is that this provides the frame within which they can

determine where they stand on questions of what is good, or worthwhile, or

admirable, or of value” (1989:27).
Like Gutmann (2003), Taylor (1989) is emphasizing the role that identities play in
shaping what our priorities are, in the first place. It is harder to “see” identity in Taylor’s
formulation, because he argues that it implicitly informs all of our preferences and
actions, i.e., it may even resemble the basis for interest groups. Regardless of where we
place identity politics on the spectrum between Gutmann’s explicit “organized activities
... on the basis of their group identity” (2003:10) and Taylor’s implicit “frame within
which they [people] can determine where they stand on questions what is ... of value”
(1989:27), we need a better understanding of how identity and other predictors of
legislative behavior interact, because there are strong reasons to believe that identities
may shape priorities in ways separate from other institutions and incentives.

In more empirical terms, there is some basis in social psychology for explaining
variation among group members’ active engagement in talking about and acting upon

their membership in the group. This variation in engagement is based upon, in the case of

9



gender, women’s varying perceptions of their own identity relative to the group of
women (do they feel that they are similar to other women?) and relative to other groups
(are distinctions between themselves and others highlighted in terms of gender?). Gurin
and Townsend (1986), for example, divide the concept of gender identity into three
categories. Using a telephone survey to gather data about gender identity among
American women, they inquire into the respondents’ perceived similarity to other
women, respondents’ sense of common fate with other women, and how centrally gender
figures in respondents’ sense of self. They measure each category as separate predictors
of what they term “gender consciousness” (actions on behalf of the group of women)
(1986:139-140)."

Gurin and Townsend find that the dimension of identity most closely related to
gender consciousness was sense of common fate, 1.e., the extent to which respondents felt
that their own personal experiences as women related to the experiences of women as a
group. It is possible that Gurin and Townsend’s (1986) conclusions are highly specific to
the time (early 1980s) and place (United States) of their survey. As a template for

examining the parameters of identity politics for women, however, their research

* To capture “perceived similarity,” Gurin and Townsend offered respondents a list of 16
category labels, including socioeconomic, age, and sex categories, among others, and asked
which group the respondent felt closest to. To capture “centrality,” the researchers asked
respondents how “often in their everyday lives they thought about being a woman and what they
have in common with women and men” (1986:142). To capture a sense of common fate,
respondents were asked several questions about whether the state/status of women nationally
related to them personally. “Gender consciousness” was measured with a composite index
composed of questions “assessing attitudes towards the women’s movement and collective efforts
to accomplish legislative and constitution change” (1986:143).
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suggests the value of 1) disaggregating measures of identity and 2) employing a measure
of identity that has a range of values rather than a dichotomy.’

A 2006 Perspectives on Politics article by Rawi Abdelal, Yoshiko Herrera,
Alastair Iain Johnston, and Rose McDermott sums up current empirical concerns related
to these theories of identity and identity politics. They note that, in political science and
related disciplines, “a wide variety of conceptualizations and definitions of identity have
led some to conclude that identity is so elusive, slippery, and amorphous that it will never
prove to be a useful variable for the social sciences” (2006:695). In order to draw studies
of identity out of what they term “definitional anarchy,” the authors suggest a series of
best practices centering on dividing inquiry into the categories of content (what meanings
do “members” ascribe their identities?) and contestation (the process by which
“individuals are continuously proposing and shaping the meanings of the groups to which
they belong”). They argue that “understanding the interaction among constituent
individuals and their groups — or agents and social identity structures — is a crucial part of
the analysis of social identities,” emphasizing that the identity of an individual is a
different matter from collective identity (1006:700-1).

The upshot of these recommendations for this specific study of women’s
substantive representation is that I address the content of, and contestation over, women’s
identity in the context of the Bundestag. Personal interviews and indirect measures
inform this discussion of content and contestation; this discussion comprises chapter 3 of

the dissertation. As I will show, motherhood and marriage in the contemporary German

> Work that integrates the study of psychology, social psychology, and identity into the study of
politics is varied and extensive. An early example of this work is Greenstein (1967); more recent
work on integrating the study of narrative and identity into the social sciences includes Patterson
and Monroe (1998) and Somers (1994).
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context are cues to specific women’s identities. Contestation over social expectations and
legal norms evolve over time via contestation; thus, these markers cue different
experiences across generations. In chapter 5, I show how these social markers, mediated
by age, contribute to explaining variation in women’s substantive representation.

As this discussion has highlighted, the difficulty in testing propositions about the
parameters of identity politics is that categorizing people into groups does not
automatically require that identity will matter. While there may be compelling evidence
for thinking of people as belonging to identity groups that mediate their access to rights,
goods, and services (i.e., that may also function as interest groups), that does not
automatically translate into people acting based upon these group memberships:
sometimes it does, and sometimes it doesn’t. Additionally, there is a fuzzy overlap
between interest groups and identity groups.

Thus, my research focuses on explaining variation among female legislators in
order to gain some purchase on the tensions between identity politics and liberal
democratic frames of representation. I will argue that people (in this case, women) who
experience certain social pressures specific to their group membership are more likely to
act on behalf of that group. This is the primary argument that this project advances: all
other factors being equal, female legislators who have experienced specific social and
legal pressures as women are more likely to be actively engaged in advancing women as
a group. The social markers of motherhood and marriage, mediated by age, are cues to
these social pressures.

This claim is significant, because it proposes simultaneously to explain variation
among female legislators as well as to parse what it means for identity to play a role in
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political representation in liberal democracies. It also suggests how legitimate political
representation might happen outside the usual chains of accountability in liberal
democratic systems (principally electoral pressures, party affiliation, and party
discipline).®

In the remainder of this chapter, I develop two additional ideas that are core to
this project. First, I discuss tensions between group and individual rights. Thinking about
women as a group with a shared, coherent set of interests is a necessary precursor to
expectations that there exist group members (female legislators) who would act to
represent them. Moreover, no group is completely homogeneous with respect to how
members perceive their identity and their interests. Second, I discuss the conception of
women’s interests that I have chosen to employ, drawing upon extant research to justify
these choices. I recognize the close connection between identity and interest groups and
suggest issue areas where we might expect this connection to be especially close (namely,
where social markers suggest it).

After discussing these concepts and choices, I introduce the context where I
explore variation among female legislators: the Bundestag, Germany’s lower legislative
house (1998-2009). I argue that public debates over the last decade among German
legislators regarding the state’s involvement in and responsibility for shaping gender
roles are excellent sites for observing the mechanics behind women’s substantive

representation.

% On chains of accountability, see (as examples of research on principal-agent relationships):
Judge and Ilonszki (1995), Mueller (2000), Przeworski, Stokes, and Manin (1999), Strom (2000),
Strom, Mueller, and Bergman (2003).
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I conclude by outlining the sections of the dissertation, introducing how each
chapter addresses the question of what factors contribute to female legislators actively

working to advance the interests of women as a group.

Women have rights as individuals and as a group of women

Liberal democracies emphasize the rights and interests of the individual. As Max
Weber defined it, a modern government is characterized by its universal application of
the law to all individuals.” This process of rationalization reflects the importance placed
in modern systems on individual people as actors and as holders of rights and privileges.
By way of another example of the emphasis placed on individual people in foundational
texts on modern political life, consider T. H. Marshall’s (1965) discussion of the
emergence of full and equal citizenship in liberal democracies. His notion of citizenship
is framed in terms of successively attained rights acquired by individuals: civil, political,
and social rights.

Despite all of this attention to rights as held by individual people, inescapably we
also conceive of rights and interests in terms of groups. Access to full citizenship is
mediated by social structures (including but not limited to class, ethnicity, race, level of
education, sex, and intersections of these structures); these social structures group people
together who share similar experiences in trying to access full citizenship. Theories of
deliberative democracy, which underscore the value of reason giving in public decision
making (Gutmann and Thompson 2004:3), especially emphasize the relevance of groups

and group membership to democratic political life. Will Kymlicka notes:

7 Weber develops this definition in the essay Bureaucracy (1920) and in other work.
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“‘Deliberative democracy’...offers particular benefits to minority or
marginalized groups. If such groups are to have any real influence in a
majoritarian electoral system, and any reason to accept the legitimacy of the
system, it will be through participating in the formation of public opinion,

rather than through winning a majority vote...Their empowerment has largely

come through participating in a public debate that has transformed the pre-

existing assumptions held by members of the larger society about what is right

and fair for these groups” (2002:292).

In the case of women, access to the public sphere has “transformed” conventional
understandings of women’s particular responsibilities in the private sphere.

Thus, as attention to deliberative processes has increased, so too has concern
about people in the polity who will potentially benefit from inclusion.® Feminist political
theory, especially, has paid a lot of attention to these potential benefits for women as a
group, often suggesting “revised” versions of democratic deliberation to make absolutely
sure that women will be able to take part in a fair and just way (Benhabib 1996, Fraser
1992, Mansbridge 1980, Sanders 1997, Young 2000). Their concerns often surround the
power relations that persist in structuring deliberative processes: democratic deliberation
1s supposed, under ideal circumstances, to happen between free and equal interlocutors
(where everyone’s speaking style and argumentation is equally valid and equally
respected), but these circumstances rarely obtain in reality. Nonetheless, the opportunity
to transform understandings of women’s role in the public sphere is tremendously
powerful, and feminist theorists tend to endorse a version of deliberative democracy on
this basis. As Young (2000) notes, the deliberative democratic “model conceptualizes the
process of democratic discussion as not merely expressing and registering, but as

transforming [emphasis in original] the preferences, interests, beliefs, and judgments of

the participants” (26).

¥ See Habermas (1998).
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There are certainly challenges to talking about women as a group as opposed to as
an aggregation of female individuals, each of whom has rights and interests. On the one
hand, despite the emergence of formal equality, being female (as opposed to male) is in
all polities correlated with disadvantages ranging from lower pay and slower professional
advancement to disproportionate responsibility for childcare regardless of employment
status outside the home. The theories of deliberative democracy that I have noted suggest
that women as a group substantively benefit from being included in public debate: their
participation has the potential to “[transform] the pre-existing assumptions held by
members of the larger society about what is right and fair for” women (Kymlicka
2002:292). If we conceive of women as a group with shared identity and, by extension,
shared interests, then women’s direct participation in public decision making is crucial to
a positive transformation of sex-based inequalities.

However, women are not all of one mind about what comprise their interests, nor
is there one singular “woman’s experience.” In all societies, women are divided among
religious and ethnic communities and among socioeconomic strata, and they do not all
support the same political party. Women are not the only group divided by what are often
termed cross-cutting interests: Lipset and Rokkan’s (1967) work on party-system
formation argues that social cleavages, e.g., religious versus anti-clerical populations or
rural versus urban populations, may translate into political cleavages, usually in the form
of political parties. Voting populations may then be further sub-divided, e.g., rural
populations may be divided along a dimension of religious differences. Lipset and
Rokkan’s (1967) seminal work has led to extensive research programs on social
cleavages and political behavior. Research on ethnic politics, for example, has advanced
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the argument that cross-cutting cleavages in the form of divided allegiances may actually
inhibit ethnic balkanization, when ethnic groups do not mobilize due to other cleavages
within their population.’

Unlike many of other groups whose unity is challenged by cross-cutting interests,
women do not live together in communities or work together in the same workplace.
Simone de Beauvoir writes “They [women] live dispersed among the males, attached
through residence, housework, economic condition, and social standing to certain men—
fathers or husbands—more firmly than they are to other women. If they belong to the
bourgeoisie, they feel solidarity with men of that class, not with proletarian women; if
they are white, their allegiance is to white men, not to Negro women” (1996 (1949): 606).
These divisions among women suggest that the other groups to which they belong (class,
race, ethnicity, etc) may be more salient in shaping their political attitudes and
preferences.

S. Laurel Weldon (2008) offers a “solution” to the problem that these cross-
cutting interests pose to group identities and collection action. In her discussion of
intersectionality — i.e., the idea that all people fit into multiple categories of identity, and
these multiple identities interact to affect how they live their lives — Weldon first notes
that the problem with acknowledging that any individual person “belongs” to multiple
groups is that it makes collective action almost impossible. If each individual person’s
identity is composed of a unique collection of structural positions, then it becomes very
difficult to talk about groups and shared identity, at all. In response to this problem,

Weldon suggests that we should think about intersectionality differently: it is not the

? Just one example of research on how various cleavages may become politically salient based
upon broader political context is Posner (2004).
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case, she argues, that all of our identities are equally salient at all times. In some contexts,
class may be more salient, and in other contexts, gender. Weldon calls this
“intersectionality-plus.”

