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ABSTRACT

Since 1997, Canadahas nterd ino an inerestin new phase of geder equalyin Palament.
The ue has now on the ofthe
fact that women still only account for about a qum o s i Pt
Frtbermere, when we ook oeecselya e carees of MP, it become o i the

i House of Ca re power, more
resige o ind fover women, ndicaing tha women ar (e & pos-cloction arc hat
‘makes it more difficult for them to enter the highest ranks of power and prestige.

“This study builds on previous research on women in legislatures and analyzes the impact of
commilttee membership on the opportunities offered to male and female Members of Parliament.
Itasks whether women who substantively represent women are less likely to receive positions of
high status. It inds that in the period of 1997 2011, only one woman received one of the.
“pipeline” - or highest ranking — cabinet posts. Additionally, women who were prominent within
theirpartie, and those hat ranfor the leadership, wer less likely than the average female
Member to be involved in “women’s interests” or the comittee work related to the Status of
Women. Substantively representing women, d\enl‘nn‘ does seem 1o have an impact on the
eventual success of th why till not fmqumnly
found i inet posi i i




For my parents



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Ttis essential to first thank my brilliant supervisor, Dr. Amanda Bittner, who has leant me
support, encouragement and just the right amount of criticism over the past number of years
‘You have donated so much of your expertise and resources, and I will always be truly grateful.
1 would also like to note my appreciation to the Faculty, students and support staff of the
Politcal Science Department at Memorial University. Special thanks to Russell Williams, Kelly
Blidook, Matthew Kerby, Demitrios Panagos, Helen Kn uanita Lawrence and Dre
Brown, who have all been instrumental in the completion of this thesi

parents,

T would like to thank my amazing family, of whom [ am so lucky to have been blessed. My
Jim and.

Gertie, and my brother, Philij is your belief in me that pushes me to succeed.
‘Your unconditional supportof me and all f my endeavours is more than I could ever expect.
Your love inspires me.

Finally, I need to acknowledge my friends ~if I were to lst your names and all that you have
done for me, the list would be longer than this thesis

Thank you.




TABLE OF CONTENTS
ABSTRACT.

DEDICATION

ACKNOWL

TABLE OF CONTENT!

LIST OF TABLE!

LIST OF FIGURE!

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION,

CHAPTER II: WOMEN IN CANADIAN POLITICS: A BACKGROUND .
21 The ion of Women

2.1.1. Descripti i ritical M

212, Substantive

What Are “Women's Interests"?

22, Women's Presence in Legislat

22.1. Running for Office

Gendered Media Coverage on the Campaign Trail...

bout Women'’s R

Decision to Ry

The Role Model Effect

222, The Impact of Political Parti

223, Quota Systems and How They Can Increase the Representation of Women ...28
"ABINET PORTFOLIOS, WOMEN'S ROLES, AND
CANADIAN POLITIC: 31

CHAPTER 3:

3.1 Determining the Prestige of Cabinet Portfolios

P A The Impact of Office-Seeking Tende 36

Women and Cabinet Portfol 38




32 Party Leadership: No Women in the Driver's Seat, Who's Driving the Car? ...........39
33.  Representational Plateau: Why Study the Period of 1997 20117 ...

Explaining the Pl a
CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOG

44

4.1, Dataand Measuring Careers in Parliament. 44
4.1.2. Independent Variables 4
4

Women's Interests

The Status of We 46

Hypotheses: the Expected Impact of Substantively Representing Women

413, Dependent Variabl n
Leadership 4
Longevity 0

Cabinet Portfolios: Pipeline versus Other......

414, C ing Variables 4

CHAPTER 5: NOTABLE WOMEN IN THE 36" TO THE 40™ PARLIAMENTS.,

5.0 AnneMcLell 6
52 SheilaC

53 Belinda Stronach s
54, Martha Hall Findl 9
55 Diane Albor 60
56, Francine Lalond 61
57 AlexaMcDonough &

5.8, Notable Women: Canadian Female MPs 1997-2011...
CHAPTER 6: DOES REPRESENTING WOMEN PENALIZE MPS?....

6.1, Background 6:

Legislative Activity Related to “Women's Interests’



Legislative Activity Related to the Status of Women .

62. Who Receives the “Pipeline” Posts”. 6
“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and “Women's Interests . .73
“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and the Status of Women..............

62.1. “Pipeline” and “Women’s Interests” Posts: Sex-Typed Positions?..
Women in Cabinet: The Proportion That Have Minisiics...... 84
Posts Held By We 86

63. Leadership and Substantive ion of Women 88
Women's Leadershi s
Status of Women and Leadershi 9
“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and Leadersh 98

64, Longevity and Substanti W 100
Women's 1 101

6. “Success”: What does it All Mean?

Women's Interests and “Success” ..

Status of Women and “Success . 109
CHAPTER 7: AND CONCLUSION. 3
71 | 13
Bibliograph s




Table 4-1
Table 4-2
Table 4-3
Table 5-1
Table 5-2
Table 5-3
Table 54
Table 5-5
Table 5-6
Table 5-7
Table 6-1
Table 62
Table 63
Table 64
Table 6-5
Table 6-6
Table 6-7
Table 6-8
Table 6-9
Table 6-10
Table 6-11

Table 6-12
Table 6-13
Table 6-14

viii

LIST OF TABLES

‘What are “Women’s Interests” Committees?

‘What are “Pipeline” Cabinet PoS(? ..........

‘What are “Women's Interests” Cabinet POSIS? ... 53

A. Anne Mclellan,

Sheila C 11
Belinda Stronach. 9
Martha Hall Find: 60
Diane Albonczy 61
Francine Lalonds 6:
Alexa Medonough. 6

Adoption of "Women's Interests” by Sex..

“Women's Interests” Cabinet Posts by 6
tatus of Women, By 68
Cabinet Posts withi Parties 6

“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and Cabinet Posts, Amongst MPs...

“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and Cabinet Posts, Amongst MPs, by Sex...

"Women's Interests” Cabinet Posts and "Pipeline” Cabinet POSS ............74
"Women's Interests" Cabinet Posts and "Pipeline” Cabinet Posts, By Sex ........75

Involvement in Status of Women and "Pipeline” Cabinet POStS.........c.vr 77

Involvement in Status of Women and "Pipeline" Cabinct Posts, By Sex.

Status of Women Cabinet Posts and Appointment to “Pipeline” Cabinet Posts...

Ministers of “Pipeline” and “Women's Interest” Cabinet Posts, 40” Sitting......80

Ministers of “Pipeline” and “Women's Interest” Cabinet Posts, 39™ Sitting......81

Ministers of “Pipeline” and “Women’s Intcrest” Cabinet Posts, 38 Sitting.....82



Table 6-15
Table 6-16
Table 6-17
Table 6-18
Table 6-19
Table 620
Table 621
Table 622
Table 623
Table 624
Table 625
Table 626
Table 627
Table 6-28
Table 629
‘Table 6-30

Table 631
Table 632
Table 633
Table 634
Table 635
Table 636
Table 637
Table 638
Table 639

Ministers of “Pipeline” and “Women’s Interest” Cabinet Posts, 37" Sitting.....83

Ministers of “Pipeline” and “Women's Interest” Cabinet Posts, 36" Sitting....84

Number of Women in Cabinet, 36th - 40th Parliament. With Portfolios..

Cabinet Posts Held By Women from 1997-2011...

Leadership, By 8

Adoption of “Women'’s Interests” and Leadership 90

Adoption of “Women's Interests” and Leadership, By Sex.

“Women’s Interests” Cabinet Post and Leadership.

“Women’s Interests” Cabinet Post and Leadership, By Sex .
Involvement in the Status of Women and Leadership.

Involvement in the Status of Women and Leadership, By Sex. 96

Status of Women Cabinet Posts and Leaders!

“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and Leadershi %

“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and Leadership, By Sex.

Career Length, By 100

Legislative Activity Related to "Women's Interests" and Career Length of MPs.
101

Adoption of "Women's Interests" and Carcer Length of MPs......

“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and Career Length.

“Success”, By 10

“Success” and Involvement in “Women's Interests”..

“Success” and “Women’s Interests” Cabinet Post.

“Success” and “Women’s Interests” Cabinet Post, By Sex..

“Success” and Involvement in the Status of Women...

“Success” and Involvement in the Status of Women, By Sex......

“Success” and Status of Women Cabinet Post....




LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 11 Proportion of MPs That Are Female, 1922 - 2011 ..

Figure 12 Proportion of MPs That Arc Female, 1997 - 2008

Figure 61 Percentage of Female Cabinet Ministers with Portfolios per Sitting.



CHAPTERT
INTRODUCTION

‘Women have been siting in the Canadian House of Commons for nearly ninety years. Despite
the fact that women have broken through many glass ceilings in the past number of decades, they
are still largely absent from the powerful centre of the government: the executive. The ministry
appears to be the last spoke in the wheel of female representation. Recent research around the
‘world is turning its attention to the highest levels of office to understand why there are 50 few

‘women in positions of power, both as leaders as well as in key govemment posts.

Cabinet portfolios ar frequently t0.as “scarce political resources” by ing the

rise (or stall) of women in power (Heath et al., 2005; Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson,

2005; Trimble and Arscott, 2003). are the precious and y

prestige and power in government. It s through these positions that future prime ministers

emerge from Membe ited;

e portli

strategically, intricately balancing opportunities for caucus members. Furthermore, portfolios are

not all equal and a handful of positions are much more prestigious than the others. The fact that

hierarchical in terms of prime minister’s strategic
calculations, and may also have an influence on women’s representation in these ranks. The

fien doled out

compeitive

party. Thus, those P

be denied i levels of power. Generally,

female cabinet members tend not to hold highly prestigious portfolios. Scholars have found that

‘more often, they hold

have no portfolio at all (such as the position of



“Minister of State”). Heath et al. (2005) describe this tendency as a “hoarding” of the political

resources within the “dominant group” (420).

“This may be problematic when it comes to women’s capacity o substantively influence policy.

‘Trimble and state that “poli

y thus, women who make

itto the cabinet table will have significantly more policy-making power than their female

ks” (134). The Canadian experience
demonstrates the difficulty women may have in influencing policy: in Canadian recent history,
only 34 different women were appointed to cabinet from 1997 to 2011 (comprising the 36™ to

the 40" sessions of Parliament). In these fourteen years, only 34 women achieved a higher level

of power than the average MP. Given that in this same time period there were a total of 628 MPs,

the proportion of women in cabinet is quite low.