In this conception of intersectionality, there will be some women-only (gender-
only) experiences and concerns, just as there will also be experiences and concerns that
are shaped by gender and class simultaneously (see Figure 1.1). “We might think,” writes
Weldon, “of gender, race, and class as having some independent effects and some
intersectional effects” (2008:203). These structural positions, or pieces of our identity, are

“separable but mutually reinforcing” (2008:204).

Gender*Class Gender*Race*Class

Gender*Race Class*Race

Figure 1.1. Intersectionality-plus (modified from Weldon 2008)

Despite the reality of cross-cutting interests, there is much intuition behind
conceiving of women as a group with shared interests and shared identity, in the
aggregate. The political project of advancing women’s inclusion, for example, relies upon
being able to talk about women as a group. At the very least, women were excluded, as a

group, meaning that access to public decision making must be ensured for women, as a
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group. As Weldon’s model of intersectionality-plus argues (see Figure 1.1), there is a
category of experiences, issues, and interests that should be exclusive to women as a

group.

The next section turns to the content of women’s interests.

Women’s interests

I will argue that there is a coherent category of women’s interests, reflecting a
coherent notion of women'’s identity. These interests and identity are based upon a shared
history of political marginalization as well as based upon experiences that women
continue to share as a group. Moreover, as | have noted, I will argue that some gendered
social pressures, cued by social markers, serve to reinforce women’s sense of identity as
women. In this section, I develop the idea that there are interests that women may share
as a group, and the odds that female legislators will actively engage in advancing those
interests increases when these social markers obtain. This formulation addresses what is
often described as conceptual blurring between women as an interest group and women
as an identity group: the social markers of motherhood and marriage signal both
experiences and perspectives shared among many women as well as shared interests.
These effects are intensified for older cohorts of women, whose experiences as mothers
and marriage women were shaped in more traditional eras that highlight gendered
inequalities.

In order to assess the content of women’s interests, studies can seek external
indicators (observing situations or experiences that women share and inferring interests
based upon them) or they can ask the people themselves (via surveys or similarly direct
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means). Either way, there is significant variation among women, such that it is difficult to
define women’s interests accurately in a narrow way.'® In spite of this significant
variation among women, many studies of women’s interests have dramatically simplified
the range and diversity of women’s interests, often conflating women’s interests with
feminism, broadly understood.'’ On the one hand, this conflation is understandable.
Feminist goals (e.g., to expand women’s reproductive rights) motivate many women’s
movements lobbying in the public sphere. However, not all women, including women
legislators, share the same stance towards feminism. Progressive and conservative
women, alike, may self-identify as advocates of women’s interests, and it is important to
acknowledge these perspectives.

Although there is observable diversity among women, strong rationale remains
for expecting women to share some broad set of concerns, even if they do not all agree on
how best to address those concerns (see previous discussion of Weldon 2008). Therefore,
given the diversity of women’s interests, I make a case for inclusion of a wide diversity
of interests; my operative concern is to avoid excluding meaningful indicators of
women’s substantive representation. An extremely broad notion of women’s interests
runs the risk of being meaningless, but there is a way to incorporate breadth without
losing purchase on whether or not they are represented. Instead of measuring the
representation of women’s interests (e.g., a list of specific interests) dichotomously as
present or absent, I choose to identify several categories of interests, any portion of which

a legislator might call attention to. Like Celis (2006), this scheme identifies legislators as

' See Beckwith and Cowell-Meyers (2007) for a similar discussion.
"1 define feminism very broadly to mean the advocacy of women having rights equal to men’s
rights, with the goal of undoing traditional gender hierarchies (see Squires 1999).
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representing one or more categories of women'’s interests. Importantly, however, I focus
on a range of interests related to rights in a number of different spheres of activity
(political, economic, and domestic [family, private sphere]). This notion of women’s
interests draws from several strands of research, some of which focus on interests and
some of which note the tight connections between identity and interests.

Sapiro’s 1981 article “When Are Interests Interesting? The Problem of Political
Representation of Women” is among the first scholarly works to address the question of
women’s interests directly. Sapiro argues that definitions of political interests are largely
rooted in historical context, observing that “in the beginning there was no problem of
political representation of women.” There was no problem, because it was assumed that
“women were represented,” by their husbands, whose interests they were definitionally
(as wives) assumed to share (1981:701).

Although the time has passed in most contexts where women’s rights would be
formally conflated with their husbands’ or fathers’, sexual division of labor and gendered
experiences persist. Sapiro focuses on this sexual division labor as the justification for
arguing that women do have distinctive interests worthy of political attention, e.g., she
focuses on the political consequences of women’s traditional relegation to (and their
distinctive work in) the private sphere. In the aggregate, women also occupy distinctive
roles in the labor force and Sapiro argues that this fact alone justifies a notion of women’s
interests. If these types of differences among men, or among people, translate into distinct
political interests, why would they not do so among women? “Why is an individual’s
relationship to the production of children not commonly accepted as a matter of political
interest while one’s relationship to other forms of production is?” (1981:713)
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Similarly, Phillips (1995) writes that the socio-structural differences between
women and men “will generate significantly different experiences” (1995:53). However,
Phillips also addresses more general factors distinguishing between women and men’s
political interests. Phillips points out that by the 1990s most feminists focus on the
differences among women rather than the similarities, in an effort to avoid essentialism,
but the social fact is that there are broad patterns of similar experience among women.
Despite not every woman sharing in these events, women disproportionately experience
domestic violence, poverty, single-parenting, etc. No other established constituency
would be subject to the expectation that every single member share identical experiences
or agree on everything. If we can talk about interests and interest groups, at all, then we
can talk about women’s interests. And if we can talk about women’s interests, Phillips
suggests that we can also talk about women’s identity.

Other scholars pointedly emphasize identity over interests in talking about women
as a group. They argue that members of an identity group (such as women) share more
than just a list of preferences in common. Especially for a group that has historically been
marginalized from political participation, there is also a need for respect and recognition,
not merely for the space to make demands. Squires (2000) describes Fraser (1997) and
Young (1990, 2007), for example, as advocating a representative process that includes as
many voices and perspectives as possible. This process has the goal not of aggregating
interests in an agonistic way, but rather of actively recognizing and respecting different
perspectives.'? According to this argument, women’s interests are still rooted in their

experiences, but these interests are nonetheless more diffuse than a discrete list of

"2 Here, arguments about women as an identity group join with arguments on behalf of
deliberative democracy.
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demands could accommodate."® An identity group has interests, as well as claims on
respect and recognition; an interest group does not necessarily share a sense of identity
(see Fraser 1995 for discussion of balancing recognition with redistribution).

The theoretical debate over whether women constitute a coherent interest (or
identity) group is not fully resolved by examining empirical studies of what women,
themselves, consider their own interests. Many direct measures of interests (surveys,
voting patterns, etc) show much diversity among women. For example, a 2007 Pew
survey (http://pewresearch.org/pubs/536/working-women) of American mothers showed
that stay-at-home mothers and working mothers have divergent attitudes about working
outside the home; both categories of women dislike the idea of full-time work, but
working mothers are much more positive about part-time work. In terms of gendered
interests, i.e., interests that are distinctive to women, other surveys show how attitudinal
differences between women and men are not the same in all societies: gendered
attitudinal distinctions may be much smaller in some societies than in others."

What remains constant is the situation that women grapple with questions of
balancing work and family in a way that men, overall, do not. Women share numerous
experiences as a unique group, including but not limited to childbirth, disproportionate

attention to child-care and family care, disproportionate experience of single-parenting,

" Hartsock and Diamond (1998) also argue for distinguishing women from traditional interest
groups. From their radical perspective, all political institutions were founded as patriarchies,
meaning that they do not want merely to “include” women and women’s experiences in the
business-as-usual of political decision making. Instead, they advocate re-creating political
institutions from the bottom up.

' See, for example, Inglehart and Norris (2003) for a comprehensive look at how attitudinal
differences between women and men vary across societies.
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and disproportionate experience of poverty. I choose to operationalize a broad range of
indicators for women’s interests, reflecting this diversity.

A number of studies, both in the American context and elsewhere, offer precedent
for this choice: they do not restrict indicators of women’s substantive representation to a
narrow set of policies (Bratton 2005; Celis 2006; Saint-Germain 1989; Swers 2002;
Tremblay 2006). In the same vein, Bratton (2005), Saint-Germain (1989), and Swers
(2002) include both feminist women’s issues and traditional women’s issues in their
analyses. Swers, for example, consults both liberal and conservative women’s groups’
legislative reports to identify bills that warrant closer inspection (2002:34-5). In including
traditional (domestic) concerns of women, Saint-Germain (1989) argues that addressing
only feminist issues (e.g., goals of social change) neglects important issues that are
clearly related to women’s experiences, €.g., children, child care, and education (958).
Gendered social markers — e.g., being married, having children — are not limited to
feminist concerns.

These broad notions of women’s interests inspire the research design that I will
discuss in subsequent chapters, but I do more than expand the concept to include a greater
range of interests. Specifically, I divide women’s interests into three spheres in which
women have rights, related to different roles: the political sphere (in which we think of
women having actionable rights as citizens; among other rights, this includes suffrage
and, a more contemporary concern, women’s access to opportunities to run for office),
the economic sphere (in which we think of women having actionable rights as employees,
in the labor force, etc; this includes the right to financial independence), and the domestic
sphere (this corresponds to what is often called the private sphere and includes women’s
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roles as mothers and family-members). A common concern among women, especially
salient in the German debates I examine, is how to balance a career with family
responsibilities. Depending upon how this concern was framed, I coded this as either
economic or domestic. Emphasis on women wanting to return to work after giving birth
in order to be or remain financially independent was considered economic sphere.
Emphasis on women having adequate time to spend with their children or to raise their
children properly was considered domestic sphere.

Measuring the representation of all three spheres of interests is important for
several reasons. First, conflating them would elide over persisting distinctions between
the public and private roles of women. Writing about the U.S. context, the historian
Glenna Matthews (1992) has argued that the story of the advancement of women’s rights
is revealed by studying women’s movement into the public sphere. She provides an
extensive discussion of how the relationship between women’s private and public lives in
the United States has changed over the course of almost four centuries, showing that
expectations of women in the home have persisted in shaping women’s activities in the
public sphere, more so than the other way around. The idea that women’s domestic
responsibilities constrain their freedom to become actively engaged in public life is
immediately applicable to the German context, where debates about how to balance
family and career are central to the state’s concern with gender roles.

Second, there are reasons to expect that members of specific political parties will
be more active in advocating for women in some spheres than in others. For example,
left-leaning parties have often incorporated a notion of women’s interests explicitly into
their platforms. Right-leaning parties either incorporate a narrow notion of these interests
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or do not address these issues explicitly, at all. As I will discuss in more detail near the
end of this chapter, Germany’s Free Democratic Party (FDP), the European liberal party
in the German system, is ideologically opposed to the state interfering with family
dynamics but not opposed to the enforcement of anti-discrimination policies.

Third, disaggregating women'’s interests into three categories makes it possible to
maintain some agnosticism regarding which interests, exactly, should be represented. The
diversity among women’s assessments of what their interests comprise justifies this
agnosticism. Although this accumulated “list” of categories of women’s interests is
broad, it does not extend to lesbian issues. This is because the intention of the project is
to call attention to historical inequalities experienced by women as a larger group. This is
a heteronormative construction of women’s rights, highlighting the idea that patriarchy is
a heteronormative context.

Taken together, these three spheres encompass the primary issue areas in which
women struggle for equality with men. In this way, women’s interests (writ large,
including all three spheres) may include protecting equal access to educational
opportunities and also tax policies that permit women to stay at home as primary
caregivers if they wish, i.e., policies that do not prevent women from pursuing their job
of choice, whatever that choice might be. For the purposes of this project, advocacy for
these interests must explicitly call attention to women as a group. Policies and advocacy
that may incidentally objectively benefit women as a group do not count, because

. . . . 1
attention is not called to these issues as women’s interests."”

' Recall Gutmann’s definition of identity, which emphasizes people working together “in an
organized fashion on the basis of their identities” (2003:10).
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More generally, women’s substantive representation “by happenstance” is not
what this project is trying to explain. Instead, I seek to explain variation in female
legislators’ explicit attention to women as a group and to women’s interests. [ have
argued that there is such a category of women'’s interests; throughout the dissertation, I
will advance the argument that the experience of specific, gendered social and legal
pressures reinforce women’s sense of identity as women. In the case of female
legislators, these social markers signal a greater propensity to work actively to call

attention to women as a group and to advance women’s interests.

Case study: the Bundestag

In order to discern factors that contribute to women’s substantive representation
and to examine variation among female legislators, I study Germany’s lower legislative
house, the Bundestag. Germany’s multi-party system offers leverage on my research
questions, and the German cultural context provides an informative backdrop for debates
over women'’s interests. It is in the last 15-20 years that the state has consciously and
explicitly addressed gendered roles in parenting and child-care, arguably in response to
the combination of a declining birth rate and simultaneously diminishing welfare state
apparatus.

A wide variety of ideological positions is present in the Bundestag. The center-
right is represented by the sister parties of Christian Democratic Union and Christian
Social Union (CDU/CSU); their platform consists of social conservatism alongside a
commitment to reconciling social justice with a market economy. European liberalism,

invoking a commitment to the market economy more than to any specific social model, is
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represented by the Free Democratic Party (FDP). The center-left is represented by the
Social Democratic Party (SPD), which emphasizes a mixed economy with extensive
social security provisions and protection of workers’ rights. The Green Party/Alliance 90
is the post-materialist party in the Germany system, emphasizing human rights and
environmentalism. Finally, there is a Communist-successor party, the Left. This party
was known from the German reunification to 2007 as the Party of Democratic Socialism
(PDS). Unlike in the American context, where much of the research on women’s
substantive representation has been done, legislators need not choose exclusively
between two (Democrat and Republican) sets of policy options and broad ideological
perspectives.

This diversity corresponds to a range of stances towards women and women’s
issues. The Left, for example, places tremendous emphasis on equality of outcome with
respect to women, endorsing gender quotas in all areas. As we would expect from the
party’s democratic socialist ideology, their platform also discusses the feminization of
poverty at length.'® The Green party, although also left-oriented, does not simply do left
“less”; instead, it does left differently from the Left party, focusing on environmentalism
and long-time ties to German women’s movements, especially pacifist movements.

Thus, the ideological diversity in the German system makes it possible to make
more complex evaluations of how and when legislators represent women substantively.
For example, findings from the American context show Republican female legislators

defecting from their party to vote for Democratically-sponsored legislation, but this only

'® The feminization of poverty — which is empirically contested — would be the trend whereby
women and female-headed households are disproportionately (relatively to men and male-headed
households) poverty-stricken.
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shows female legislators to be “more liberal” than male legislators (see, for example:
Swers 1998; Swers 2002; Thomas 1994). In a system with greater formalized ideological
diversity, legislators have many different stances towards women and women’s issues to
adopt.

The debates over women’s issues and women’s rights in Germany are an
additional reason to focus on this particular case. These debates have risen in response to
rapid changes in the social, economic, and political status of women in Germany, most of
which has transpired in the last 20 years. Indeed, [West] Germany has only relatively
recently begun to catch up with its Northern European peers in terms of the rates at which
women work outside the home and the rates at which they participate directly in politics
as candidates and office-holders. Women in the German Democratic Republic
participated in the work force in high numbers, though many observers have argued that
this participation belied women’s relatively low degree of social and political power in
the Communist context (Harsch 2007, Rueschemeyer 1994).

Women'’s increasing political power is reflected in their increasing presence in the
Bundestag (see Table 1). In the 8", 9™, and 10™ legislative terms (1976-1980, 1980-1983,
and 1983-1987), women numbered 38, 44, and 51, respectively, i.e., always under 10%

of the total membership. In the 11"

term, elected in 1987, women jumped to 15.4%,
largely thanks to the Green party’s gain in seats.'’ Gains of approximately 5% per

election continued in the 12, 13™, and 14™ terms, after which women’s presence in the

Bundestag has hovered at just over 30%. This level of women’s presence in the lower

' For the 8™-14™ legislative periods, see Ismayr (2001) p.77-79. For the 15"—17™ periods, see the
Interparliamentary Union for the Women in National Parliaments datasets (the number of women
is drawn from the data available immediately following the election).
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legislative house places Germany at #18 in the September 2009 Interparliamentary Union

table of women in national parliaments.'®

Legislative term Women’s presence in the | Women’s presence in

Bundestag (#) the Bundestag (%)*
8™ (1976-1980) 38 7.3%
9™ (1980-1983) 44 8.5%
10™ (1983-1987) 51 9.8%
11™ (1987-1990) 80 15.4%
12™ (1990-1994) 136 20.5%
13™ (1994-1998) 176 26.2%
14™ (1998-2002) 207 30.9%
15" (2002-2005) 194 32.2%
16™ (2005-2009) 195 31.8%
17" (2009-) 204 32.8%

Table 1.1. Women’s presence in the Bundestag (1976-2009)

*The size of the Bundestag is not fixed and shifts at each election based upon parties’
acquisition of what are called “overhang seats” (see Shugert and Wattenberg 2001).

The jumps in women’s presence in the Bundestag were largely facilitated by the
adoption of gender quotas (sex quotas) by most parties in the German system.'*?’ As
there is no constitutional or legislative mandate for inclusion of female candidates, these
quotas are entirely voluntary and vary across party. The Green party officially adopted a

“zipper policy” (alternating female and male candidates on their party list) at their 1986

'® Prior to the 2002 15™ legislative elections (with the Bundestag at 30.9% female), Germany
placed at #11 in this list, showing how globally the presence of women in legislatures has
increased in the last decade.

" These quotas are most accurately termed “sex quotas,” because they are quotas based in
biological distinctions. However, they are more commonly termed “gender quotas.”

%% Drude Dahlerup refers to the “fast track” to women’s presence in legislatures that quotas may
provide (Dahlerup and Freidenvall 2005 “Quotas as a ‘Fast Track’ to Equal Political
Representation for Woman” International Feminist Journal of Politics 7:1 26-48).
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party convention in Hannover.?' Shortly, thereafter, the SPD adopted a gender quota at its
1988 party convention in Muenster that set increasingly ambitious benchmarks for the
party to meet (by the late 1990s, 40% of SPD candidates must be female). The national
CDU/CSU convention in 1996, under the leadership of Helmut Kohl, decided after
contentious debate to instantiate a 30% “target” for including female candidates. The
post-communist party in the German system has undergone several transformations since
German reunification — it was first the PDS (the Party of Democratic Socialism) and then,
in 2007, it became the Left party — but it has always included a 50% quota for candidate
lists in its party rules. The FDP does not have a gender quota.

Women'’s participation in the labor force has also followed an upward trajectory,
though not as starkly upward. The German Statistical Agency (Statistisches Bundesamt
Deutschland) notes that the percentage of women of working age (15 years and older)
engaged in the labor force increased 3.3% between 1994 and 2004. In 2004, 55.5% of
women were participants in the labor force, as compared to 66.3% of men. Looking at
this age range (15-64) and distinguishing between the “new” states (the former GDR,
East Germany) and the “old” states (West Germany), it is clear that women in the East
are employed at substantially higher rates: 72% in the East versus 64% in the West
(Statistisches Bundesamt Deutschland, 2004). Although women in the West still
participate in the labor force at lower rates than women in the East, data compiled by the
Federal Ministry for Children, Families, Women, and Health (Bundesministerium fuer

Jugend, Familie, Frauen und Gesundheit) in 1989 show a sizeable increase in just the five

! A 50/50 policy has reportedly applied since the party’s inception.
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years between 1989 and 1994: 47% of women between 15 and 65 in the West were
employed (as compared to 52.2% in 1994).

Contrary to these signs of improvement, the reunited German state is actually in
the process of cutting back the social welfare apparatus that is argued to have raised
women’s political and economic status to begin with (see Sainsbury 1999).
Simultaneously, the last three Bundestag terms have included unprecedented debates over
women’s social roles and the state’s responsibility to support a wider array of work and
family choices, e.g., by supporting a greater availability of child care, as well as debates
surrounding the gendered effects of tax laws. This paring back of the welfare state may
have forced the debate over women’s roles, in the first place, and it seems unlikely that
women’s role in the workplace would have become such a salient issue in the 16"
Bundestag if single mothers (an increasing demographic trend) were not particularly
adversely affected by Hartz IV reforms. The Hartz IV reforms were implemented by
Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder in the 15" Bundestag, in 2003, and they amounted to “the
first major pruning of benefits since the welfare state was set up after the war” (The
Guardian January 5, 2005).

In short, Germany’s recent trajectory as a social welfare state contrasts with
social transformation in favor of women’s economic independence. Although many of
these changes (e.g., greater availability of child care) represent feminist successes,
substantial tension persists between more and less traditional conceptions of women’s
roles in society. Moreover, not all parties — nor all women — share an understanding of the
role that the state might take in mediating these contested values. Debates in the

Bundestag over this simultaneous transformation of state structures and gender roles are
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tremendously valuable material for assessing determinants of the substantive
representation of women’s interests, because a wide variety of stances is present
(permitting me to examine what factors contribute to this variety), and because the
plenary sessions serve as the public’s window onto legislative activities. The reasons
political parties and individual legislators give for supporting their conception of

women’s rights and gender roles are publicly shared and explained in these fora.

Road map

I have introduced several concepts that are core to this project: first, the idea that
we should pay attention to both identity and interests groups in democratic settings;
second, the argument that women comprise one of these groups requiring attention; and
third, a discussion of interests that women as a group might share. Subsequent chapters of
the dissertation address pieces of the argument that female legislators are more likely to
engage actively in advancing the rights and interests of women when they exhibit specific
social markers that highlight their identity as women.

In some senses, the reversal of exclusive policies such that group members (e.g.,
women) can take part in public decision making, by running or and holding office,
accomplishes the goal of advancing group rights, in and of itself. In other senses, group
members’ (women’s) participation in public debate as legislators and as public decision
makers may benefit these groups by, as Kymlicka describes it, “[transforming] the pre-
existing assumptions held by members of the larger society about what is right and fair
for these groups” (2002:292). In other words, simply including women in public decision
making is a step forward in advancing women’s rights because it is, in and of itself,
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progress when women hold office; but women’s direct involvement may impart other
positives to decision making, as well. However, as | have emphasized, the extent to
which their group membership influences female legislators’ preferences and behavior
has not heretofore been clearly demonstrated.

I will argue that the experience of specific, gendered social and legal pressures
(signaled by social markers) makes female legislators’ engagement in explicitly
promoting women'’s rights and interests more likely. I also identify three cohorts that
reflect distinct periods of socialization, “eras” of women’s rights, where older cohorts
were socialized in contexts of more intense debate over gendered norms. This cohort
effect also shapes legislators’ engagement in women'’s issues, such that socialization in
more intense periods of debate makes WSR more likely. I show evidence to support this
claim from contemporary Germany (1998-2009): I provide analyses of German party
platforms’ and of contemporary German conceptions of what women’s interests are, and
I examine evidence of the positions that legislators advocate in public debates. The
chapters of the dissertation proceed as follows:

In chapter 2, I examine previous studies’ proposed mechanisms for women’s
substantive representation. Much previous literature has shown differences between male
and female legislators’ attention to women’s interests, generally showing a slightly higher
rate of activity on behalf of women by female legislators. However, the mechanisms that
this work proposes to explain female legislators’ engagement on these issues are not
entirely clear, and they are not explicitly tested. I review this previous literature,
emphasizing why I choose to focus on variation among women, and I discuss how I

choose to operationalize women’s substantive representation. In discussing mechanisms
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that produce women’s substantive representation, I further develop the usefulness of
social markers, which promote attention to women as a group among the female
legislators who manifest those social markers.

Chapters 3-5 are empirical chapters exploring the role of identity alongside other
known predictors of individual legislators’ behavior. In chapter 3 I follow Abdelal,
Herrera, Johnston, and McDermott’s (2006) advice and explore the content of, and
contestation over, women’s identity in the German context. I show that the social markers
of motherhood and marriage denote specific social and legal constraints, which evolve
over time. In all periods, though to varying extent, they distinguish between 1) women
who are mothers and women who are not and between 2) women who are
married/widowed and women who are not. I suggest that these distinctions among
women translate into variation in their engagement in addressing women’s issues. This
chapter includes a combination of primary source material (in the forms of interviews
with members of the Bundestag and demographic data) and secondary source material (in
the form of scholarship addressing the role of women in German society).