‘While women's presence in cabinet is important, the type of portfolio they hold is also critical
for women’s advancement. The portfolios of Finance, Justice and Attorney General and Foreign
Affairs are considered to be “Pipeline” cabinet posts. These are the most estcemed cabinet

positions in Canadian federal politis, and the types of portfolios often held by former prime

‘ministers. Of ministrs, only one has held one of these

cabinet positions: Anne McLellan held the posts of Justice and Attorney General. No woman has

ever held the position of Minister of Finance in Canada, which is one of the most prestigious

cabinet positions in this country. Women have rarely been placed into these powerful posts in

Canada, a trend that as well. i i in remains

largely dominated by men, despite the p f i i



“The period of 1997 - 2011 was preceded by a period of high visibility by female politicians. The

early 19905 saw an increase in ‘women

elected to Parliament), and more focus on “women’s issues’” during campaigns and within the
Legislature (Trimble and Arscott, 2003; Bashevkin, 2009). In this period, Kim Campbell also

became the first Canadian female Prime Minister in 1993. However, soon after this high point,

" ing women in Canadian federal polit anumber of
words to describe the current state of gender parity in Parliament. Trimble and Arscott (2003)
describe it as a “plateau”, a “near standstill”, a “stalling” and a “levelling of” (36); Bashevkin as
a“stalemate,” “stagnation,” and “outright decline” (2009: 6). Whichever term is employed, the

basic premise remains. With the exception of the jump to about 25%

the most recent (2011)

election, the progress of equs

in Canadian federal politics has not recently experienced an

upward trend. Bashevkin (2009) suggests that this early y hada

d the effect of convincing the population that equality has been achieved in

Parliament, thus shifting concer away from gender equality. Arguably, this perception is echoed

in Parliament. Activiti i ted

10 be terribly presti

s. Figure 1-1 and Figure 1-2 illustrate the proportion of MPs that were

female from 1922-2011 and 1997-2011, respectively.



Figure1-1:
Proportion of MPs That Are Female, 1922- 2011
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Figurel- 2:
Proportion of MPs That Are Female, 1997 - 2008
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impact of women’ in“Women'’s Iterests’

the House

of C i or i cabinet): are women who take on these

 roles penalized in their politi . given that these roles tend to be less



prestigious? Are they less likely to achieve “success,” defined narrowly in terms of a)
appointments to other, more prestigious “Pipeline” cabinet portfolios; b) length of career in
Parliament; and/or c) becoming leaders of their party. For the purposes of this study, I suggest

that when these three factors - longevity, leadership, and *

line” portfolios - are combined

 achieved, a Member of | be considered to have achieved a very high level of

“Success” in the House of Commons. Exi

ing scholarship suggests that women's ablity to
achieve this level of “Success” may be hampered by a variety of factors: not only are they
associated with and assigned to less prestigious “women’s issues” (Studlar and Moncrief, 1997;
Moon and Fountain, 1997; Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson, 2005; Heath et al., 2005;
Reynolds, 1999), but before they even get to the stage where they are working i the House of
‘Commons, they face a number of barriers to electoral success, including a variety of ssues noted
by scholars to affect whether or not they even put themselves forward as candidates (Dolan,

2005; Elder, 2004; Fox and Lawless, 2005; Thomton et. al, 1983; Bashevkin, 2009).

‘While much is known about the barriers faced by women on the road to Parliament, less is
known about the barriers that may exist once they are elected, and this study aims 10 take steps
towards better understanding the political career paths of male and female MPs. A number of

this rescarch: which portfolios lead to success? Does “substantively”

representing women have a negative impact on the carcer prospects of female MPs? What is the

effect of representing women's issues on men’s “Success™? Are there differences across political

parties? Are left-leaning parties, such as the NDP, more female-friendly? This rescarch is unique

that

an effort to understand how

assesses the carcer paths of Members of Parliamen

female MPs can best become “Successful” in Canadian federal politics, and what changes may

be necessary to ensure that more women gain access 10 the foute to success.



“This research has important normative implications: if women tend to be placed most often on
committees related to “Women’s Interests” and these positions are considered to be less

prestigious, this sends a fairly clear message about the role of women n po

. First, it
suggests that women's issues are not important. Second, it indicates that gendered standards still
exist within Parliament, and that cetain roles (i.c. the prestigious positions) are simply not
appropriate for women. Third, the data indicate that representing women by focusing on

‘women’s issues appears to penalize female Parliamentarians. Female Members of Parliament

‘who avoid women's i related to more
likely to take on i ithin parties. This
however: the majority of female
‘with women's issues.
Although ionship between the sex of a politician and the likelihood of receiving a high;

prestigious cabinet position has been examined both at the provincial level in Canada (Studlar
and Moncrief, 1997) as well as in other regions of the world (Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-
Robinson, 2005; Heath et al., 2005; Reynolds, 1999; Moon and Fountain, 1997), a study based

‘on Canada’s federal Parliament has not yet been undertaken. In order to understand the effect

has on paths of both Temploy data gathered
from the Parliament of Canada regarding the carcers of Members of Parliament from the most
recent sittings of the House of Commons (1997-2011).  find that when women represent women
they are less likely to reach higher levels of success and when they ignore “women's” issues and

instead focus on “Pipeline issucs, they are more likely to reap the political rewards.

“This thesis proceeds as follows: first, I explore various conceptions of representation, what

representation means and why it s necessary for the public to be both “descriptively” and



“substantively” represented. Second, I then assess the existing lterature and traditional

lanations for women’: i indidates, as elected

prestigious positions and as party leaders. I then explain the data I collected as well as the study’s

methodology and findings. Finally, i tential

e . ot e i aken o rectly

the current imbalance.



CHAPTER It

'WOMEN IN CANADIAN POLITICS: A BACKGROUND

2.1 The Representation of Women

In her ional and i The Concept of | 1967), Hanna
Pitkin differentiates between four types of representation. The first, Formalistic Representation,

s i The W, Symb

refers o he ive “stands for” i hat it me

be a symbol for that distict, and how the symbol is accepted by the population. The last two

types of i plores, Descriptive and Substantive, tend to be the biggest focus in

the literature on women’s representation, and will provide the foundation of the research

presented in this thesis.

it refers to the extent to that they

represent. When we study the proportion of women in legislatures, for example, we often do so

with the idea of comparing this to the proportion of women in the population. The more closely

fwomen in proportion of women in “the real world” the

more that Parliament is said to descriptively represent women. In contrast, substantive
representation s less about the physical atributes or ethnocultural backgrounds of legisltors,
and more about the actions taken when in Parliament. Substantive representation requires that the

needs and interests of the group being represented be heard and acted upon (Poggione, 2006). In

academic ion is often studied by ing which



policy is presented and adopted within legislatures. For example, whether or not women'’s issues
and interests are addressed through policies, regardless of “who” introduces those policies.
Arguably, neither form of representation is sufficient o its own, although both have their
individual merits. If “equal” representation is a goal (and 1 argue that it should be), then no group

oar fror

‘necessary), and the interests of the group must be addressed within the decision-making body

is important).
ricular - pl
for Canadian women.
2.1.1. Descriptive Representation and Critical Mass
p that ives should for whom

they stand. In this way, the legislature resembles a microcosm of society: if half of the population

is constituted by women, then, half ofits representatives ought to be women. A lack of

descript ion, what s kewed 1977),can have

number of negative consequences for the group in larger society. First, it can implant the
perception that some members of society are not capable of being decision makers. Second,
some suggest that if a group does not occupy a certain proportion of representatives, a “Critical
Mass”, it s difficult to have enough support in the legislature to address the issues and needs of
that group (Kanter, 1977; Dahlerup, 2006; Childs and Krook, 2006; Gray, 2006; Arscott and

Trimble 1997).




Critical Mass Theory has been advanced within discussions of descriptive representation.

According to this theory, if a in per

(usually suggested to be somewhere between 15% and 30%) the group will face barriers to
formulating and passing relevant legislation (Kanter, 1977; Dahlerup, 2006; Childs and Krook,

2006; Gray, 200¢

rscott and Trimble 1997). Kanter first proposed the concept of critical mass

in her 1977 article on the behaviour of organizations. She basically states that, if a group’s

proportion of a minority femain below a level where they itical mass, they do not

overcome a “token status” withis ization. They subsequently consti ing of a

novelty. While she was not speaking of legislatures in her initial work, her ideas have been
‘employed widely by scholars of political representation. Indeed, her theories have important
implications for women in Canadian Parfiament. There are simply not as many women as men in

Parliament therefore there are fewer women to represent all Canadian women.

According to eritical mass theary, if percentage of

women's gain support. yority of sitting
members, women (who tend to be more likely to initiate policies on behalf of women) must
recruita large proportion of men to support and pass legislation. Researchers have found

evidence that a higher proportion of women in pol

s are better able to substantively represent
women than they can in smaller numbers. Thomas (1991) argues that,
‘Women in states with the highest percentages of female representatives introduce and

pass more priority bills dealing with issues of women, children, and families than men in
their states ar i i legislatures




An increased number of female representatives are better able o achieve a higher level of

Therefore,

representation.
Increasing the number of women in Parliament can have a number of benefits for the
representation of women. However, scholars have noted that numbers are not everything. The

“types” and diversity of lected also matters. Bratten (:

Even in extremely skewed state legislatures, women are generally more active than men

ing legislation that focuses on women’s interests ... a “critical mass” is not
necessary for substantive representation on the part of mdividunl female state legislators,
but that bring about changes in tputs that reflect
the interests of women (97, emphasis added),

‘There are two significant points within Bratten’s quote. First, women are most likely to act on
behalf of women and second, increased diversity can bring change. Additionally, since generally
Women represent women’s interss more often than men, an increase in women creates  basis
of support that allows for more success for women’s interest legislation. It is not simply the

numbers of women that are important, but the fypes of women that are elected. As Murray (2008)

states:
b the idea that it i itical mass of
women that ieving women's
40 much s the actions ofcertain mdxvldun.lx, deseribed  “ritcl actore’ who e ble
o influency D g

subsanive interests (476,

“These “critical actors” are essential for change in Parliament. The proportion of women that arc
sitting in Parliament must include those who fight for women'’s interests 10 be represented. This

is what necessitates not only studying how many women are in Parliament (or, descriptive

but also their activities while sitting
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representation). Women's presence is important but not sufficient: it is not enough that women
be in government, but it s crucial that these women act. This is what is meant by substantive

representation. As scholars of crtical mass note, women are more likely to act when they appear

in . . .

Furthermore, scholars have noted that female Parliamentarians are largely appointed to

‘women’s issues, less energy and

higher prestige portfolios. Altematively, they might occupy a Parliamentary double-shift,
dedicating more time and energy in order to represent women as well as being involved in other
interests in Parliament. Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson (2005) find that “women are
more likely to receive high-prestige cabinet posts from lefist presidents and when the percentage

of women in the legislature increase” (829, emphasis added). This indicates that when women

increase in number, 1 eli igher ranking positions. Thus, critical
mass both increases the representation of women’s interests and broadens the opportunities

available to female politicians.

2.1.2. Substantive Representation

There has been a range of research regarding the substantive representation of women in politics.

Much of this tres on. i : do women women while in office?

just that: a focus on the i d issues th

significant to the group. This concept of representation of women is based on the idea that there.

are issues and interests that are specifically related to women. Many political researchers have
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found that indeed, women’s interests are distinct from men’s interests and that women tend to be

‘more likely to represent women substantively, both in Canada and abroad. Whether it be the UK.
(Childs and Withey, 2004), New Zealand (Curtin, 2008), the United States (Mansbridge, 1999)
orin Canada (Tremblay, 1998; Trimble and Arscott, 2003) scholars have shown that women are
likely to represent the interests of women. What is not necessarily clear, however, is exactly what

is encompassed in the term “Women’s Interests”. A substantial body of research has explored the

meaning of “women’s interests,” and the types of things that fall under this heading. This section

explores what is meant by “Women’s Interests”, and how this affects the substantive

representation of women.

What Are “Women's Interests"?