Chapter 4 examines party affiliation as a predictor of who will represent women.
Party affiliation is consistently shown in other studies to be a strong predictor of
individual legislators’ behavior and preferences, and clearly some parties pay more
attention to women as a group and to women’s interests than other parties. However, the
sex of a legislator, separate from her or his party affiliation, has also been argued to
explain propensity to act on behalf of women. My aim in this chapter is ask whether
apparent distinctions among female legislators’ attitudes towards women’s interests
amount simply to differences in party affiliation. I first compare female and male
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legislators within the same party to assess whether gendered differences persist in spite of
relatively high levels of party disciplines. Second, I compare women across parties.

These two stages of analysis highlight the shortcomings of both party affiliation and sex
as predictors of attitudes towards women and women’s interests.

Chapter 5 uses a large data-set of indicators of women’s substantive
representation from transcripts of plenary session debates and of speaker characteristics
and backgrounds (including the social markers of motherhood and marriage), with the
goal of understanding the various factors underpinning variation among female
legislators’ advocacy for women as a group. I show that several crucial distinctions
among female legislators (specifically social markers, including motherhood and their
marital status, and age) contribute to explaining variation in whether and how they pursue
agendas related to women as a group.

In chapter 6, the final chapter, I discuss the implications of my findings for

theoretical and empirical studies of women’s substantive representation.
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Chapter 2: Women’s Substantive Representation
Introduction

What explains variation among female legislators’ active engagement in
advancing the interests of women as a group? Chapter 1 defined women’s interests — a
range of interests related to rights in a number of different spheres of activity (political,
economic, and family) — acknowledging that grouping all women together is a fraught
conceptual move. As I discussed in chapter 1, women are divided into sub-groups of
experience, relationships, oppression, and interests, just as is any other supposed
collection of people. However, I argued that women ultimately share enough fundamental
social roles and a long history of subjugation in common, even when the specific context
of these roles and this subjugation may vary, that we can talk about women requiring
legislative attention as a group. Conventional wisdom and good sense suggest that female
legislators would be best positioned to pay this attention. In this chapter I address in what
ways these expectations may be justified.

Despite strong evidence that female legislators pay more attention to women’s
interests than male legislators, it remains the case that not all women represent women,
and some men do. Moreover, most studies of the representation of women’s interests
indicate that these differences between female and male legislators are slight. Given this
previous literature addressing women’s substantive representation, which I discuss here,

attention must be paid to explaining the variation among women. In this chapter |
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develop a theoretical framework for distinguishing among female legislators, i.e.,
identifying distinctions among female legislators that translate into varying degrees of
attention to the group to which they, by dint of both history and persistently gendered
social distinctions, belong. Alongside other explanatory variables that clearly play a role
in distinguishing among female legislators, I will argue that two specific social markers
motivate a greater level of activity in advancing women’s interests: motherhood and
marriage. These social markers signal a particular appreciation for highly gender-specific
roles that represent a history of legal and social inequalities. Following from the
observation that legal and social norms evolve over time, I further argue that the age of a
legislator shapes her propensity to engage in advocating for women. Older female
legislators, especially older women who are mothers and/or married, will be more
inclined to advocate for women than their younger counterparts, because they will have
had direct experience with more traditionalist social and legal norms. These traditionalist
norms frequently reinforce gendered inequalities.

Social markers are social cues (clothing, gender, race, ethnicity, class, among
others) to specific social expectations about behavior and preferences. Women who
exhibit specific social markers share both the experiences of filling that role (e.g.,
motherhood) as well as the pressures exerted on them by others’ expectations. In the case
of female legislators, these expectations surrounding social markers are mitigated by
other factors that have also been clearly shown in previous research to shape their
preferences and activities, including: party affiliation, connections to extra-parliamentary

organizations, and constituency. I will suggest that social markers may help us
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understand how women sort into various political parties, introducing greater complexity
into theories of women’s substantive representation.

The previous chapter addressed the fraught question of eliding over the many
differences among women in order to group them together and proposed a theory of
women’s interests. This chapter picks up this thread and proceeds to operationalize
attention to and advocacy for these interests. | first review previous studies’ indicators of
women’s substantive representation, summarizing the findings of these previous studies.
Based upon this previous work, I justify my choice of operationalizing women’s
substantive representation (WSR) primarily as speech that calls attention to women as a
group. Next, I discuss the mechanisms that previous research has suggested to explain
marginally greater WSR by female legislators than their male counterparts. This work
often posits a connection between women’s descriptive (women’s presence) and
substantive (acting on behalf of women) representation; while the evidence these studies
present support gendered patterns in legislators’ engagement in WSR, i.e., differences
between female and male legislators, it does not explain which female legislators do this
versus which do not. In response to this checkered theorizing by empirical studies on
connections between WDR and WSR, I propose a theory of social markers, which draws
heavily upon political theory of identity and upon social psychology.

Social markers distinguish between female and male legislators, but they also
distinguish among female legislators. As I will argue in this chapter and develop further
in chapter 3 for the specific context of Germany, the social markers of motherhood and
marriage denote pressures and experiences that some women have and some do not:

women who are mothers and women who are married have different experiences as
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women from those who are not mothers and not married, respectively. This effect is
further mediated by age. A theory of social markers moves beyond experiences, however.
For example, it is not only the act of raising a child that constitutes the content of the
social marker of motherhood. This social marker also includes the kinds of legal and
social expectations imposed upon women who are mothers, as distinct from women who
are not mothers. I will suggest that these distinctions among women, based upon whether
they are mothers and whether they are married, help predict who will actively engage
with legislation with direct implications for women.

After discussing a theory of social markers as a tool for distinguishing among
female legislators, I present the panoply of alternative explanations supported by previous
research on individual legislators’ behavior. Subsequent chapters interrogate these
alternative explanations using qualitative data, and a final empirical chapter offers some
statistical analyses of social markers’ influence on WSR controlling for these other

variables.

What is to be explained: women’s substantive representation

The dependent variable in this dissertation is women’s substantive representation
(WSR): the active engagement by legislators (or, in a more general definition, any person
or entity making public decisions) on issues on behalf of women as a group. If legislators
never mentioned women; never acknowledged the ways in which gendered social roles

are relevant for decisions by the state, e.g., by recognizing that gendered occupational
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patterns may translate into gender-biased taxation patterns;*> and never examined the
particular concerns facing women as primary caregivers, then women would be poorly or
simply not substantively represented, whether or not female legislators had taken part in
the policymaking process.

I restrict measures of women’s substantive representation to advocacy explicitly
for women, 1.e., indicators do not include WSR by happenstance or WSR disguised as
something else. I was once asked by a political conservative why we cannot think of
advocating for lower taxes as women’s substantive representation. It’s good for everyone,
the audience member reasoned, including women, so why not count it as WSR? Must
advocacy and legislation explicitly address women to be women’s substantive
representation? Yes, it must. This dissertation develops theoretical expectations of
variation among female legislators’ explicit attention to the concerns of women as a
group. Although some feminists argue that female legislators make positive, innovative
contributions to policy-making in all issue areas, the social markers I suggest emerge
from theoretical literature that specifically addresses connections between gendered
experiences and legislating on specific gendered issues. We might think of explicit
references to women as a hard case: it takes a certain level of attention and commitment.
My research models the predictors of this certain level of attention and commitment.

One might argue that restricting my definition of women’s substantive

representation to explicit references to women and women’s interests biases my measures

*? For example, in Germany there is a taxation policy for married couples (called
Ehegattensplitting) that places both spouses’ earnings under the higher tax bracket, which due to
gendered income patterns is typically the husband’s. This means that in a given year more money
is removed from the lower-paid spouse (more frequently the wife)’s income than would be
otherwise.
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towards feminist notions of women’s interests. This is because calling attention to the
experiences of women, to gendered inequalities, etc, is central to feminism. However, as
Ronnee Schreiber points out in her 2008 study of conservative women’s organizations in
the United States, it is not just feminist organizations that are gender-conscious. Schreiber
describes conservative women’s organizations as equally prone to “act to legitimate
themselves as representatives of women’s interests” (2008:8). Research on conservative
women’s organizations is rare, making Schreiber’s findings all the more significant.
However anathema she may be to feminist organizations, Phyllis Schlafly lays claims to
being a legitimate spokeswomen for American women. Given that both conservative and
progressive women’s organizations undertake gender-conscious strategies, which reflect
the ways in which ideologically varied female legislators may also act, I argue that
restricting my indicators to explicit references to women does not unduly bias my
findings.

A third concern about my choice to restrict WSR to explicit attention to women is
that some legislators may judge it strategically smarter to advocate for women by not
mentioning women. Absence of explicit references to women would not, therefore,
reflect absence of attention to women. For example, a trend in women’s advocacy since
the World Conference on Women in Beijing in 1995 has been to make arguments in
terms of human rights. We see this trend reflected in other campaigns, including LGBT
rights campaigns. This is tactically smart, because it forces interlocutors into a rhetorical
corner: it is much more difficult to argue against the importance of human rights than to

argue against the importance of women’s rights, per se.
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It is without doubt the case that important work on behalf of women — explicitly
on behalf of women — is being undertaken with an emphasis on broader terminology.
These activities should still fit within the universe of WSR to which my theory of social
markers applies, because they reflect strategic choices rather than variation in ultimate
goals, i.e., agitating for human rights in order to benefit women differs from agitating
directly for women’s rights strictly in terms of means and not ends. However, I choose to
focus on explicit references to women, with two justifications: first, the social markers
that I present should substantively match the kind of issues on which some female
legislators will be more active. Second, restricting indicators to explicit references to
women as a group is a reasonable way both to identify data and to keep it to a more
manageable size.

The notion of WSR that I have introduced here builds from Hanna Pitkin’s (1967)
seminal work on political representation, with which most literature reviews on the
subject begin. Pitkin discusses four ways to conceive of political representation:
formalistic, which emphasizes the institutions that facilitate representation (namely, the
rules that govern how representatives make decisions on behalf of others); symbolic,
which regards how representatives symbolically affect the represented (e.g., as a role
model); descriptive, which is when the representative resembles the represented (e.g.,
female legislators descriptively represent female constituents); and substantive, which is
all of the ways in which representatives “act for” or on behalf of the represented.

Pitkin argues that formalistic and substantive representation are the most
significant types, averring that a representative’s identity is only relevant when it is
related to his or her actions: “A representative must first of all be capable of effective
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action,” otherwise s/he is no representative, at all (65).> She notes that descriptive and
symbolic representation emphasize the identity (read: statal presence) of a representative
more so than her actions; “what he is [or she] or is like” 1s the focus of these kinds of
representation (1967:65). Ultimately, political representatives best serve their constituents
by pursuing the interests of those constituents, not by looking like their constituents.
Legislative studies that focus on roll call votes satisfy Pitkin’s concern with
effective action, and previous studies of WSR often follow suit. These studies of WSR
have conceptualized their dependent variable in several different ways. Celis (2008)
provides an excellent overview of this previous work, which has tended to focus on the
representation of women’s interests in terms of differences between female and male
legislators’ levels of engagement in WSR. Extant empirical studies of women’s political
representation have tended to begin with an enumerated list of women’s interests and
then sought the extent to which female legislators advocate for these interests. A first
category examines what is often called “impact” (female legislators’ impact on policy
making). Measures of “impact” include rates of legislators’ co-sponsorship of bills
oriented towards women’s interests (Swers 2005; Saint-Germain 1989),** the rates of
enactment of women’s proposals into law (Saint-Germain 1989; Thomas 1991, 1994),

and the success of women legislators in achieving leadership positions (Bratton 2005). In

> Here, Pitkin’s emphasis on action derives from her discussion of Hobbesian notions of
representation. Hobbes argues that representatives are, definitionally, people who have authority
to act on others’ behalf.

** This measure is more appropriate in the American context, where individual legislators have
relatively great freedom in initiating legislation.