‘Women and iin society, and therefore, maintain

‘unique sets of interests. The two sexes continue to be socialized differently and to hold unequal
responsibilities within the family structure with women stil undertaking a higher proportion of
the unpaid domestic work (Elder, 2004; Fox and Lawless, 2005; Thornton et. al, 1983).

c 1 h as welfare and social

(Poggione, 2006). As a result, the interests and priorities of men and women can differ

‘There is some agreement throughout the world as to what constitutes “Women's Interests” in

poliics, usually based on the types of posts women tend to hold. In his international study,
Reynolds (1999) finds that:

“The most popular portfolio to be handled by a woman worldwide is Health (48, or 14
percent of the total), which is closely followed by Women's Affairs (47, or 13 percent),



Education (32, or 9 percent), Culture/Ats (32, or 9 percent), and Family/Child Affairs
(30, or 8 percent) (565).

Reynolds’ he rted by others.

Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson (2005) identify “culture, education, environment, family,
health, women's affairs” (829) as women’s interests in their study of Latin America. Similarly,
Krook and O’Brien (2011 include “children, education, health, and women’s affairs” as
“Women’s Interests” in Canada (13). In Canada, Tremblay (1999) argues that “Women's
Tnterests” tend to be “health care, care of the elderly, education, housing and the environment”
(440). Tremblay makes a further differentiation between “Women’s Interests” and “women’s
rights”. Tremblay’s “women’s rights” resembles what other scholars have referred to as
“women'’s affairs”. The Canadian equivalent of a “women’s affairs” committee is the Status of
‘Women Committee. Not only are certain committees associated with women, “Women’s

Interests” such as health and envi t, but the flen al

specifically to “women”: “women’s affairs” or “women’s rights”. However, all coms

ees
associated with “Women'’s Interests” and “women’s rights” tend to be undervalued in prestige
and therefore, substantively representing the interests of women can have a unfortunate effect on

the careers of these politicians'. This is not to say that the i interests are, in fact,

unimportant, but instead that they do not have the same fluidity into power as more prestgious
positions (such as the “Pipeline” positions). Ifindeed, these nterests are more important to

‘women than this indi “women's interests” are. sidered as valued within

! Although “Women's Interests” are considered, generally, to be low prestige, their significance
can shift depending on the political circumstances. The importance of issues on the political front
changes through time. For example, Health has at times, been of higher prestige and
Environment has reached a higher level of importance in the most recent decade than previously.
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Parliament and thus, illustrates an example of inequality that may hamper gender equality within

the political realm in Canada.

‘The consequences of being female and then focusing on women’s interests within Canadian
Parliament has been shown to have a strong but varied relationship. Tremblay and Trimble
(2004) argue that “gender continues to act as a causal variable shaping the characteristics and
careers of federal politicians, but its effects are complex and mult-dimensional” (98). The

and career path is  very strong. The opi d

paths of male and female politicians continue to vary. Lovenduski and Norris (2003) find that:

Onthe to women’s
md the g

ach psty, even fer contellng for fber comman socalbackground varsbles that
=xplam attitudes, such as their age, education, and income (84).

Indeed, although female legislators resemble their male colleagues more than the average
‘woman, they still differ significantly from male Parliamentarians in their Parliamentary
involvement (Poggione, 2006; Trimble and Arscott, 2003). However, these women’s interests
are still undervalued. Studies find that women are being delegated to traditional women’s

interests and these are not the interests that being high in

Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson, 2005; Heath et al., 2005). Furthermore, Heath et al. (2005) argue

that, “where a women's issues committee exists, women are less likely to sit on power and

" (425), indicating committees.
such as the Status of Women committee encourage leaders to appoint women to token positions.
In Canada, the effect remains; women infrequently receive “top jobs™ and women's interests are

“largely ignored in Parliament” (Trimble and Arscott, 2003:139). Simultancously, women



hut out of most ip roles, especially in g parties. When it comes to

‘women’s it me i problem, It is not

that men; it is th in Parliament

if they have not run for office.

2.2, Women's Presence in Legislatures

Men still greatly outnumber women in governments throughout the world. Why does this gender
gap persistafter years (and indeed, many decades) of poitical paticipation of women?
Explanations are usually divided up ino two categoris 1) the remaining societal differences
between men and women; and b) the gendered political environment that still exists. The
participation of women in Canadian Parliament has lingered around the 20% mark since Kim
Campbell’s short stint as Prime Minister in 1993 (although many scholars of gender and poitics

in Canada were pleased to see the number rise to 25% in 2011, largely as a result of the NDP's

electoral success). Generally speaking, the number of women running for office (and

subsequently, holding ons, and ip) has been maintained

ataslow simmer. A number of factors have been demonstrated to affect women's decisions to

getinvolved in politcs.



2.2.1. Running for Office

“The p for women’ i i Tess likely

to choose to run than men” (Elder, 2004: 27).

‘Women sitin Parliament at a much lower proportion th the progress I

in Parliament has reached a standstill (Trimble and Arscott, 2003, Bashevkin, 2009). Elder

(2004) argues that the for his is found level,

not running for office. If women do not offer themselves as candidates, there are only a small

number of women in the electoral pool originally. Less of these nominees become elected

thus, the from for higher positions. There is no
singular explanation as to why women decide to run, or not to run, for office. Yet,as Elder

states, they are still much less likely than men to consider running. What makes women distinct

pect? few possi ions. Primarily,  men still

W family I imately impacts thi
2004; Fox and Lawless, 2005; Thornton . al, 1983; Bashevkin, 2009). Additionally, the female

experience of campaigning can also the male. entiall

discouraging women from running for office (Gidengil and Everitt, 2000).



Gendered Media Coverage on the Campaign Trail

Research has found that women face different barriers than men when campaigning. Women are
judged more harshly than their male counterparts; this critcism ranges from focusing on their
tone of voice to their physical appearance (Bashevkin, 2009; Gidengil and Everitt, 2000;
Medermott, 1998; Plutzer and Zipp; 1996). Women must fit nto both the stereotype of a
politician, band a woman (Bashevkin, 2009). Gidengil and Everitt (2000) found that in the 1993
Canadian federal election “coverage of female political leaders [was] more filtered than men’s”
(105). They argue that,

Political coverage tends to marginalize women when they fail to conform t0 traditional

‘masculine norms of political behavior but wil over-emphasize the behavior counter to
traditional feminine stercotypes when they do behave combatively (105)

Asa result, women must be militant in adapting their behaviour, and they operate in a more

than males who igning. This creates a setting in which

only assessed on thei it litician, but also as a
traditional female. This acts as a deterrent for women considering running for office. Women
often have to make the choice to face an extra level of criticism of their personal lifc, above and

beyond that of the average male politician.



Stereotypes about Women's Roles.

The n face

polls; studies (McDermott, 1998; Alexander and Anderson, 1993) have found that when voters
havelitle other information about candidates, they rely on gender to infr vote-determining
information. When gender is associated with certain characteristics, for example, when males

are associated with more ambition (Larimer et al., 2007), deciding a vote based on the gender of

the candid have the attributing

because of their gender. The result is that politicians continue to face barriers because of gender
stereotypes even after the campaign has ended. However, it is not only the gender stereotypes on
the campaign trail that are impacting a woman’s decision to run, but the gender role distribution

in the greater society also has this effect.

Stereotypes regarding gender-appropriate work influence the likelihood that a woman will decide

1o run for office. Women still hold a larger proportion of family responsibilties and have less

leisure time 2009:7). likely to still shift

at home and at work, and therefore have less free time than men to explore and dedicate to other

office. If they do decid for office,
Yet,itis not si i i but the the
ger society and their own self-percept litics that keeps women

from running in larger numbers.

A variety of factors impact the view of what consttutes appropriate “women’s roles” in society.

Thornton et al. ( “youth, labor tainment .. to




the formation of egalitarian views of women's roles, while church attendance and a

identification tend i 5

(211). Younger, well-educated, members of the population with job experience are more likely

than their religious, older, traditional counterparts to support egalitarian roles in s

fety.
Therefore, these factors are likely to impact how a female politician is regarded, by herself and

by larger society.

Self-Perception and the Decision to Run

Society’s views of impact ities for those women to
have political roles. These viewpoi ile running for
office and their i wh y idates. Itis this self-

perception that often causes women to decide not to run in an election. Women are less likely to

a5 a potential politici are not throwing their hats into the

political arena. Fox and Lawless (2005) argue that:

s e ofeffccyd ok, well as a politicized upbringing, motivate
‘well-situated potential can ons to run for office. Altematively, status as a
‘member of uloncnlly ‘excluded from politics depresses the likelihood of
considering a candidacy (642)

‘Women, therefore, are less likely to believe they would make a good candidate. Their past as a

member of a politically excluded group —as a further decreases thei

presenting themsel ential political dve. This can

on their “politcized upbringing” (o lack thercof) and their additional “status as a member of a



‘group historically excluded from politics”, such as an ethnic group. Elder (2004) agrees with

Fox and L ing that, “political gender ialization, a lack of political

confidence” ibute to the chances that a woman will present herself dids

Contributing to this relationship is what Verba et al (1997) describe as a disengagement from

politics ~ more women than men feel distanced from the political realm, “Women are less
politically interested, informed, and efficacious than men and that this gender gap in political

engagement has consequences for political participation” and that “gender differences in political
interest, information, and efficacy” must also be considered to explain the gender gap in political

participation (1051). Although, Elder highlights self-selection as the most important factor

explaining why women are not running at the same rates as men (why they have a lower

it ion) this the only imps ionship. Elder (2004)

pan ion to include “family ibilities and the relatively few numbers of

visible women role models in politics” (27). These factors combined contribute to an
unwelcoming environment for potential female candidates evaluating a decision to run in an
election. It is much less appealing to decide to run for office when you are aware that your

‘personal life will be scrutinized. Additionally, with so few women in Parliament, it is difficult for

the existing dact for future, aspiring politicians.




The Role Model Effect
“The availability of female political role models is a significant factor ‘women to
run for office. Without female leaders itcians to look up to the job of

viewed as a male profession. This is an example of a “chicken or the egg” scenario; women are.

more likely to run if lready sit
exist without irst running If i itions, they are
less likely i d Stolle, 2004). However,
the benefits of having Role models
canalso i ing a particular party and of the likelihood of

candidates focussing on “Women's Interests” while campaigning. The lack of role models can
help explain the recent plateau in representation of women in Parliament ~ women are less likely

to run without role models and candidates are less likely to focus on “Women's Interess” i

‘women are not a large proportion of candidates.

Elder (2004) argues that this role model effect is a particularly noteworthy fuctor for encouraging

‘women to run for politics, and that:

o s sgaifienly L kly o hies et ek multiplicity of
factors including polii ok sosaltaton,  nck ofpolitiel coafidece, iy

el o e models in politics
all contribute to why women don’t run (27, emphasis added).

Young women look to these role models as a guide — to see which opportunities that will be
available to them when they become women. In Canada, tis situation is paricularly dire - we

have only had one female Prime Minister  for short period of six months. Few women hold



positions of prestige within the exccutive — only one woman (A. Anne Melellan) has held a

“Pipeline” cabinet post since since 1997, and no woman has ever held the position of Minister of

Finance. Without to, i d fewer

‘women are encouraged o become politicians in Canada.

‘While women are more likely to run when they can envision themselves in the role, this effect is

not limited . Studies have found this ip to exist among young,
adolescent girls. Changes in the s receive about female
politicians, and thus, the acceptability of women as strong political eaders. Campbell and
‘Waolbrecht (2006) found that:
Over time, the more that ic ible by national g
the more likely i i intention to be politically active.
Similarly, d analysis, we find that where female candid visible
due to vi for high s report . anticipated political
involvement (233)
Considering the role-model cycle, it is clear that, as less

fewer girls vicariously envision themselves in these positions.