** In this vein, Pitkin (1967) argues that “a representative must first of all be capable of action,”
otherwise he or she is no representative, at all (p.65). This argument underlies Pitkin’s ultimate
rejection of descriptive — statal, identity-based — representation as inadequate as a stand-alone
dimension of political representation.
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a brilliant study of the policy effects of randomly reserved seats for women in village
councils in India, Chattopadhyay and Duflo (2004) show that women’s presence on these
councils increases investments in infrastructure of greater concern to women in those
specific communities (e.g., greater investment in water in communities where women are
particularly concerned about water).

A second category of WSR studies diverges somewhat from Pitkin’s notion of
effective action. These studies operationalize substantive representation in terms of
female legislators’ contributions to earlier stages of the legislative process. For example,
Celis (2006) studies the number of “interventions” that female legislators make on behalf
of women during budgetary debates, and Childs and Withey (Childs 2001 and 2002;
Childs and Withey 2004) examine the content of Early Day Motions in the British
Parliament. Celis notes that her research does not measure whether these interventions
reallocated funds in a way that benefited women, but she stresses that these ideas cannot
be incorporated into policy if they are never voiced at all (2006:91).

Impact studies have yielded contradictory results, and here I will focus on a
number of examples. First, studies of women in American politics are divided on the
question of women’s impact on policy. For example, Saint-Germain’s (1989) study of
bills in the Arizona state legislature 1969-1986 concludes that women legislators
distinctively influence policy. Saint-Germain analyzes 1) the initiation of public policy
proposals and 2) the enactment of those proposals, and she identifies a gendered
difference in both content of proposals as well as rates of those proposals’ enactment.
Women, according to Saint-Germain, tend to initiate policy proposals that address
women’s interests more often than men. By contrast, Reingold’s (2000) study of Arizona
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and California state legislatures de-emphasizes gendered differences. Reingold (2000)
even notes that, while she observes gendered attitudes in legislative behavior, the
differences among women and among men may ultimately be more significant than the
differences between women and men.

Unlike studies of the U.S., studies of impact outside the American context usually
argue that women do have legislative agendas that are distinct from men. Dahlerup
(1988), for example, has done compelling studies of women’s distinctive contributions to
legislation in Scandinavia. Celis (2006) finds that women members of the Belgian
parliament do appear to intervene in budgetary debates on women’s behalf at a higher
rate than men do. Lovenduski and Norris (2003) analyze survey responses from
approximately 1000 national politicians in Britain (both candidates and members of
Parliament), testing specifically for — and claiming to find — gendered differences in
values and attitudes that would underpin women representatives’ distinctiveness (e.g., the
surveys ask questions about policy priorities). Like Reingold (1992, 2000), Lovenduski
and Norris argue that these attitudes are necessary, though not sufficient, for women to
champion women'’s interests in the legislature. Similarly, Broughton and Zetlin (1996)
conclude, based upon interviews with Australian Labor Party women parliamentarians
from Queensland, that women do perceive their public office as a means to pursue
women’s interests.

One of the most compelling corroborations of the hypothesis that women
contribute ideas that would not otherwise find voice is found in a study done in the U.K.
Childs (2002) cleverly seeks evidence of gendered policy-making in the highly structured
British House of Commons by studying Early Day Motions, and she finds that women
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take advantage of this more flexible environment to express preferences that distinctly
address women’s interests. Notably, Early Day Motions by women MPs brought
attention to the Value Added Tax that had been levied on women’s sanitary products; it
had heretofore not occurred to male MPs that such products were in fact necessary (and
therefore deserving of non-VAT status). This act of substantive representation is an
example of representation that might derive exclusively from the experience of women.

Studies of women’s impact that address critical mass and tokenism have yielded a
patchwork of conclusions, as well. Critical mass and tokenism arguments derive from
Rosabeth Kanter’s (1977) finding that women employees in industry suppress their
gendered differences when they are in the minority in their workplace. Looking at
tokenism in the political context, Thomas (1991, 1994) and Saint-Germain (1989) study
various American state legislatures in the 1970s and 1980s and conclude that a critical
mass is necessary before women will fulfill their potential to represent women’s interests.

Bratton (2005), who studies state legislatures in California, Illinois and Maryland,
also finds evidence of women’s impact, but her conclusions regarding tokenism are very
different from Thomas and Saint-Germain’s. Bratton argues, contrary to Kanter’s (1977)
finding, that women politicians are actually more extroverted about their gender in
contexts of minority status. Although Kanter may have been correct about women in a
private company setting, Bratton notes that “standing out” amongst other politicians is
actually an asset. Unlike women employees of private companies, whose audience and
critics are their colleagues (primarily men), women politicians’ job is public: extra

visibility, and more exposure to voters, could potentially be a career boost (2005:100).
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Related studies look at what they call critical women, 1.e., female policymakers
who as individuals are critical actors in advancing WSR (Celis 2006; Childs and Krook
2006; Celis, Childs, and Krook 2008; Childs and Krook 2009). This follows from the
argument that female legislators contribute specific ideas to debate and to policymaking
that would otherwise be absent.

I have noted that Pitkin describes substantive representation as “effective action”
on behalf of the represented (1967:65). Studies that focus on impact follow from this
definition. However, I argue for a definition that is not restricted to effectiveness (or
outcome). A definition that privileges outcome, e.g., the passage of a law, discounts
failed efforts, which are just as legitimate representation of interests.”® According to
Pitkin’s logic, the actions of small parties with few seats would only count as substantive
representation if they were fortunate enough to round out a coalition, as they would be
largely “ineffectual” in terms of proposing legislation on their own. Even in a coalition, it
might be argued that the small party holds little sway, and, therefore, does not
substantively represent. Pitkin, therefore, predicts that the mere presence of women,
much like the mere presence of small parties, does not constitute effective representation.
However, as many opposition party legislators (whom I interviewed as part of my
fieldwork) noted, the opposition plays a powerful role injecting new ideas into debate,
which may later become viable when suggested by coalition members.

My approach most resembles the latter set of indicators that emphasize earlier
stages of the legislative process, with an emphasis on speech acts that draw attention to,

frame, and advocate for women as a group with distinct, politically relevant interests.

%% Note that many studies also measure the initiation or sponsorship of laws as impact.
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Indicators that emphasize speech include legislators’ references to women as a group
with distinct interests, legislators’ identification of issues as gendered, and the various
kinds of justifications that legislators might give to bolster these references/identification.
Although impact-based studies clearly have a place in this research, I argue that it is
crucial to examine discourse as the initial stage of substantive representation. This choice
follows from previous work like Karin Tamerius’s (1995) study of women’s substantive
representation in the U.S. Congress. Tamerius argues that agenda setting and earlier
stages of policy making are much more important to “women and other legislative
minorities” (1995:95-6). Consequently, Tamerius codes speeches in Congress as one of
her indicators of WSR.

Many scholars have studied legislators’ voting behavior, not parliamentary
speech, in order to assess women’s substantive representation, with the premise that
support or rejection of a bill ultimately defines each representative’s “effectiveness”
(Pitkin 1967). However, party discipline often does not permit the freedom in voting that
it permits in speech, and roll call votes are selective and (in contexts like Germany) rare
(see Carey 2009). Although legislative voting patterns clearly matter in formalist models
of representation, they do not fully capture substantive representation, because they miss
the stage where new ideas are introduced to debate. Moreover, as proponents of
deliberative democracy argued, much of the “action” in democracy happens prior to the

vote (Mansbridge 1980; Saward 2000).

Connections between descriptive and substantive representation: political theory
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Here I discuss theoretical approaches to women’s political representation with the
goal of showing how my research framework builds upon these concepts. Drawing from
the research that I describe here, I propose the argument that it is not just experiences as
mothers and wives but also the perspectives resulting from these experiences that
motivate some female legislators more than others. The idea that perspectives contribute
to shared identity is drawn from a broader literature, not all of which directly addresses
women (see discussion in chapter 1). I begin with the proposition that there is tremendous
variation among women and then seek to identify the limited common ground among
women; this approach is unlike much of the theoretical work that I describe here, which
imply as their starting point that all women have an innate inclination to speak for other
women.

Current theory on political representation diverges markedly from Pitkin’s claims
even while it uses her terminology, in that it focuses on the links between
descriptive/symbolic and substantive representation. Based upon J.S. Mill’s idea that
representatives provide crucial information about constituents who are not actually
present in the legislative body, Pitkin argues that descriptive representation may be most
“appropriate and relevant” in situations where it is suspected that information about
constituents’ preferences is missing. However, Pitkin dismisses this observation as rare
and not nearly as important as effective action. Nonetheless, this concern about missing
information underlies a fundamental theoretical reason for expecting descriptive
representation to facilitate substantive representation: members of groups are expected to
have the best knowledge of those groups’ respective interests. This expectation underpins

the mechanism that is most often invoked by research on women’s substantive
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representation (which focuses on distinguishing women’s contributions as distinct from
men’s, not on explaining variation among female legislators): women will represent
women, because female representatives can provide information (point of view) that
would otherwise be absent. The emphasis in these mechanisms is on all women’s innate
capacity to speak for other women

Phillips’s Politics of Presence (1995) picks up Pitkin’s terminology but argues
that descriptive and substantive representation may not be so easily separated, i.e., she
does not depart from the premise that women Aave groupness. Phillips contrasts two
distinct modes of politics: a politics of ideas and a politics of presence. Although these
two modes are juxtaposed against one another, both are necessary, and Phillips argues
that they overlap. The first mode corresponds to more formalistic models of
representation, where what legislators do is aggregate and transmit constituents’ interests.
By contrast, the second mode emphasizes identity. It is not just interests that are
transmitted by a representative; instead, there is also a broader symbolism of the group
that has those interests, because the presence of a group member encourages recognition
and respect for that group. Phillips ultimately endorses a mix of her two modes of
politics, noting that “it is in the relationship between ideas and presence that we can best
hope to find a fairer system of representation, not in a false opposition between one or the
other” (1995:25). She emphasizes that ideas (interests) cannot be fully separated from the
people who share those interests.

Related to Phillips’s work, another school of thought on women’s political
representation eschews the formalist models that Pitkin advocates, in which interest

groups are of paramount importance, and advocates various versions of qualified
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deliberative democratic models, instead (Fraser 1997, Mansbridge 1999, Young 1990 &
1997, Squires 1999, 2000). This theoretical work tends to emphasize female legislators’
ability to speak for other women as a matter of shared, gendered identity, even when they
concede that that are differences among women. In other words, these theorists envision a
shared overarching identity among women, with sub-groups (e.g., racial groups among
women) that also require presence and voice in legislatures.

In this framework, individuals (here, individual women) from varied backgrounds
can contribute different ideas and perspectives to debate and to decision making. Writing
specifically about women, these theorists (see Phillips 1995, 1998; Young 1997) often
emphasize that women’s interests are not merely a matter of objective circumstances or
material conditions, i.e., it is not as simple as saying that women have grievances related
to childcare because they are more frequently primary care-givers than men. These
scholars refer to the “diversified life experience of different groups of women,” which
yield a rich variety of perspectives that deserve to be articulated in public political fora
(Celis 2008:78-9). This argument acknowledges that women are a diverse group, and that
the absence of some representation of this diversity translates into less innovative policy
making. More voices, it is argued, contribute more possible solutions to public problems
and better address women’s concerns. This argument much more tightly underpins the
expectation that personal experience, and not “merely” interests that may clearly be
transmitted to political representatives whose identity is irrelevant, are what matters.

Further connecting an emphasis on identity with an emphasis on deliberation,
Young (1997) argues for “public discussion and decision making” that “includes and
affirms all particular social group perspectives” — including women — “in the society and
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draws upon their situated knowledge as a resource for enlarging the understanding of
everyone and moving them beyond their own parochial interests’ (1997:399). Thus,
inclusion is a vehicle for better decision making for everyone. Young (2000) further notes
that the deliberative democratic “model conceptualizes the process of democratic
discussion as not merely expressing and registering, but as transforming [emphasis in
original] the preferences, interests, beliefs, and judgments of the participants™ (26). Thus,
it is not merely the transmission of women’s interests that is important but the ways in
which including more perspectives shapes how people understand problems and the state,
more generally.

Mansbridge (1999) and Williams (1998) similarly argue for a link between
women’s descriptive and substantive representation on the basis of two broad categories
of argument: first, they suggest that women (or other minorities) can be expected to
legislate and behave in ways different from non-minority legislators, either by
approaching problems differently or by invoking their personal experiences to motivate
distinct kinds of legislation that would otherwise be absent or ignored; and second, they
argue that historically marginalized groups must be descriptively included in political
representative bodies in order to build trust and communication between those groups and
their governments. Dovi (2002) refines Mansbridge and Williams’s claims to focus on
the requirement that descriptive representatives have “strong mutual relationships with
dispossessed subgroups” (emphasis in original), e.g., by using their membership in
historically disadvantaged groups to promote empowering social networks and greater

communication.
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Mansbridge (1999) contends that the process of deliberation is essential to the
quality of the policies ultimately produced, and that descriptive representation can be
crucial during deliberation. Legislating, she argues, is improved through descriptive
representation when the described group’s “perspectives are relevant to a decision”: she
gives the example of left-handers being a reasonable group to be descriptively
represented in deliberations over surgical instruments (1999:635). Deliberation is
improved by diversifying the perspectives voiced, and by ensuring that no voice is in
such a minority as to be effectively silenced (1999:636). Thus, in terms of explicitly
substantive representation, feminist proponents of modified deliberative democratic
models would likely argue that the most meaningful measures of representation are found
in deliberation, not in voting patterns. This is because it is in the stage of discussion that
new ideas must be introduced; without women’s substantive representation at this stage,
policy making will never include women’s concerns.

Although these theorists provide different frames for how to imagine connections
between women’s presence in legislatures and justice and democracy, ultimately they
begin with a claim about women’s groupness that is grounded in and justified by their
shared experiences: we can talk about women as a group, because they share experiences.
We can then expect female legislators to advocate for women as a group, because of
these same shared experienced, i.e., it is this groupness (grounded in shared experiences)
that is also expected to promote the representation of women’s interests. As Diamond and
Hartsock argue, “Only women can act for women in identifying invisible [emphasis in
original] problems” relevant to women, i.e., these problems are visible to people who
experience them directly (1981:720). Although these various scholars frame the necessity
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of women’s presence in legislatures differently, their arguments tend to originate with
and return to the importance of women’s shared experiences as a group.

Most of the theory literature that I have discussed here simultaneously
distinguishes between descriptive and substantive representation and makes arguments
suggesting that they are imbricated with one another. Extant empirical work on women’s
substantive representation often gestures towards these kinds of arguments but then, as I
have noted, takes differences between female and male legislators as evidence of female
legislators’ capacity to speak on behalf of women. In the next section, I discuss the

mechanisms to which extant empirical studies allude.

Connections between descriptive and substantive representation: mechanisms
proposed by empirical studies

Much research on WSR points to the importance of the presence of female
legislators for women. These studies focus on establishing greater rates of WSR by
female legislators than by their male counterparts, and even those scholars who argue that
variation among women may be just as great as differences between women and men
emphasize that women’s presence is likely to have substantive effects (Celis 2006,
Reingold 2000). Although my project examines variation among female legislators rather
than differences between female and male legislators, a review of these mechanisms
proposed by previous studies is important 1) to establish the place of my project in this
research program and 2) to develop hypotheses regarding variation among women.

Table 2.1 shows the findings of four exemplary studies of female legislators’

impact in the U.S. and Europe, where empirical research has concentrated. Despite these
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similarities in findings, even a quick overview illustrates some variety in the mechanisms
and arguments provided to interpret this pattern. Researchers often suggest a process by
which women’s substantive representation obtains, but women’s presence in legislatures
is typically taken as a proxy for these variously proposed, complicated mechanisms,
while the steps in this process are rarely operationalized and tested. In other words,
researchers show differences between female and male legislators as proof of their claims
about women’s experiences or perspectives underlying good WSR; however, we do not
know which experiences or preferences, as these are not measured directly.

Although it is a readily defensible practical decision due to data limitations, using
a legislator’s sex as a proxy introduces two problems: 1) an apparent relationship
between a legislator’s sex and her representation of women’s interests could be an
indicator of numerous different processes, and 2) we lose sight of the variation among
women as well as among men.”’ Use of this proxy conflates sex with gender but does not
in turn parse what about gender contributes to women’s substantive representation. As
Kathleen Jones notes: “Gender is never an exhaustive descriptor of the actual lives or
identities of all women or all men’” (Jones 1993:222).

The common underlying dimension of the mechanisms that these studies propose
1s an emphasis on the critical elements of personal experience and shared knowledge
among women, which corresponds to scholars’ emphasis on descriptive representation.
The implied mechanism in much of this research is that women share substantial

experiences as a group, based upon both their biological sex and their social position, and

*7 See also Reingold (2000), especially Chapter 1, for a discussion of how this elision over
differences among women is problematic. Reingold notes that differences among women are,
according to many measures (public opinion surveys as well as surveys of elites), great, and the
differences between women and men are not so great.
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these experiences uniquely inform their substantive representation of women. It is
personal experience that informs and promotes women’s substantive representation,
hence the importance of women’s presence in legislatures and decision making bodies.
However, very little research explicitly tests this mechanism, and it is not clear
how they model the connection between women’s experiences and their actions as
legislators. Instead, these studies use legislators’ sex as a proxy for assumed differences
between female and male legislators. While this might yield gendered patterns of
difference, e.g., female legislators tend to serve on “soft” committees more than male
legislators do, these patterns are not self-explanatory, and much of this research does not

seek to explain evidence of differences in behavior between female and male legislators.
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Conclusions: do
female Female
legislators legislators’
Subjects legislate/ representation of
included in the prioritize women is Explanation for
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Partisan,
Swers | Legisatorsin | Ves (ookingat | BRI | S
U.S. Congress sponsorship and . :
(2002) (103" and 104™) voting patterns) e among women
majority party (p-3-6)
status
Legislators in Number of women Women’s shared
Celis | Belgian lower Yes (looking at in the legislature life experiences;
(2006) house (1900- debates) (critical women) electoral
1979) pressures (p.89)
Y;ls; ttiﬁte%zr:n Institutional norms | Women’s shared
] Legislators in different and requirements experiences (but
Reingold Arizona and committees and g, e ority ultlm'flte'ly
GO | i (1990) | sty o clloses CTEHITIE) emphasis is on
touch with partisanship) variation among
ey — (p-244) women) (p.49)
Women’s
Candidates and “particular life
Lovlfin::lls elected rpembers Yes ('look'ing at Number of women experiences in
Norris of Parliament e'lttltudmal in the legislature the home,
2003) [U.K. (2001) differences) (critical mass) workplace, and
survey|] public sphere”
(p.87)

Table 2.1. Studies of female legislators’ distinctiveness

* “Mitigated by” refers to factors that the author discusses but does not necessarily
control for statistically.

Birgit Meyer’s (2003) article is an example of research on linking descriptive and

substantive representation that succeeds at establishing correlation but not causation.

Meyer (2003) claims that women were instrumental in the passage of a series of

landmark women’s rights legislation in Germany, but she does not describe how it is that
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women made this impact. She states that powerful women members of the Bundestag
“used their positions to build bridges between parliamentary caucuses and women’s
groups,” but she does not explain what “bridge-building” is (is it holding breakfast
meetings? strategically placing offices adjacent to one another? making space on the
caucus agenda for the concerns of women’s groups?), nor does she demonstrate that other
factors were not in fact responsible for these legislative outcomes (2003:416). Meyer’s
evidence may suggest the correlation between apparent women’s efforts and the passage
of women’s interest legislation, but her theory and data do not support causal claims

The final column of Table 2.1 summarizes several examples of the various
mechanisms proposed to explain how individual women may be especially good
spokespeople for what Weldon calls women’s “group perspectives” (2002). This table
illustrates empirical studies in political science, but the emphasis on personal experience
and shared knowledge is originally based in feminist political theory, as I have shown. I
provide a relatively cursory discussion of this previous work, as my goal is to
demonstrate just two commonalities: first, this previous work often provides several
(albeit related) mechanisms simultaneously,”® and second, these various mechanisms
usually point to the importance of women’s shared experiences (as the basis for their
groupness).

When studies find that female legislators represent women’s interests to a greater
degree than their male counterparts, they often provide a mixture of these two arguments.
In her research on budgetary debates in the Belgian lower house 1900-1979 (both before

and after women gained suffrage in Belgium), Celis (2006) finds that both male and

¥ See Celis 2008 for an effort at disentangling these various mechanisms proposed to connect
WDR and WSR.
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female legislators intervene on behalf of women’s interests, but female legislators
intervene on behalf of a broader range of interests. In explaining this pattern, Celis
discusses the “specific life experience and social position of women and the potential
sensitivity, knowledge, expertise, and willingness that women MPs generate for the
representation of women” (2006:89). Celis argues that critical women — individual MPs
in the Belgian lower house — were responsible for raising issues that would not otherwise
have found voice (on critical actors/women see also Childs and Krook 2006; Childs and
Krook 2009; Celis, Childs, and Krook 2008).

Although she emphasizes the experiential underpinnings of these female MPs’
behavior, Celis also notes an electoral accountability argument: “From the time of
women’s suffrage on, of course, representatives also depend on women for their re-
election, and the mechanism to encourage women to vote for them by trying to better
represent female citizens starts working” (2006:89). Celis speculates upon a relationship
between women’s enfranchisement and the representation of women’s interests in
budgetary debates, but it is empirically unclear which of these factors (or to what extent
both identity and electoral factors) are responsible for the patterns she observes. In any
case, electoral pressures on legislators should affect both female and male legislators
equally.”’

Also focusing on establishing differences between female and male legislators,

Swers (2002) similarly invokes a cluster of related mechanisms. She cites Mansbridge’s

*? Celis (2006)’s data bridge periods both before and after Belgian women gained the right to vote
in national legislative elections (in 1948), meaning that the electoral pressures hypothesis could
probably be tested statistically, Celis (2006) does emphasize in her article that her findings are not
intended to “generate conclusions about what could have caused a possible distinctive activity of
the women MPs (their life experiences, political expectations, external pressure from lobby
groups)” (91).
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(1999) argument that experiences shared by group members “improve the deliberative
quality of the legislature by allowing for the expression of different perspectives on and
solutions to policy problems” (Mansbridge quoted in Swers 2002:3). Later Swers refers
to the “unique experiences and viewpoints” that women may contribute (2002:3), and she
discusses the idea that gender-role socialization, producing specific psychological
orientations (e.g., a tendency to be more nurturing), translates into other spheres of
women’s lives (4). Ultimately, Swers implies that these experiences shared among
women are what inspire their specific, unique-to-women sense of urgency regarding
issues relevant to women.

Studies that look directly at legislators’ attitudes get closer to learning something
about identity politics as opposed to about legislators’ responses to constituent pressures.
Lovenduski and Norris (2003), for example, study both sitting legislators’ and
candidates’ responses to a British 2001 election-time survey of political values and policy
priorities. They aim to identify attitudes and beliefs that would underlie women’s
substantive representation (see also Broughton and Zetlin 1996; Childs 2001; Kathlene
1989, 1995). These authors frame their studies as an effort to distinguish between female
and male legislators’ attitudes as a precursor to expectations of their different legislative
behavior.

By looking at attitudes and not only a legislator’s sex as an indicator of policy
priorities, Lovenduski and Norris (2003) suggest that gendered attitudes and beliefs are a
better predictor of women’s substantive representation than simply the legislator’s sex.
However, their goal remains to demonstrate differences between female and male
legislators’ attitudes. They write: “Due to their particular life experiences in the home,
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workplace, and public sphere, women politicians prioritise and express different types of
values, attitudes, and policy priorities, such as greater concern about childcare, health, or
education, or a less conflictual and more collaborative political style” (2003:87).

Lovenduski and Norris (2003) control statistically for what I would argue are
proxies for personal experiences (they control for respondents’ sex as well as various
social background characteristics), but they nonetheless claim that these controls (only
sex is statistically significant) do not capture “deep-seated attitudinal differences between
women and men leaders” (95). For example, the age effects that they determine are
statistically significant (they find that younger politicians are more likely to favor gender
equality) are not further tested to ascertain whether specific life experiences that younger
generations share reduce apparent gender differences. For example, are younger male and
female politicians more similar than their older counterparts? Having controlled for these
various background factors, Lovenduski and Norris claim that “deep-seated attitudinal
differences between women and men leaders...cannot simply be explained away as due
to their social background” (2003:95). They go on to argue that particular life experiences
distinguish women from men. However, the examples the authors give for “particular life
experiences in the home, workplace, and public sphere” seem to overlap with social
background factors that they argue they have controlled for and found not statistically
significant.