‘The role model effect exists on other levels of politial lfe as well. The gender of high-profile

i

has been found to impact i ion of women and party
perception by voters. O°Neill (1997) found that a female party leader resulted in:

Alarger share of women voters recruited by each party, particularly the Conservatives.

less to differences in beliefs regarding the need to improve the status of women and in
support of feminism (105).
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female party leader pe their party. In tis way, role

‘models also increase the electoral chances of a party. O°Neill (1997) does not believe this is due

to increased i ion - “the need d in support

(the voters tendency to

of feminism” (111) - but instead, an increase in descriptive represent

positively evaluate the party leaders). This lends additional support to the necessity of descriptive
representation.

Additionally, other studies find that if a strong candidate exists, it may lead to an increased focus

Murray (2008)

on women’s issues — if

states:

‘The mere presence of a strong female candidate may increase the substantive

representation of women...if being female appears to confer an electoral advantage, this

‘might lead to a ‘policy contagion” effect, with male rivals feminising their own agendas

in order to compete with a woman .. women’s presence can have a positive effect on the
i rdless of in

‘winning office (476).

if those issues ient for other

candidates — thus, allowing a focus on women’s interests. In this even, strong female candidates

for their district. On ,if strong
running for office — there is less pressure on other candidates to address women’s issues. It is

better ‘who does not , than to have no strong

Il Not only for office, but strong

female political role models can have the additional benefits of recruiting female voters and

increasing the focus on women’s interests.
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2.2.2. The Impact of Political Parties

One factor that impacts a woman’s in Parliament i the politica party to which she

belongs — and there are a number of explanations for this. First, women have been found to be
‘more lefi-leaning than their male counterparts (Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor Robinson, 2005;

Inglehart and Norris, 2000; Gidengil et al, 2003; Wirls, 1986; and Conover, 1988). This might

suggest that i ~ or that tend to relate to the issues
that leftist parties are likely to adopt. Regardless, their inclination towards left parties can be to
their advantage, as th likely to p with political
opportunities.

In their 2005 study of Latin America, Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson (2005) found that

likely women and 1o i p

positions. Studlar and Moncrief (1999) came to a similar conclusion regarding female politicians

in Canadian provincial politics. It s likely then, that leftst parties on the federal level would

ppois o position: i ies. However,this

been dian federal level

: It has been established though, that the experiences of women within the parties vary (Trimble
and Arscott, 2003; Bashevkin, 1993; Lovenduski and Norris, 1993). This might be because
federal political parties have differed in their approach to female inclusion. Throughout history,

cach party has adopted different approaches and mandates for appealing to women and

increasing women’s participation; y, each party has met with

Measures such as nomination quotas, for example, have been adopted briefly (by some parties)
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‘as 2 means to increase participation by women at the electoral level. Secondly, the atmosphere of

political parties and their level of openness, affects the experience of those women.

‘The NDP, particularly, possesses a unique “third party” status in Canadian federal politics ~ this

the political realm potential to broaden “Success”

‘within that party the path t )soas to ive to traditional

‘women’s interests. If the prioriies and platforms of these parties resemble “Women’s Interests”,
success within such a party has a different meaning. This study aims to ncover what and how
political party influences the experiences of Members of Parliament and whether or not they are
‘more likely to become successful in a particular political party. The NDP, as the “third” party,
has an unusual position within the Canadian federal realm. Primarily, the fact that the NDP has
never been a federal governing party allows them an independence from the limitations faced by
the governing parties. Bowler and Lanoue (1992) posit that Duverger’s Law pits the NDP as a
“peripheral actor” (485). In that way, the NDP is able to somewhat circumvent traditional party
competition to operate within independent standards. They can focus on issues not adopted by

traditional parties — or traditional issues in a unique way.

Although 199¢ that the “cohesive, Caiadias par
and a three-party system have prevented the Canadian [feminist] movement from developing an

exclusive relationship with any one party” (229) and the Canadian feminist movement has had a

“growing apartisan orientation since the mid-1980s"(229), the NDP is stil considered to hold
valuable ground with Canadian women. Erickson and 0"Neill (2002) argue that Canadian

women are more likely than men o vote for parti

on the left in particular, the NDP.



Furthermore, of the three women t0 lead electorally viable federal parties in Canada — two
headed the NDP: Audrey McLaughlin from December 1989 to October 1995 and then, Alexa

McDonough from October 1995 to January 2003. The third was Kim Campbel, the first (and

only) female c hort ths as leader of the
Progressive Conservatives - June to December 1993 (Trimble and Arscott, 2003: 72 ~73).
Women seem to penetrate leadership roles with the NDP more frequently, and for longer periods
of time, in a way that is unprecedented within the other federal political parties. It s yet to be
determined if the same effect will exist for the Green Party, and leader Elizabeth May, elected as

an MP in the 2011 Canadian Federal Election.

Studlar and Moncrief (1997) argue that at the provincial level, it is the proportion of the
‘governing caucus that is composed of women that is more likely o influence the proportion of

‘women in cabine, rather than the propor female members of the legislat whole. In

Canada specifically, parties with more women are likely to promote women to cabinet, This
suggests that the lack of women in Canada’s govening parties is directly related 10 the level of

power that women are able to achieve ~ yet again, we sce that descriptive representation affects

‘The female-friend! left-leaning
parties,including their voluntary nomination quotas, help 1o increase support from female voters
andto equality in Parliament. potential to
overcome inherent barriers in C: itics that remain despi political

participation by women.



2.2.3. Quota Systems and How They Can Increase the Representation of Women

One measure in particular has consistently shown to increase the number of women in
‘governments — quotas. Adoption of such quotas, therefore, has the potential to jumpstart female

wticipation in Canada’s Parliament and ci

ing barriers to women'’s descriptive

Asaresult, ing possi i on in Canada —
‘and adopting such measures — could allow women an increased presence in Parliament without
‘major societal change. More women in Parliament could result in increased opportunities for
‘women, as well as more support — and thus, more attention given to — women’s issues. If women
constitute a larger proportion of the seats in Parliament, a larger pool of women will exist to
choose from for high-ranking positions and a critical mass will exist to bring increased support
for the issues introduced by women. However, quotas have only been employed in Canada on a

voluntary level by two parties, the Liberals and the NDP,

the former abandoning these

measures shortly afer their adoption.

Heath et al. (2005) ider

iy a number of institutional factors as influencing an increase in the
descriptive representation of women. First Past the Post electoral systems, as wel as leader-

based commi i which Canada has)

disadvantage women politicians. In order to encourage gender parity in Parliament, Bashevkin

009 on of quotas. Rescarch for women in politics
has dinthe Krook, 2009). This s par what Krook

describes as a “surge of nterest in political on” (3). ion of quotas
has d ially since the 1995 UN Confe ‘Women in Bei




Between 1930 and 1980, only ten countries established quota provisions, followed by
twelve states in the 1980, Over the course o the 19905, however, quotas appeared in
mre tan iy countie, which ad ben ned by early fry more ine the year
2000. tas now exist in more than

more than mmqnanexs of these measures have been passed within the last b £
(Krook, 2009: 4).

Q ing a fast growing trend in politics and politcal escarch (Krook, 2009: 4,

Krook lists tree types of gender quotas. First, reserved seats require that a set number of seats

are set aside for liticians. This type of quot

depending on the electoral system of the given area (6). Second, legislative quotas provide the

newest quota policy. This type tak of legislation passed by
tional of women in el
‘Third, party quotas are similar to legis Pt luntarily by
that they aim rtion of females
within (7). and often p ir party constitutions.

Party quotas have been implemented in varying ways in Canada, with differences across

provinces and parties,

Female nomination quota targets were introduced in the in the 1993 and 1997 elections as an

pt the number of ted by each party (Trimble and Arscott, 2003

60). The Progressive C ives did however, the Liberal Party

and the NDP both attempted to fill more candidate spots with females —  25% goal for the
Liberals and a 50% goal for the NDP. Each party met with some success — 28% of the Liberal
candidates were female in the 1997, up from 22% in 1993. Similarly, the NDP nominated 39%
females in 1993, and 36% in 1997. Despite this success, the Liberal Party did not renew this

‘commitment for the 2000 election. The NDP continues to attempt to reach gender parity in its
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i Anadoption of a quota syst party 1o increase its focus

on equality in women to run for office  therefore, i

focus on women’s issues —and the number of women in Parliament, More women in Parliament

may then lead to more women in the higher ranks of power.



CHAPTER 3

CCABINET PORTFOLIOS, WOMEN’S ROLES, AND CANADIAN POLITICS

‘The representation of women i legislatures (or lack thereof) has a distinct effect besides just the
for women’s interests. It can also lead to a gender sp de-dominated
tructure, It b 8

‘which organizations function. Women have been found to operate differently in comittees than
‘men (Kathlene, 1994; Rosenthal, 1998). Rosenthal (1998) states that, “compared to their male:

colleagues, e chai Iso report a g

strategies in the management of their committees” (847). Kathlene (1994) states that “as the

proportion of i in alegislative body, verbally ive and

controlling of the hearing. Women legislators may be seriously disadvantaged and unable to

lly in legislati ings” (560). Cabinet and

o operate in

In fact, Heath et al (2005) argue that “to achieve full incorporation into the legislative arcna,

newcomers must do more than just win seats. They must change the institutions that allow the

traditionally dominant group to hoard scarce political resources” (420). For women to be

litics i male-centred political struct ill continue

to disadvantage women and continue to be impenetrable for women politicians and leaders. An

by one gender di than the other, is to

have a political structure determined by inequality.



‘Women's presence is impor i i irp important
symbolically as well. As discussed above, women's presence i legislatures has an important
roll model effect, and normatively, demonstrates that the legislature is inclusive and represents
the population. However, the symbolic importance of women’s presence extends beyond simply
attaining seats i the legislature. The nature of legislative activity and leadership roles of
‘members of Parliament is also important. Only a minority of politicians are able to enter the

upper levels of power — of these, few are women. Studies have shown that women tend to be

delegated posit fated with women’s positio generally
considered igious. Thus, for “traditionally domi leaders” to

“ resources” to ict - there are limited seats
and women positions of mmon and Taylor-

Robinson, 2005).

Members of the political executive ~ the cabinet  form the governmental elite. To be placed in
cabinet s to achieve a level of political prestige and power that s beyond the level afforded to
the average politician. As Studlar and Moncrief (1997) state, “a cabinet position is a much
stronger position from which to wield power in an executive-centered and party-disciplined
Parliamentary system” (67). Thus, in order for women o gain substantial power within
‘government, it is important that they are represented within cabinet. Furthermore, Atchison
(2009 - and others, see Thomas, 1991) finds that having women in cabinet does make a

difference — they are better positioned than females in legislatures to successfully pass female-

riendly policy. C: dds to this by « i .

‘women in cabinet is a necessary but not sufficient condition to achieve women-friendly policy
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outcomes. Rather, substantive representation of women by women political leaders also requires.

‘women’s political activism” (490). When women are placed in cabinet, they tend to pursue

for women —and they i vely when they

are in positions of power, as in the executive. However, when in the executive, women are often

placed in posi ige i women’s

presence is less common.

Research also points to the importance of a critical mass — a mass that supports women’s
interests. The ability of women to make a difference while in cabinet is further influcnced by
‘whether or not they are supported by their peers. Thomas (1991) states that “women do indeed
make a difference and that their capacity to do so is related t0 the level of support from
colleagues” (958). Curtin specifies that an “influential feminist reference group is a necessary
supplement to women’s executive presence” (490, emphasis added). Thus, not only must women

be chosen for these positions but a support system increases their chances of being heard while in

cabinet. A critical mass — of critical 1o most effectively

make a difference.

In order to best influence policy, women must be considered for important positions when power
i distributed amongst politicians, as most power is particularly concentrated in a small number

of positions. Thus, it is not simply the appointment o the cabinet that matters, but to which the

portfolio matters, as well. Cabinet members do have a higher level of power than a Member of

Parliament - which is accompanied by an increased ability to influence policy-making.




3.1 Determining the Prestige of Cabinet Portfolios

While bei ted to cabinet is a significant indicator of a legislator’s

position within the governing party, there is another important distinction to be made within
cabinet itself, between regular portfolios and “top jobs.” These “top jobs” are roles that come
equipped with the highest levels of prestige and power. Globally, women tend to not be
appointed to these high prestige posts (Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson, 2005; Heath et
al,, 2005; Reynolds, 1999). Additionally, portfolios associated with women are generally not
considered to be prestigious. Which positions are top jobs? According to Trimble and Arscott
(2003) “top jobs” are defined by the fact that they confer status and leadership (184). Worldwide,

portfolios related to finance and foreign affairs have been shown to hold power and influence

‘within governments. In the Canadian context, the Minister of Justice is an additional “top

position” (Bashevkin 2009: 130). Canadian jticians hold i low

‘number of these “top jobs” (Trimble and Arscott, 2003: 3).

‘There are a variety of methods for measuring the prestige of portfolios. Everitt (2011) and
Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson (2005), distinguish roles as “high, medium and low
prestige” — indicating a seale of importance. Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson (2005)

describe high level ministries as those that “exercise significant control over policy, are very

prestigious, and are highly visible” - including “Finance and Economy, Foreign Affairs,

Government/Interior, and Public Security and Defense” (833). Medium-prestige ministers, on

the other hand, “control significant financial resources, but lack the prestige of top posts:

Agriculture, Construction and Public Works, Education, Environment and Natural Resources,

Health and Social Welfare, Industry and Commerce, Justice, Labor, Transportation,



Communications and Information, and Planning and Development” (833). They include all
other portfolios (many that could be classified as traditional women's inerests) as “low- prestige
‘and offer few resources for patronage” (833). These include: Children and Family, Culture,
Science and Technology, Sports, Tourism, Women's Affairs, ministers for reform of the state,

temporary and i inisters without

Moon and Fountain (1997) utilize a method that groups portfolios based on their type -
“defining, physical resources and social” ~ which is based on a definition by Rose, 1976. Moon

and Fountain ib

por

“The first category is defining activity, which encompasses defence of territorial integrity,

i rder and the mobilisation of finance (Rose 1976, 250). The
second category relates to the mobilisation of physical resources, comprising building
canals, roads and railways, or creating a postal and telegraph service ...” (1976, 258). The
third category is social activity described as attending o the "well-being of citizens’
(1976, 258). We included the following portfolio types as social activity: education;
labour; health and social welfare; leisure; social dentity (462)

‘What is generally associated with traditional women’s interests are identified by Moon and
Fountain (1997) and Rose (1976) as “social”. Laver and Hunt (1992) advance one step further to

confer rankings onto these portfolios.

posit Finance and F found to be prestigious in a variety
of governments ~ from Latin America to Australia (Heath et al, 2005; Moon and Fountain,

1997). In Canada, the: i tigious, and in additi is usually

considered to be a top job. According to Laver and Hunt (1992), the highest ranked portfolios in
Canada (with 1 constituting the highest ranking and 10 as the lowest ranking) are: Finance
(1.50), External Affairs (3.05), Trade (3.85), and Justice (5.31). Bashevkin's (2009)

categorization of top jobs also includes Justice, but excludes Trade.
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tions of this definition of “Pipeline” posts? If only three to four positions are

considered highly prestigious, only a small number of politicians can gain access to these keys to

power. Furthe i i with “traditional women’s

interests” ~ indicating that “Women’s Interests” are not similarly equipped with prestige. By

extension, focusing on activities relaed o these interests will not increase prestige for the MP —
and indeed can keep the MP from being involved in interests that are more prestigious: time and

resources are limited. MPs cannot do everything.

Portfolio Allocation: The Impact of Office-Secking Tendencies

‘The Canadian political envi  the

‘why “top jobs” are more prestigious than “Women's Interests”. Laver and Hunt (1992) found

that Members of Parliament in Canada tend to be regarded as “office-seeking” more so than

“policy-secking.” They {hese cabinet posi

Seen simply as rewards of office in and for themselves, intrnsically valued payoffs of the
‘government formation game (the office-secking motivation). Or it may be that they are
seenas i y stbe filled in order to have an impact on
public policy (the policy-seeking motivation) (70).

On this scale (1 as policy-secking, 9 as office-seeking), Laver and Hunt (1992) rank Canada at

5.23; thi that Canadian ightly than policy-secking (163).

Cabinet positions in Canada are considered t0 be rewards of forming government rather than as a

means to create policy. Cabinet positions, therefore, are allocated based on who should receive
the “valued payoffs” instead of who would be the most effective policy-maker. Thus those who

who Heath (2005) refers to as the “traditionally dominant




‘group” ~ tend to receive i ff, or ppe This

“dominant group” s almost entirely composed of men.

Cabinet portfolios and it limited d

political consequences for the executive. The number of positions s not infinite, and the prestige
of cach position varies. There can only be one Finance Minister at any given time, for example,

and only one MP receives the prestige and power accorded to the position. In this way, success is

divvied up party by the Prime Minister. The PM allocates

these positions in a strategy of what Laver and Hunt (1992) describe as the “government

formation game”. Portfl llocated based on what i ial for the
‘executive. This relationship is espe g when the PM positions, rather

h tice. Reynolds (1999) and that wh et leaders or the
exceutive control appointments, as the Prime Minister does in Canada, women are less likely to

not merely a sign of

be appointed to these positions. Reynolds (1999) argues that “absence i

disadvant but the exclusion of women from positions of power also

compounds gender stercotypes and retards the pace of equalization” (549). Furthermore, the
positions that women are likely to be allocated to tend to be considered lower status. This

consequently impacts the chances of women rising in power.



Women and Cabinet Portfolios

One persistent fact regarding women in the executives of legislatures across the world i that
they tend to receive “women’s issues’” cabinet posts, and these posts are not generally considered

In their Latin Ameri tudy, Heath et al. (2005) found “that

‘women tend to be isolated on women's issues and social issues committees and kept off of power

‘and economics/foreign affairs committees” (420). Moon and Fountain (1997) observed a similar

result in Australia where “women mini in social

" (455). “Women's issues™

are not synonymous with “high profile” positions. Thus, while it is desirable to have women in
cabinet, for women to be appointed to portfolios pertaining to traditional women’s spheres is to

prohibit them from holding higher ranking positions.

In the Canadian context, Clarke and Korberg (1979) and Trimble and Arscott (2003) have
observed a similar effect (as have Studlar and Moncrief (1997) at the provincial level). Women
in Canadian politis are stil largely focused on “Women’s Interests” and remain excluded from
“top jobs.” In her 1999 article, Tremblay identifies “health care, care of the elderly, education,
housing and the environment” (440) as women’s interests. However,the effect that the adoption
of these interests has on the “Success” of female MPs is largely unexamined. If women are less
likely to receive prestigious portfolios when they focus on women’s interests, then what women
currently face in Parliament is a glass ceiling that s even less perceptible than previous glass
ceilings. The next frontier in equality in Parliament s to be fought on the frontlines of the

executive.
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3.2 Party Leadership: No Women in the Driver's Seat, Wha's Driving the Car?

“Women have their foot in the door and can sit among the country’s leading political
s but they are d i i i
regardless of their personal qualities” (Trimble and Arscot, 2003: 159).

Running ip of a political party is an indicator of support from and

becoming leader confers a level of prestige and power,  level of power tha has been almost

irely o male Parli Apart from a eptions, women have

rarely fronted a federal Canadian political party and only once has a woman led a governing

party. Kim Campbell’s career as Canada’s onl; ime Mini y short (six

months) and did not survive the election. As Bashevkin (1993) states,

 higher, more powerful

and itcal posi i ingly i ‘men” (89). This

is a feature of what Trimble and Arscott (2003) describe as the “revolving door” of female

leaders are generally she ions): “female leaders serve, on
average, only two years in the post” (183). Women often do not hold these positions, and even

less frequently hold them long-term.

It presentin it rarely, and iods of time — this
indicates that )t raisis ithin parties t “This,
along with their igi i inet, il ‘women are
evels of po par i i itis
important to consider leadership—including leadership bid
Jitical 0 according to

ing the leader of a party is more difficult and d higher level of prestige
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success than si ing. Therefore, running for ip of a party is also
rtant and indi what s afforded MP.
female party (and Presi Prime

i limited, their presence in these top job has increased over time, making it increasingly possible
0 study not only barriers to success, but also the pathways to success. The lack of women in
leadership roles exaggerates an atmosphere that i less than welcoming to women. By studying
the ease with which women can reach high levels of power is to study not only their impact on

women’s ion, b it haveto i

environment of politics. More women in politics not only can change the issues that are
addressed, but the way in which they are approached and discussed. This factor has the potential

o influence the total experience of involvement in politics — a shift possibly from confrontational

methods n, and more types of women,

to become involved in pol

3.3, Representational Plateau: Why Study the Period of 1997 - 20112

As 0f 1993, Canada was experiencing its own effects of the “Year of the Woman” ~ the boom in
female political participation that America had witnessed in 1992 (Dolan, 1998; Delli Carpini
and Fuchs, 1993; Plutzer and Zipp, 1996). Not only had Canada swom in its first female Prime
Minister, but it was at ts “high water mark” for federal female leadership (Trimble and Arscot,
2003: 70. The future appeared to be bright for gender equality in Parliament. Unexpectedly,

things began to change (or actually - remain the same) as the percentage of elected female MPs.




reached a plateau and hovered around 20% (Trimble and Arscott, 2003: 30). No woman has

since reached comparable levels of power to Kim Campbell. This timeline, therefore, presents an

ique period of history. “Women's Interests” were once
it on the political forefront and later i Wh
a plateau for gender equality. Thi perience for women in Parliament, and
fresh need for innovative solutions to break through the |
Explaining the Plateau

for i i iber of theories

regarding women’s participation in politics. One explanation is the shifting attitudinal

perspective in North politcal participation or “current complacency

with the status quo” (Trimble and Arscott, 2003: 160). Bashevkin (2009) explains this further,

demonstrating that the public feels that cquality has already been achieved: “the sceming success

of past decades. form yet 56 hi

already been made” (8). Support for feminism has bee i p
feels towards gender parity in Parliament (Inglehart and Norris, 2000; Conover, 1988). A number

of ngth of support for feminism: particularly, work and family life (Plutzer,

1988; Thornton etal,, 1983); indecd,

(Steel etal,, 1992). According to this i it a platg

fuelled by the public’s belief that equality has been achieved. However, there are a number of

al realms in which women are not equal to men. These arc less vi
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2
decades. It s not that women are not sitting in the House, but that they are less likely to have
‘opportunities within parties and the executive,

Public d in ki i . with their own inaction. The attention that

political parties devote to gender equality is certainly not at its peak. Trimble and Arscott (2003)
argue that there was a:
Short 20-year span in which the underrepresetaion of women i plics received

of policy solution, that
is, frum roughly the mid to late 1960s to lhe mnd 10 late 1980s (160).