The explicit expectation that female legislators will represent women’s interests —
in various ways, along various pathways — is intuitive. However, we do not progress
much beyond conventional wisdom when we allow legislators’ sex to serve as a proxy for

gender, which is clearly more complicated. (See Squires 2000 for a review of various
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competing theories of gender.) Although she does not provide alternative measures,
Swers concedes the problematic nature of using legislators’ sex as a way to measure what
1s a complicated social process, lamenting, “We must utilize observed differences based
upon biology to make inferences about the impact of a social construct, gender” (2002:9).

Reingold (2000) supports my concerns about the use of this proxy. She discusses
at length the conventional argument that women’s shared experiences will contribute to
shared knowledge, which is part of a specific perspective that would be lacking in politics
in women’s absence (2000:20-21), but she also reminds the reader at length of “the
empirical, conceptual, and normative dangers of equating sex and gender, and forgetting
that gender is a social construction and thus highly dependent upon social context”
(2000:49). Aware of these caveats, Reingold crafts her research design after Deaux and
Mayor’s (1990) social-psychological model of gender, which underscores variation
among people. She writes: “‘Null” findings, those in which the attitudes and behavior of
men and women are not consistently or significantly different” should not be “necessarily
viewed as disappointing or as theoretical dead ends” (2000:50). This is because the
impulse to represent women substantively may lie with some other factors besides sex
and gender; overturning conventional expectations is an important step towards
establishing the determinants of women’s substantive representation.

In short, we must remain mindful of the distinction between sex and gender. It is
not sufficient to observe a legislator’s sex and assume that her or his identity
automatically facilitates greater or less attention to women as a group. Identity is
complicated and involves both self-recognition (“I am a woman”) as well as recognition
by others (“She is a woman”). In order to explain some of the variation among female
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legislators’ attention to women as a group, we need to develop expectations of how

identity translates into action among legislators.

Social markers

My goal is to explain variation among female legislators’ attention to women as a
group, specifically in the German context. This is different from aiming to explain
variation in the positions that female legislators take on issues relating to women, e.g.,
more versus less conservative, although this second question is clearly related to the first,
as many previous studies show that party affiliation explains both kinds of variation. For
example, the finding that women in left-leaning parties are better representatives of
women’s interests is no surprise when women'’s interests are defined as feminist.

In place of the often muddy and difficult to operationalize claims to a “sense of
urgency” among female legislators,” I propose a set of indicators of identity that I
hypothesize make activity on behalf of women as a group more likely. These are social
markers: social cues (clothing, gender, race, ethnicity, class, among others) to specific
social expectations about behavior and preferences. These are expectations held by
others, and they exert pressure on people manifesting these social markers. As I discuss at
greater length in chapters 3 and 5, I expect that age mitigates the effects of social
markers, because age signals different periods of socialization and different experiences.

I will argue that female legislators who exhibit specific markers — motherhood
and marriage — are more likely to act on behalf women than those who do not. In chapter

3, I will show that mothers and married women, respectively, are subject to specific

3% Note that the “sense of urgency” is argued to differentiate between male and female legislators,
not among female legislators.
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social pressures in contemporary Germany; for example, different social expectations
apply to mothers as opposed to women who are not mothers. This effect is greater among
older cohorts of female legislators, as they experienced more traditional social and legal
pressures than their younger counterparts. Although I do not explicitly test the
mechanism behind this, I suggest that these social pressures make them more aware of
the challenges facing them as women, which in turn makes them more likely to identify
themselves and act as advocates for women. This represents progress in the study of
WSR, because I am testing the usefulness of specific sets of pressures and experiences in
explaining differences among women rather than describing all women as sharing
experiences as a group.

A theory of social markers recognizes that not all women self-identify as
advocates of women as a group. Further, the precise manifestations of social markers, and
the kinds of social pressures that they inspire from others, are defined by cultural and
historical context, making this a theory that is portable and applicable to different
contexts. Social markers, like gender, are “highly dependent upon social context”
(Reingold 2000:49; see also Gutmann 2003, Young 2000). For this reason, chapter 3
expands upon the specific social markers of motherhood and marriage in the
contemporary Germany context, in order to show the social pressures that these markers
provoke.

As I discussed in the introductory chapter, Gutmann (2003) incorporates the idea
of social markers into her very definition of identity groups: these groups are “politically
significant associations of people who are identified by or identify with one or more

shared social markers,” such as “gender, race, class, ethnicity, nationality, religion,

65



disability, and sexual orientation” (2003:9). Gutmann’s notion of social markers tends
towards macro-level external signs of identity. However, a finer-grained notion of social
markers helps explain why some women feel a greater propensity to identify with women
than others. Thus a theory of social markers connects objective claims about women’s
shared experiences and interests (& la Sapiro) with subjective claims to groupness
(women must recognize their groupness to identify themselves as together and as a group,
and social markers help aid in that recognitions and identification).

In this section I discuss the theoretical basis for expecting there to exist social
markers that can help us differentiate among female legislators for the purpose of
explaining who engages in WSR and who does not. I begin with literature that addresses
questions surrounding how one measures identity. Then I turn to empirical studies that
follow from this literature.

Several recent pieces on studying identity in political science highlight the
problems with measurement (Abdelal, Herrera, Johnston, McDermott 2006; Fearon 1999;
Smith 2004): the concept of identity is fuzzy and varies according to different scholars,
and researchers employing it are prone to give “I know it when I see it” kinds of
definitions. Connolly (1991), for example, states that “an identity is established in
relation to a series of differences that have become socially recognized” (64), while
Taylor (1989) states that it “provides the frame within which they [people] can determine
where they stand on questions of what is good, or worthwhile, or admirable, or of value”
(1989:27). Fearon (1999) calls it a scandal that political science still lacks a coherent

definition based upon which data and findings can accumulate.
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What is agreed upon among scholars of identity is that identity is contested
among and within groups. For example, Connolly (1991) talks about power relationships
(and struggle) among identity groups (a la whose identity is legitimate, morally right,
superior?). Young (2000) endorses talking about identity in relational terms, i.e.,
conceiving of people in groups that fluctuate based upon context. Gutmann (2003),
writing specifically about social markers, argues that the “social expectations” cued by
social markers “change over time and social context (11) and “are open to widely varying
interpretation” (12). Identity and social markers are explained at length to be very
important, but it is not clear how they translate into action, especially given the contested
content of social markers. How can we predict behavior and actions based upon identity?

Several recent empirical studies of the relationship between family arrangements
and legislators’ behavior offer some strategies for identifying these relationships (Warner
and Steel 1999, Washington 2008). In a 2008 American Economic Review article, Ebonya
Washington finds that having a daughter has a measurable, positive impact on individual
legislators’ voting on feminist bills: parenting a female makes U.S. representatives vote
more liberally on bills regarding women’s issues. She does not lay claim to the
mechanism by which this happens, but she speculates that experiencing the concerns of
women as one’s own makes it more likely one will vote on behalf of women.
Washington’s findings apply to both female and male members of Congress.

The applicability of Washington’s (2008) findings to a theory of social markers as
predictors of variation among female legislators is as follows. First, Washington’s
findings show that legislators’ family arrangements impact legislative behavior. These

family arrangements are central to legislators’ home life, which in turn is integral to their
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identities. Consider, as an example, how many legislators do not including information
even on very short professional biographies about their family composition (answer: very
few; 66 of 431, just 15%, of women in the Bundestag between 1998 and 2009 do not
mention whether or not they have children; see also Kunovich and Wall 2009). Second
and relatedly, Washington shows that changes in legislators’ family arrangements impact
voting patterns.

These empirical studies show a robust connection between home lives and
legislators’ voting records, but this is not yet the same as showing that identity, per se,
motivates action. Fearon (1999) suggests that connecting identity to action relies upon
specifying what kinds of social obligations specific social markers confer. For example,
consider the increasing burden on American mothers to be hyper-attentive, compared to a
much more laissez-faire approach to parenting as recently as two decades ago.’' People
like myself born in the late 1970s and early 1980s were not subject to hand-holding at the
bus stop or baby monitors, and the pressure that popular culture places on mothers in the
United States to take responsibility for paying attention at all times is extreme. Being a
mother in the United States involves powerful social expectations, which in turn shape
behavior. These kinds of expectations are central to criticisms of female politicians with
young children, for example, who may be criticized for ignoring their children.

As I will discuss in detail in chapter 3, German women — and German female
legislators — are also subject to pressures related to the social markers they exhibit. These

pressures are both legal and social: there is a persistent history of laws constraining the

3! See Nancy Gibbs “The End of Helicopter Parents” Time Magazine November 30, 2009. Gibbs
documents the “slow-parenting movement,” which is an attempt to counteract hyper-attentive
parenting.
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rights of married women and mothers. As both legal and social norms evolve over time,
these pressures vary. In recognition of this, most theorists emphasize that contestation
over how social markers manifest and are interpreted is an ongoing process. Fearon
(1999) calls it the “content of a social category” (14), and Gutmann (2003) calls it a
social marker; these fluctuate over time, meaning that social markers must be evaluated
in their context, e.g., contemporary Germany. Once we understand what social norms are
associated with a given social marker in its context, Fearon argues that we should be able
to explain people’s actions in “reference to [their] social categories.” In other words, we
can seek “an explanation [of action] in terms of social norms” or standards of conduct
(Fearon 1999:27).

In chapter 3 I discuss the content of (and contestation over) social markers
relating to gender in the contemporary German context in order to show that having
children and being married carry with them strong social and legal expectations that
should impel female legislators to act on behalf of women. This relationship between
social markers and action does not require any specific ideological persuasion. I then
show this relationship between social markers and WSR in chapter 5 using content

analyses of Bundestag parliamentary debates.

Additional crucial variables
Social markers are clearly not sufficient in and of themselves as predictors of
WSR, just as a legislator’s sex is not. Legislators are subject to many constraints and

pressures, and it is to these additional factors to which I turn now. Controlling for these
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factors that previous research has shown to shape individual legislators’ preferences and

behaviors should reveal a distinct role for social markers.

Age and cohort

As I have noted, | expect a female legislator’s age to modify her experience of the
social and legal norms surrounding motherhood and marriage. This is not an age effect in
terms of the life-cycle, however, i.e., it is not that that becoming older causes women’s
perceptions of gendered inequalities to shift in systematic and predictable ways. Instead, I
posit that the period of history in which female legislators were first married and had
children contributes to their level of engagement in advocating for women. I argue that
this takes place through a process of socialization; I demonstrate the forces acting upon
German women over the course of the 20" century in chapter 3. Specifically, older
female legislators were exposed to greater and more overt gendered inequalities than their
younger counterparts. Moreover, older female legislators themselves were often directly
engaged in debates over women’s rights earlier in the twentieth century, while younger
female legislators have benefited from the legal advances that these debates precipitated.
This cohort-related distinction provides greater nuance to my framework for explaining
variation among female legislators’ attention to women’s interests as a group.

The distinction between a cohort effect and a life-cycle effect is covered
extensively in the sociology and political sociology literature. Russell Dalton, for
example, writes about value change and generational differences. In a 1977 piece, he lays
out an approach that is fundamental to studying attitudinal change over time, which is

cohort analysis: “We propose to trace the development of value priorities by using age

70



cohorts as the units of analysis. Central to this approach is the concept of a generational
unit — that is, an aggregation of individuals who, during their formative years,
experienced a common economic environment which had significant effects for all of
most members of the unit” (1977:461). Thus, Dalton identifies periods of time
characterized by varying measures of an independent variable of particular interest (in his
case, economic development), and he expects cohorts of people’s attitudes to vary with
those measures. This is distinct from an approach where age should matter in terms of the
life-cycle. A life-cycle hypothesis suggests that, regardless of context, being at a certain
stage in one’s life explains one’s attitudes and values.

Ronald Inglehart has also addressed what he terms generational value change in
an extensive body of work. He argues that socioeconomic progress contributes to a
change in people’s existential security, which in turn shapes their values and attitudes
(1971, 1997, 2003). Existential security refers to the certainty one has of surviving; it
increases as famine becomes less likely, as people increasingly work at desk jobs, etc.
The vehicle of this change is socioeconomic development, and Inglehart posits a
generational time-lag, i.e., it takes people time to grow accustomed to new existential
circumstances.