‘the 1990s, the federal
Gidengil et al. (2003) assert that the 1993 election marked a “re-emergence of significant gender
‘gap in support of the new party of the right: women were much less likely than men to vote
Reform” (140). Gidengil et al. (2003) argue that this trend persisted through the 1997 and 2000
election, even after the rebranding of the Reform Party to the Canadian Alliance in the 2000

election (140).

“This gender gap remains with Harper's government — with men preferring Harper ~ “He was ten
percentage points weaker among females in early June of [2004]” and that gap remained in 2008
(Bashevkin, 2009: 134-5). Harper's government introduced other social measures that aid the

explanation as to why progress has stalled. His government has consistently opposed child-care

by the Paul Martin 004 and social troduced

during the Mulroney years have been slowly “shredding” (Bashevkin, 2009: 133-5). As aresult,

Canadi i houschold ibilities, and because women are.

responsible paid work than men, in the private

. 2009: 7). Harpe i proportion of women to his cabinets
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‘and no woman in the recent C ive party has held “top

by women of the Mulroney has deputy pri ister, minister of
foreign affairs, or minister of justice” (Bashevin, 2009: 130). It appears that progress in

‘women’s advancement within the legislature is not only slowing, but slowly reversing.

Based on earlier decades, one could assume that women from 1997 to 2011 would be offered

d igious positions, . However,

true; n off prospects. If thi and

‘women will not be able to achieve positions with higher levels of prestige, and their

decrease. This is the first time si Canadian politics

that their those who. ing. Women in

this period had few possibilities to progress to higher levels of success, even those who focus on

‘committee work related to the prestigious “Pipeline issue arcas.



CHAPTER 4:

METHODOLOGY

4.1. Data and Measuring Careers in Parliament

‘The goal of this study is to understand the effect that career paths and committee membership
has on the “Success” of Parliamentarians. It examines whether committee work is correlated with
cabinet posts and particularly investigates whether focusing on “Women’s Interests” affects the
likelihood of becoming “Successful” in Parliament. Specifically, 1 ask whether politicians who
substantively represent women (through “Women’s Interest” committees) are less likely to
receive “Pipeline” cabinet posts, less likely to remain in Parliament for a significant period of

time, or less likely to become leader of their party?

To begin to is q Tassembled a dataset ips and cabinet
posts for men and women MPs in the 36™ to 40° sittings of Parliament (1997-2011). My primary
source of information was the Parliament of Canada website, which features profiles for each

Member of Parliament in Canada. 1 individual MPs in i 495 of

these MPs were men (78.8%) and 133 were women (or 21.2%).

4.1.2. Independent Variables

In order to understand how involvement with “Women's Interests™ affects the career paths of

politicians, I first needed to quantify the substantive representation of women. One way o

isby i the Member's involvement



= ? . i by

executive o party leaders, the sel f

types of politicians are placed on which committees.

Ibreak ion of women i

“Women’s Interests” and the “Status of Women"), both of which are based on Tremblay’s
(1999) study, “Do Female MPs Substantively Represent Women? A Study of Legislative
Behaviour in Canada’s 35™ Parliament”. In this rescarch, Tremblay defines “Women’s Interests™

billsas separate from “women’s rights” bills.

Women's Interests

Tremblay (1999) poi identify women’ “reflect
‘women's roles as caregivers both i the family and society” (440). Specificall, she links this
with involvement in “health care, care of the lderly, education, housing and the environment”.
“Thus one of the independent variables in thi study, “Women’s Iterests”, includes an

involvement in committees or cabinet posts related to these fields (se Table 4-1).

* This s not itee i the only, or even test of
Substantive but instead, one way of ng the activities of MPs and how
they are able to substantively represent interest groups.




Table 41

“What are “Women's Interests”
committees?

“Women's interests” include involvement
in committees and/or cabinet positions that
comrespond with Tremblay’s definition of
“traditional women’s interests” — those
related to “health care, care of the elderly,
education, housing and the environment”.
Committees that relate o this include:

Environment
Status of Persons with Disabilities
Health
Human Rights

committees reflect this definition of
“traditional women’s interests”.

“The “Women’s Interest” variable is binary: if a politician was involved in a “Women’s Iterest”
committee or cabinet post, their involvement with “Women’s Interests” was coded as 1 (while
those without such involvement were coded as 0).

The Status of Women

According to Tremblay (1999), “women’s rights” are distinct from “women’s traditional
interests”, “Women's rights” are “those that are feminist in intent and that deal with issues
having a direct impact on women” (439). Therefore, the commitiee equivalent to “women’s

rights™ bills is involvement with the committee for the Status of Women. To test the effect of

to“women’s rights,” partcipati

1o the Status of women was included as a separate variable. This variable is also binary: if an MP




‘was involved in the Status of Women Committee (as either a member or as the Minister) they

were coded as 1, if not, they were coded as 0.

Hypotheses: the Expected Impact of Substantively Representing Women

‘There are a number of hypotheses I propose. First, as Heath et al. (2005) have found that the
existence of a “women’s affairs” committee decreases the chances that a woman will be

promoted to high prestige positions, I hypothesize that legislators will be less likely to achieve

“Success” if they are involved in women’s interests and women'’s rights.

la: P i “Women'’s Interests” and th of Women
leads MPs t0 achieve less “Success"

ndly, [ ize that women the maj ‘members on these

‘committees. I expect that we will see fewer men on these commitiees than women.

HIb: Females have a higher tendency to be in “Women's Interests" and the Status of
Women comitrees.

T expect that hypotheses 1a and 1b will be directly related. Since women are more likely to

represent women's interests i they will

of pursuing interests that are in fact, less prestigious. This will lead the to be less likely to have

I less likely to itions in cabinet, and less likely to run in

leadership conventions. Involvement in these types of committees, however, is not the sole factor
that impacts whether or not a woman will become “Successful”, but one factor that affects this

resul; this study, commi the main variable to be examined

to understand the impact on “Success™.
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Itis important to note, in the Canadian context,that only the Liberal Party and the Conservative
Party (or one of ts predecessors, the Progressive Conservative Party) have been governing

parties. For the period of 1997-2011 only the Liberal and the Conservative Parties were in

power. Clearly, only these 1d have. inet minis d only these
parties were potential governing parties. Thus, their role within Parliament differed from that of
non-governing partis. Given that not all partes formed government at this time, we should
expect the influence of substantively representing women to be different on women's career
"success.” Furthermore, as women are found o be more left-leaning, and left-parties tend to
promote more women than others, the relationship between women's success and their adoption
of women's interests could potentially differ from that of the traditional governing partes. Two
hypotheses stem from the differences across parties in their capacity for government formation:
H2: Members of non-governing parties, such as the NDP, are more likely to branch out
in their interests and thus focusing on women's issues may be less of an impediment to
“Success" within this type of party.
“Thus, the potential may exist for women within the NDP party to branch out and also be

successful. Therefore, “Success” diffe i i different
parties may vary depending on the goals of the party, and subsequently, their welcoming

atmosphere for women.

4.1.3. Dependent Variables

In order to test these hypotheses, I formed a concept of “Success” that was specific to Canadian
federal politics. There are three components to this definition of success: a) leadership; b)
longevity; and c) prestigious positions in cabinet (“Pipeline” portfolios). Each component was

coded into a variable of its own, and then an additive index of all three was also created. Creating
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a concept of “Success” is one, allows for a mul ‘what it

‘means to reach these levels within Canadian federal politics. In order to be successful then, one

mst not only be i y win re-election),
it part ing high i running or gaining leadership). This
that although a MP may make strides within individual areas within this

concept,in order to rise within Parliament o levels of high power, generally all three aspecs arc

necessary. Furthermore, it highlights the fact that women rarely (or in this study, never) gain all

of where women are absent. Through this, it can be better understood how and why women, or
those who substantively represent women, fare within Parliament. It attempts to further the
exploration into which factors impact women’s rise into power and therefore, strengthen the

understanding of why so few women are present in higher levels of power.
Leadership

‘ three of these facets. This definition, therefore, allows for both a combined
“The first variable, leadership, is broken down into four categories: becoming Prime Minister was
coded (3), achieving party leadership (2), unning for leadership (1) and a other (0). It was
coded this way o reflect the different levels of leadership: running for leadership indicates a
higher level of success and status than not unning, but winning the leadership contest illustrates
a high level of support from the party. Similarly, becoming Prime Minister represents a level of
support from the party (and usually, the country as well). Since this i the most prestigious
position in Canadian politics it was coded higher than the other levls of leadership. To become

Prime Minister of Canada is to achieve a high level of success in Parliament.
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However, itis only a very small number of politicians who become Prime Minister. This dataset
includes only four MPs who had become PM (Jean Chretien, Stephen Harper, Paul Martin and
Joseph Clark —and in the case of Joe Clark, his term as PM came prior to the 1997-2011 period),
but it is not only these four members that could be considered to be “Successful” in Canadian
politics. Arguably, there are plenty of other “Successful” MPs in Canada. Thus, the other

indicators of h as career length bei ted

1o a high profile cabinet position.

Longevity
“The second factor, longevity (or along carcer in that the MP has been able
to main et within his or her i has been that might

expel them from power, therefore playing the political game sufficiently to remain a politician.
Longevity alone does not necessarily indicate a high level of power and prestige in Parliament,
as backbenchers may also remain in power for long periods of time. However, paired with the
other elements of “Success”, longevity provides an important component, illustrating that the MP
has been successful enough to remain a politician. This variable was coded into terciles based on
the length of an MP's career: short careers, medium careers, and long carcers. The total number
of MPs were divided into three groups based on the length of their career: those that fell within
the lowest third was coded as “short careers”, “medium careers” were the middle third and those

that fel into the highest careers were “long”.




Cabinet Portfolios: Pipeline versus Other

‘The third component of the “Success” achieved by a Member of Parliament s constituted by

whether or not the MP has held a seat in cabi portanly, heor

she has held what is considered to be a “Pipeline” post. As I suggested earlier i this thesis, this
study employs a conception of “Pipeline” post (or, “top job”) that is based on the existing
literature about the prestige and importance of cabinet portfolios. In particular, the ranking of
portfolios advanced by Laver and Hunt (1992), the position of posts worldwide according to

Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson (2005), and Bashevkin’s ition of “10p jobs™

in the Canadian context all impact the classification of “Pipeline” posts in this thesis.

Finance and Foreign Affai found to be prestigious in a variety

of governments from Latin America to Australia (Heath et al., 2005; Moon and Fountain, 1997).

In Canada, these port influential, and in addition, Justice i also identified as a top

job (Bashevin 2009). According to Laver and Hunt (1992), the highest ranked portfolios in
Canada (with 1 consttuting the highest ranking and 10 the lowest ranking) are: Finance (1.50),
External Affairs (3.05), Trade (3.85), and Justice (5.31). Bashevkin's (2009) categorization of
top jobs also includes Justice, but excludes Trade. Given Bashevkin's local knowledge and

research on C: i for this study, [ 10 exclude Trade from my list

of prestigious “pipeline positions”, Thus three positions (Finance, Justice and Foreign Affairs)

will prestigious “Pipeline” posts at all others (see Table 4.2).

‘There are a number of benefits from using this measure. This distinction allows a clear division

“Success” or " if] i these




cabinet portfolios then they have been successful. This measure is also specifically Canadian,

and identifies what is prestigious within Canada’s legislature in particular.

Table 42

‘What are “Pipeline” Cabinet Posts?

Pipeline cabinet posts are posts that
carry high prestige and may lead to
leadership. In Canada, these include:

Minister of Finance

Minister of Justice and Attorney
General

Minister of Foreign Affairs

Committee membership of these.
portfolios is also studied as
“involvement in pipeline interests”.
“This is an inclusive term that includes
involvement in commmittee membership,
but also cabinet posts as well.

These posit prestigious in C: and

‘pipeline posts i this way has the potential to illustate the extent to which politicians reach hi

levels of status within the Canadian legislature.

Not all cabis

t os. In addition p jobs, I also
assessment of other types of cabinet posts. In particular, cabinet posts related to “Women’s

Interests” are included as a means to understand whether women dominate cabinet posts that are



associated with “Women’s Interests, and to understand whether women who focus on

substantively representing women in committee are likely to be appointed to these cabinet poss.

Table 43

What are “Women's Interest” Cabinet
Posts?

These are the interests defined by
Tremblay (1999) to be of particular

3
environment”. OF these, two correspond
to cabinet posts in Parliament
Environment and Health. Therefore, the
posts of,
Minister of Environment
Minister of Health

are considered 1o be “Women's
Interests” cabinet posts. Involvement in
women's rights, or the Staws of

Women, constiutes another, separate
variable.

‘Table 4-3 describes what is considered to be a “Women’s Interest” cabinet post. There are fewer
cabinet posts related to “Women’s Interests” than committees related to similar issues as a
smaller number of cabinet positions correspond to the definition of traditional women’s interests
(such as Human Rights and the Status of Persons with Disabilities). Therefore, the posts of

Minister of Health and Minister of Environment are the two portfolios examined.



4.13. ControlIntervening Variables

in purpose of this thesis i ine the impact i on success in
the House of Commons, much of the basis of this research is about the impact of committee
‘work on women’s careers in particular. I therefore include sex as a control variable. I expect that
the careers of women and men may not be affected by committee work equally, and that they
‘will not be offered the same opportunities in Parliament. I suspect that women will be more
likely to adopt women’s issues and that they will be less likely to be appointed to high prestige

positions. In addition to including sex in the analysis, I also control for political party. As

‘women, as well as policy pl
that may or may not appeal to women, I hypothesize that women’s experiences within these
‘parties wil vary. T expect that both of these variables (sex and party) will influence the

relationship between the focus on “Women's Interests™ and “Success”

In order to assess the impact of ion of women on 1
conduct aseries of bivariate analyses to assess the links between the variables of interest. This

hod - ik exist b

f women (by
their subsequent success (longevity, leadership and “Pipeline posts). Before I do that, I will
discuss the careers of women who gained some level of “Success” as defined in this thesis. In
this way, T can paint a picture of which women were able to maintain some facet of this

“Success” and what their careers were like.



CHAPTER 5
NOTABLE WOMEN IN THE 36" TO THE 40™ PARLIAMENTS

Although many of the women well-known in federal Canadian politics preceded the time period

of this study, this thesis does not intend to argue that female MPs did not, in some capacity,

in Canadian federal poli period of 1997-2011. This section

explores the careers of some of the most prominent women who sat in Parliament throughout this

time, and the extent to which they reached “Success” as defined in this study. By doing this, itis

bl how, and under which femal Tevels of “Success”.
“Thus, this section attempts to help with isolating the factors that advance gender equality in
‘Canadian politics. Clearly, many of the women who were first to hold prominent positions ~ the

first elected (Agnes McPhail), the first to sitin cabinet (Judy Lamarsh), and the first female

Prime Minister (Kim Campbell) - sat in Parliament years and decades before 1997. However,
that does not mean that notable women were absent from the more recent sttings of Parliament.
From the 36" to the 40" sittings of Parliament, women were prominent across all parties,

Iuding running for the leadership of each major political party. However, the number of

‘women to st in cabinet, especially in prestigious positions, is limited. In fact, many of the

‘women who sat in cabinet had the position of “Minister of State” — a cabinet position without a

portfolio. Women receiving cabinet positions than

effectual.

the careers of a select female MPs in depth, «

illustrate what a “Successful” female politician looked like in the period from 1997 to 2011. 1
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chronicle details about their party affliation, their posts in Parliament. Specifically, I recorded

they were ona inet posi “Pipeline”/top job issue
area, or if they held posts or responsibilities related to “Women’s Interests” — as well as noting
whether or not they ran for leadership of their party. This section highlights women who reached
the highest levels of “Success” within this period, and illutrates what their careers looked like
(particularly, how each differed from the average female MP). These notable women have been
involved in a range of different parties — Liberal, Conservative, NDP and the Bloc Quebecois. It
includes women who have received a high level of public attention — all have reached some level
of “Suceess” as defined in this study’ — whether a lengthy career, a leadership bid, or holding a
“Pipeline™related post. However, none of these women achieved all three in this period of time.
‘The most successful women, therefore, still did not reach of the highest level of “success,” the
level of success that only men achieved during these years in the House of Commons. The
women included in this section are Anne McLellan, Sheila Copps, Belinda Stronach, Martha

Hall Findlay, Diane Albonezy, Francine Lalonde and Alexa McDonough.

5.1 Anne McLellan

‘Anne MeLellan differs from the other promi i this sect ber of
‘ways. First, she is the only woman to have held a “Pipeline” cabinet post (Finance, Foreign
Affairs or Justice) from the 36 - 40™ sittings (although many were involved in “Pipeline™-
related committees, none of the others were appointed to “Pipeline” positions in cabinet).
Consequently, she is also the only female to have held both a traditional “Women’s Interest™

related cabinet post (Health) and a pipeline post (Minister of Justce and Attorney General). She

& gy section “Success” for the
purposes of this study.




is the only have held post in a pipeli ile 15 men held

pipeli this

Table 5-1
'A. Anne Mcle
* Elected to - e 3505 360, 70 and 30 S
« Liberal Party

er of Justice and Attorney General
(1997.06.11-2002.01.14)

Minister of Health

(2002.01.15 -2003.12.11)

No involvement with the Status of Women
« Did not run for leadership

Additionally, McLell i i for the leadership of her

party. However, it should be noted that Sheila Copps ran for the Liberal leadership during.
MeLellan's carcer, and this could have potentially influenced her decision to run (as Copps was
riicized and a two-woman ballot would have been unprecedented). McLellan had no

involvement with the Status of Women or with any committees related to “women's interests.”
5.2 Sheila Copps

‘Sheila Copps is described by Bashevkin (2009) as being “among one of the most memorable

women in the Canadian House of Commons during recent decades” (39). Bashevkin further

notes that, “C ingui feisty ‘Rat Pack’  heckled, and

consistently peppered Conservative ministers with tough questions” (39). She ran for the Liberal
leadership on two occasions (1990 and 2003). She was criticized as being both 100 young and
100 aggressive (Bashevkin, 2009: 64 and 39). In this way, she was unconventional. However,
she was appointed to the post of “Minister of Environment” a traditional “Women's Interest”
cabinet portfolio. Even her bid for the leadership did not lead o a promotion to a “Pipeline™

cabinet post.



Table 52

Sheila Copps

= Elected to the 33rd, 34th, 35th (by-clection), 36th
and 37th Sittings.

Liberal Party

Minister of Environment (1993.11.04 - 1996.01.24)
No involvement with the Status of Women
Leadership candidate twice (1990, 2003)

C i this group of she had no i in

“Pipeline™related issue arcas or cabinet portfolios at all. She was appointed as the Minister of

Environment by Jean C} her i the 1990 ip election. She also had

I i W discussed in this

section do not. This might indicate that women who achieve high levels of success are often not

involved in traditional women’s rights committees.
5.3 Belinda Stronach

Belinda Stronach was also a frequent topic for the press which often to focused on her personal
life. She was the second woman to run for the Conservative leadership, Flora MacDonald was
the first to run for the job in 1976 (Bashevkin, 2009: 39). She ran for the position before
becoming an MP (she later ran - and was elected - as an MP in Newmarket-Aurora) (Bashevkin,

2009: 75-6).




Table 53

Belinda Stronach

" Elected to the 38th and 39th Sittings

© Conservative (2004 - 2005.05.16), and then
crossed floor to Liberal (2005.05.17 - present)
Member of the Status of Women Committee
(2006.04.03 - 2007.09.14)

Member of the Foreign Affairs and International
Trudb Conumuee (2004.10.04 - 2005.11.29)

o Ran ‘onservative party (2004)

Stronach then famously switched to the Liberal Party to become a Liberal cabinet minister
(Bashevkin, 2009: 76). Although she had no involvement in traditional “Women’s Interest”

of

the only discussed in

this chapter to have been involved with the Status of Women Committee. Although she ran for
the leadership of the Conservative Party, she did not succeed at securing it. Furthermore, even

though she was involved in the committee for Foreign Affairs and International Trade, she was
never appointed to a “Pipeline” cabinet post. Stronach retired from politics in 2007 (Bashevkin,

2009: 77)
5.4. Martha Hall Findlay

Martha Hall Findlay had a relatively brief career in federal politis, siting for only part of the
39™ sitting, the full 40° sitting, and was subsequently efeated in the 2011 Canadian Federal
Election. She became the second woman to run for the leadership of the Liberal Party in 2006
(the first of course being Sheila Copps). As women rarely run, running for leadership is an

important indicator of success.




Table 5-4

Martha Hall Findlay

" Elected to the 39th (2008 By-Election) and 40th
Sittings

Liberal Party

« No "womens interest” committee involvement

No involvement with the Status of Women

Assistant Criti to Finance (2008.03.31 - 2008.11.14)
© Ran for leadership of the Liberal Party (2006)

‘While siting as an opposition MP, Findlay served as Assistant Critic to Finance (a “Pipeline™-
related area) and had no involvement with cither traditional “Women's Iterests” or the Status of

Women.

5.5. Diane Albonezy

Diane Albonczy h both “Pipeline” -

related areas as well as traditional “Women’s Interest” related areas. Although a longstanding

has a of State. This follows the
trend since the beginning of Stephen Harper’s Prime Ministerial career, in which a growing

proportion of ini Ministers of State, rather th vitha

portfolio.



Table 5-5

Diane Albonczy

= Elected to the 35th, 36th, 37th, 38th, 39th, 40th and 415t Sttngs.