In another sociological treatment of studying generations, David Kertzer (1983)
points to definitional fuzziness in many of these previous studies. Kertzer identifies four
different definitions of generation that social scientists use: “generation as a principle of
kinship descent; generation as cohort; generation as life stage; and generation as
historical period” (1983:126). In addition to highlighting the challenges to demarcating
generational groups, Kertzer points out that cross-sectional studies do not have the
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evidence to distinguish between age effects and cohort effects. This is because cross-
sectional studies do not show whether and how individuals’ attitudes change over time.

My theoretical expectations are for a cohort effect. The advancement of women’s
rights in Germany is a historical process that has proceeded sequentially throughout the
course of the 20" century, and I identify three particularly significant junctures in this
progression. These junctures define cohorts of female legislators who, in their earlier
years of marriage and parenting, experienced social and legal pressures and obligations
associated with these specific “eras” of women’s rights:

I.  1949: the formal instantiation of equal rights for women and men in the

Basic Law (the German constitution)

II. 1956/7: the (very limited) Equal Rights Act, which revised highly restrictive

laws about the rights of married women

III. 1976/7: Marriage and Family Law Reform

In the analyses that follow in chapters 3 and 5, I examine the effects of belonging
to these cohorts on rates of WSR. Although I cannot distinguish between age effects and
cohort effects definitively using my cross-sectional data-set, interview material that I will
share bolsters the notion of a cohort effect rather than an age effect. The three junctures
that I have identified in 1949, 1956, and 1976 are important landmarks in the
advancement of women’s rights in Germany, but they are merely proxies for women’s
experiences of these landmarks. In additional to a possible lag in women’s experiences (it
takes time for women to be socialized to new legal and social norms), changes in the
social norms that surround these legal landmarks will vary regionally: some regions were
surely slower to implement changes in divorce law rulings, for example, as Kolinsky has

suggested. All of this makes it more difficult to demarcate “clean breaks” between

cohorts. However, I will argue that cohort effects persist, and they should be visible using
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the cut-points I suggest above. I elaborate further upon the legal changes that define these
cohort categories in chapter 3, and I then test the role of cohorts in shaping legislators’
attention to women’s interests in chapter 5.

The cohort effect intersects with social markers, because both cohort and social
markers reflect gendered experiences and socialization. I have argued that motherhood
and marriage distinguish among women, and these distinctions are modified by the legal
and social context which women are socialized as mothers and wives. The three cohorts
that I have defined reflect gendered experiences that vary among women based upon age,

and in chapter 3 I discuss the eras of women’s rights that shape these experiences.

Party affiliation

Previous research on women’s substantive representation that uses individual-
level data typically controls for party affiliation. This is because, according to much
previous research, members of progressive parties tend to represent women substantively
more so than members of conservative parties (Swers 1998, 2002; Thomas 1991, 1994).
These parties’ manifestos pay a lot of attention to women as a group, and the parties are
likely to have ties to various women’s organizations.

More generally, it has been shown that party aftiliation structures individual
legislators’ behavior, by sorting legislators according to ideological preferences (Levitt
1996) and by exerting party pressure (Ansolabehere, Snyder, and Stewart 2001). Other
recent work (Aldrich 1995) suggests that parties are tools used by individual legislators to
achieve their ends (chiefly maintaining their careers). The three studies I have cited are

from the United States context, where party cohesion is often argued to be relatively
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weak. By contrast, party affiliation structures individual legislators’ behavior very
strongly in contexts outside the United States, especially in parliamentary systems
(Loewenberg 2002). Even still, a recent study of speeches delivered in Bundestag plenary
sessions offers strong evidence of within-party factions even in Germany (Bernauer and
Braeuninger 2009). The authors call this “intra-party preference heterogeneity,” and they
argue that such factions contribute to explaining the early end to the 15h legislative
period in 2005. Thus, even in “weak party” contexts (like the U.S.) there is support for
the notion that parties structure individual legislators’ behavior, and even in “strong
party” contexts (like Germany) there is evidence that some heterogeneity within parties
exists. As principal-agent literature on parliamentary systems has suggested, individual
legislators may be pulled in various directions at once (Mitchell 2000; Mueller 2000;
Strom, Mueller, and Bergman 2003). Nonetheless, none of this research suggests that
parties do not matter. On the contrary, parties are argued to maintain substantial influence
over individual legislators, especially on specific issue areas and at specific times in the
electoral cycle.

In her research on women’s substantive representation in the 103rd and 104th
U.S. Congresses, Swers concludes that ideology is the strongest overall predictor of
legislators’ support of bills relevant to women’s interests (1998, 2002).> Conservative
ideology predicts supporting these bills less, while liberal (U.S. liberal) ideology predicts
supporting these bills more. However, Swers also observes that sex differentiates among
members of the same political party. Her findings indicate that women in the Republican

party are more progressive than men in the Republican party, and women in the

32 . . . .
Swers measures women’s substantive representation in terms of legislators’ voting records on
bills recognized to support women’s interests.
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Democratic party are more progressive than men in the Democratic party. Swers’s
research further highlights that a given legislator’s individual — as opposed to party-
defined — choice to represent women’s interests is only visible when she or he markedly
diverges from the conservative party platform in order to do so. This is because party
discipline in a more progressive party frequently produces women’s substantive
representation in a way largely indistinguishable from an individual legislator’s other
motivations to do so.

The implication of Swers’s observation is that female and male legislators in more
conservative parties are likely to diverge in their representation of women’s interests,
while female and male legislators in more progressive parties will both represent
women’s interests. Swers then further observes, comparing the 103rd and 104th U.S.
Congresses, that Republican women are more likely to diverge from their party position
on issues of particular interest or urgency to women when Republicans are in the majority
(in the 104th Congress; Swers 2002). Other researchers also typically control for party
affiliation in statistical models for explaining women’s substantive representation, but
Swers’s (1998, 2002) work is unique in focusing on individual-level data, and her
findings emphasize the importance of divergences as observable implications of women’s
substantive representation.

By controlling for party affiliation as well as other factors, we should be able to

observe whether social markers remain meaningful indicators of variation in WSR.

District characteristics
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Studies of women’s substantive representation that use individual level data
typically control for some measure of district characteristics. For example, Swers (1998)
controls for percentage urban, percentage African American, and median household
income. These controls are crucial for addressing the possibility that it is simply the
normal electoral process that promotes women’s substantive representation. In other
words, is it that particular constituencies demand the representation of interests that are
like women’s interests, or is a legislator prone to represent these interests no matter what?
Controlling for these factors is also important, because it recognizes that not all districts
will “demand” attention to women’s interests, despite the fact that half of any given
district’s population is female.

Surveying the literature, O’Brien and MacDonald (2008) argue that
“methodological strategies” used by other scholars to deal with constituency effects
“seriously underestimate the effect of a legislator’s constituency on her or his legislative
behavior and priorities” (2008:2). Simply controlling for a variety of district
characteristics, they point out, cannot account for districts that are prone to elect women,
1.e., the question remains whether a female legislator represents certain interests because
of her constituency or because of her gender. O’Brien and MacDonald address this
methodological issue with a quasi-experiment in the U.S. context, where the treatment is
a change in the gender of a given district’s House representative: in other words, they
compare a female and male legislator’s representation of the same district.

Using longitudinal data (1973 —2002) of “sex switches” (pair of subsequent
terms, in which the elected representative was of a different sex from her or his

predecessor), O’Brien and MacDonald compare levels of feminist and social welfare -
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related bill sponsorship before and after the change in the sex of the legislator
representing the same district. This permits them to parse the independent effects of the
legislator’s sex on support for this legislation. O’Brien and MacDonald conclude that,
even controlling for constituency, women’s substantive interests (sponsorship and co-
sponsorship of feminist bills) are more frequently promoted by female legislators. Female
legislators also sponsor or co-sponsor more bills relating to social welfare, but only when
there is a relatively high number of women in the House. (See also Gerrity et al 2007.)

In order to address constituency effects from a different angle, Carroll (2002)
researches U.S. Congresswomen’s attitudes towards representing women who are not
residents in their districts, 1.e., are not technically even constituents. Carroll finds that
women do feel responsible, but it is unclear whether this translates into sex differences in
terms of actual policy making.

Ultimately, the question of constituency effects will be less significant in contexts
of party lists or otherwise high levels of party discipline, i.e., anywhere in Western
Europe (among other regions). However, based upon the concerns of O’Brien and
MacDonald, I attempt several different ways of addressing constituency effects in my
analyses. First, in quantitative analyses I can control for ballot type, because Germany
has a mixed electoral system, such that some legislators may be more beholden and
responsive to constituents (and, conversely, more or less beholden to their parties) than
others.*® The premise behind this first effort at addressing O’Brien and MacDonald’s and
Gerrity et al’s concerns is that constituency will matter less for some legislators than for

others. Second, I include two dummy region variables in some of my statistical models: 1

33 See Stratman and Baur (2002), Judge and Ilonszki (1995).
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control for whether the legislator represents Bavaria and whether s/he represents a
former-GDR state. Bavaria is the region of Germany that is markedly more conservative
than the rest of the country, and states in the former GDR differ markedly (in terms of
economic development, job opportunities, social concerns, etc) from those in western
Germany.

Unfortunately, as O’Brien and MacDonald (2008) and Gerrity et al (2007) point
out, these tactics cannot fully account for constituency characteristics that correlate with
the sex of the representative; the electoral context of Germany, however, makes this

concern less significant than it would be in the United States.

Women’s groups and movements

There is strong empirical evidence for the idea that legislators’ contact with extra-
parliamentary groups — social movements, social groups, interest groups, etc — shapes
their attention to issues. In fact, the connection between interest groups and legislators’
activities is fundamental to aggregative and pluralist models of democracy.

S. Laurel Weldon (2002) has contended that these extra-parliamentary factors
must be considered when studying women’s substantive representation, because group
representation cannot be provided by individuals drawing only upon their own personal
experience. Indeed, Weldon purposely does not address individual-level representatives,
arguing that it is difficult, if not impossible, for an individual person to represent group
interests. Instead, Weldon asserts that the presence of “strong autonomous women’s
movements” (2002:1162), with access to “public agencies whose responsibility it is to
provide an intra-governmental voice for particular marginalized groups” (2002:1158)
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may be the surest way to improve women’s substantive representation’* She
demonstrates this using a cross-national data set and measuring women’s substantive
representation in terms of the enactment of policies to address violence against women.

Carroll (2006) addresses a different mechanism relating to the presence of
women’s movements and organizations. She calls this “gendered social capital.” Unlike
Weldon, Carroll focuses on the effects of networking with women’s movements on
individual legislators. This theory of gendered social capital suggests that female
legislators might feel “internally accountable” to female constituents.” Carroll (2006)
suggests that women’s organizations and networks may “[foster] a representational
relationship between women public officials and women in the electorate” (357).%° This
relationship should obtain whether or not the organization or network is directly in that
legislator’s district.

Theories of gendered social capital concede Weldon’s (2002) point that
individuals will struggle to represent group interests based solely upon her or his personal
experiences. However, Carroll (2006) and others point to networks and connections with
women’s groups as one way of overcoming this limitation. Because my focus is on
factors that contribute to individual legislators’ speech acts and substantive representation
of women, I propose a hypothesis based more upon Carroll’s theory of gendered social
capital: any legislator who has ties to women’s groups will be more likely to represent

women substantively. That said, female legislators are more likely to belong to or have

* A women’s organization is autonomous, according to Weldon’s rules, if it is based outside a
political party, union, or other political institution.
> Mansbridge (1995) quoted in Carroll (2006).
%% See also Katzenstein (1998), who writes about gendered social capital in the church and
military.
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close ties with women’s organizations. The logic behind this hypothesis is that any
connection or networking with women’s organizations will heighten a legislator’s
attention to that group’s demands or interests. This process could also go in the reverse
direction, with the same effect on WSR: legislators who are going to pay more attention

to women as a group will join women’s organizations.

Summary of hypotheses

Social markers and age: Female legislators who exhibit specific social markers —

namely, motherhood and marriage — will be subject to social and legal

expectations that motivate them to address women as a group and women’s
interests. These experiences are modified by age, where age/cohort reflect
different periods of socialization and hence different experiences.

One implication of this hypothesis is that social markers will distinguish among
members of the same party. An additional implication is that the effects of thes