= Reform Party (1993.10.25 - 2000.03.26), Canadian Reform
Conservative Alliance (2000.03.27 - 2003.12.22) and
Conservative Party (2003.12.23 - pesent)

« Minister of State of Foreign Affairs (Americas and Consular

Affais) (2011.01.04 - present), Parliamentary Secretary to

the Minister of Finance (2006.02.07 - 2007.08.13),

Criic of Health (2001.01.05 - 2001.12.17), Assistant Critic of

Justice (1995 - 1996.10.24)

Member of Foreign Affairs and Defence (2011.01.04 - present),

Vice Chair of Environment and Energy Security (2008.10.30

-2010.01.18), Standing Committee of Justice and Legal Affairs

(1994.01.17 - 1996.02.02, 1994.01.17 - 1996.02.02), Status of

Persons with Disabilties (1997.09.22 - 1999.09.18, 1999.10.12 -

2000.10.22), Health (2001.01.29 - 2002.09.16) and Finance

(2006.04.03 - 2007.09.14)

« Noinvolvement in the Status of Women Committee

«_Ran for leadership of the Canadian Alliance (2002) B

Although she ran for the party leadership, has had a relatively lengthy career as an MP, ample
experience in cabinet and in “Pipeline-related committees, she has yet to be appointed to a
“Pipeline™related cabinet portfolio by Prime Minister Harper—indeed, she has et to be
appointed to a portfolio. Her lack of a portfolio i surprising, given the length and nature of her

carcer.

5.6. Fra

Lalonde

Francine Lalonde ran for the leadership of the Bloc Quebecois in 1997 soon after the inception of

the party. As many of the polit here, she has invol in
the Status of Women commitiee. She also has not been involved in any other traditional

“Women’s Interest”related comittees.



Table 56
Francine Lal
B El::led © me 35th, 36th, 37th, 38th, 39th and 40th

Bb-: Quebccois Party

Critic of Foreign Affairs (1999.06.30 - 2006.09.11,

2007.01.23 - 2008.06.25, 2009.05.22 - 2011.01.20)
= Sat on Standing Comittee on Foreign Affairs and
Interational Trade (1999.10.12 - 2000.10.22,
2001.01.29 - 2002.09.16, 2002.09.30 - 2003.11.12,
2004.02.02 - 2004.05.23, 2004.10.04 - 2005.11.29,
2006.04.03 - 2007.09.14, 2007.10.16 - 2008.09.07
2009.01.26 - 2009.12.30, 2010,03.03 - 2011.03.26)
Noinvolvement n the Status of Women Committee
Ran for leadership of the Bloc (1997)

Lalonde does, however, have extensive involvement with Foreign Affairs and International
Trade, serving as the party critic from 1999 to 2011, She has also been a longstanding Member
of Parliament, elected from the 35" to 40° Sittings. As a member of the Bloc Quebecois, nota

‘governing party, she did not have ity to sitin cabinet. However, she was the Critic

of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, which could be considered a high prestige position

within non-govering parties.

5.7. Alexa MeDonough

Together with Audrey MeLaughlin, Alexa McDonough is one of the most well-known women in
the NDP. MeLaughlin, the first female federal party leader, was replaced by McDonough.
MeDonough “championfed] a non-traditional leadership style” (Trimble and Arscott, 2003: 86)

and is described by Trimble and Arscott (2003) to be “Canada’s most experienced female party

88). She doubled the party's seats in 1997, and was able to secure official party status

(Trimble and Arscott, 2003: 87). As an MP, sh inent ritc positi ing the
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ind as critic to Foreign Affairs. She was also critic of Ha
Rights portfolio, but as most all of the women featured in this section, was not involved with the

Status of Women Committee. She resigned as leader of the NDP in 2003 (Bashevkin, 2009: 5).

Table 57
lexa Mcd:
= Elected to the 36th, 37th, 38th and 39th Sitings

cratic Party
(Critic of Foreign Affairs (2003.02.04 - 2007.09.26),
Interational Human Rights (2004.04.16 - 2004.07.21)
and Prime Minister (1997.06.02 - 2003.02.03)
+ Sat on Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and
International Development (2002.09.30 - 2003.11.12,
2004.02.02 - 2004.05.23, 2006.04.03 - 2007.09.14)
No involvement in the Status of Women Committee
Ran for leadership of the NDP twice (1995 and 2001)
*_Leader of the NDP from 1995-2003.

5.8. Notable Women: Canadian Female MPs 1997-2011

Together, th les of prominent Canadian politicians paint a picture of a

“Successful” woman in Parliament. Only one of these women was involved with commilttce

work related to the Status of Women — whereas 33.8% of female MPs were involved in this

committee. Conversely, only one was appointed to a “Pipeline™related cabinet portfolio (A.

‘Anne MeLellan). Although al of these women ran for thir respective party’s leadership (with

he MeLellan), only Alexa McDonough ip of her

party, the NDP.

‘What does a “Successful” female MP look like? The female MPs discussed were more likely to

be involved with “Pipeline” committees than the average female MP and much less likely to be
involved in the committee work related to the Status of Women. Four of the seven were involved

in committee work related to traditional “Women’s Interests”, and in two of these cases held a




cabinet portfolio related to traditional “women’s interests.” A successful woman in Canadian

pol “Pipeline™related cabi io or become leader of a
party. Generally, the highest level of in Parliament i
for leadership of the party or remaining i along term. the political

careers of these seven women in detail provides some indication of what it takes to be a
“Successful” female politician, the following section provides a broader look at the activities of

male and female MPs from 1997 to 2011



CHAPTER 6:

DOES REPRESENTING WOMEN PENALIZE MPS?

6.1 Background

“This section pr of the relationship presenting women
hrough binet involvement on “Success’”. “Success” for this
thesis “Pipeline” cabinet posit igi leadership, and
longevity in Parliament. The describes the rates at which MPs

“Women's Interests” and the Status of Women Committce, which is the independent variable.
‘The second part of this section examines each component of “Success” separately, and then as a

‘group, and the affect thatthe independent variable has on this dependent variable.

Legislative Activity Related to “Women’s Interests”

“The first step to understanding the impact that substantively representing women has on the
carcers of politicians is to analyze the rates at which politicians, both male and female,

participate in activi 10 “Women’s Interests” itees related

‘women’s interests (including Status of Persons with Disabilities, Human Rights, Health and
Environment committees) can be understood to be a means to substantively represent women.

‘Thus, the degree to which women and men tend to be appointed to these committees also

between
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‘Adoption of "Women's Interests" by Sex

Men | Women | Totl
vone | o | on [ sow
Om ooy 5§6:-/. soan sésss-/.
T | o | o0 | 10005

[Cn26.7797 7Gamma 0.258

‘While overall more men are involved in committees related to women's interests (N of 266

versus §9), as seen here, when ici by sex,

ly i in women's i 3 10538%

of men are involved. The proportion of women who sit on “Women's Interests” committces is

y those who do not, ids of

period. Furthermore, the si level of this relati indicating that the

relationship between sex and adoption of women's issues i statistically significant. The factthat
‘more women are involved in women's interests, also considered less prestigious positions,

illustrates that women then men in I

‘The appointment of MPs to a “Women's Interest"-related cabinet postis a higher level of

prestige i ignifies that the MP inted to cabinet. This

higher level of poy the
committee membership. “Women's Interest” cabinet portfolios are till less prestigious,

however, than “Pipelinc™ inet posts. Table 6-2 i o cabinet

portfolios related to women's interest, by sex.



s Interets" Cabinet Posts by Sex
Men_| Women [ _Total
Nooe |t | show | onw
omorMore | s | s | 2w
Toal | | o 628

100.0% | 100.0%
Ch2 121,177 Significance 0.000/Gamma -0.087

‘The trend remains:

toa
“Women's Interest” cabinet post

po though only 7 |, compared to 10 men.
numbers seem fairly similar, women constitute a much lower proportion of the total number of

seats in the House of Commons. Thus, while 5.

of women held these positions, 2% of men

also hold a women’s binet post. This i i t 3
indicating it is statistically sign . Furthermore, the proporti jinted to these
positions is h ittees related to women'’s interests

‘Thus women in Parliament are likely to represent women'’s interests in committees and in

1, but they do 5o, for the most part, in commitice work.



Legislative Activity Related to the Status of Women

‘The Status of Women Committee was created in 1971 as a response to the recommendation
contained in the report of the Royal Commission on the Status of Women in 1970. Since 1986,
the position of “Minister responsible for the Status of Women' has been held consistently by a
female cabinet member. This one post is reserved for a female (increasingly, this responsibility is
allocated to a Minister of State, which indicates it is not a portfolio on its own). As shown in
‘Table 6-3, much of the legislative activity related to the Status of Women, even at the committee

Tevel, is performed by women.

Table 6-3

omen, By Sex
Men_| Women | Total

No Involvement inthe | 475 | 89
Status of Women | 84.2% | 15.8% | 100%
Involvement in Statusof | 19 | 45 64
‘Women 29.7% | 703% | 100%

‘Women were significantly more likely than men to be involved in the Status of Women. 70.3%
of women (45) compared to 29.7% of men (19) were either on the Status of Women Committee
or held the position of Minister of the Status of Women. Furthermore, whereas nearly one third

of all women MPs had some involvement in the Status of Women (45 of 134), only a small

fraction of male MPs (19 0f 494). Thus, although i 30% ofall
‘of MPs (both male and female) involved with legislative activity related to this issue, when we

focus solely on men themselves, the proportion of MPs involved drops substantiall

- only 3.9%




‘Women.

another activity, of low prestige, of which about 30% of women are involved.
6.2. Who Receives the “Pipeline” Posts?
“The first indicator of success i the receipt of a “Pipeline” position. These high prestige:

positions, or “top jobs”, are divvied by the executive amongst a select few cabinet members.

party, as

1l as a i level of ibility. Clearly, this type of g
‘member of the governing party. Thus, the analysis here is limited 10 those within the Liberal and

Conservative Partis.

Before ex

ing the rate of promotion to “Pipeline” cabinet posts, it is imperative to present the

ates of appointment 0 ca

1, in general. Table 6-4 does just that, presenting the relationship
amongst the two governing parties, The Liberal Party and the Conservative Party, and
appointment o cabinet. The rate at which a political party promotes its members may be

indicative of the types of opportunities available to MPs i each party.

Table 64
Cabinet Parties
‘Conservatives | Total
107 233
bl 74.8% 59.9%
Oneor 36 156
More 2% 0.1%
6 143 389
ol 100.0%

100.0% 100.0%
Ch2 20,978 Significance 0.000 /Gamma - 47
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It appears by Table 6-4 tht the Liberal Party are more likely to appoint more of their members to
cabinet positions than the Conservatives. However, ths very significant relationship might,in
actuality, be a result of the long-standing reign of the Liberal Party in the 1990s under Jean
Chretien. Many of the members were incumbents in this period of study and were promoted
previous to 1997. The new Conservative Party, on the other hand, is a fairly young party, and has
ot held office for as many years as the Liberal Party did in the Chretien/Martin era. It will be
interesting to compare the data in Table 6-4 with similar data collected in a few years, after

Harper's majority government has had a few years of stablity

Even considering the differences in length of goverment, it is notable that there is quite a
difference between the Liberal Party (promoting 120 different MPs o cabinet), and the
Conservatives, promoting only 36. Thus, whereas the Liberal Party appointed nearly half of all

its MPs in this period to a cabinet position at some point, only a quarter of Conservative MPs

Liberal MPs may have had tothe
paths to power. Altematively, it may also indicate a switch to a more concentrated pool of more
powerful politicians, rather than a dispersed version of power. In general, about 40.1% of MPs

that are members of governing parties were appointed to cabinet from 1997-2011.

for goveming parties has we

can return to the primary goal of this section, answering the basic question: what is the rate at

‘which i promoted to these prestigi itions? Table 6-5 presents

this relationship. Of the 175 ministers who held cabinet posts in this period, 19 (or 10.9%) were

“Pipeline” posts.
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Table 6-5
*Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and Cabinet Posts, Amongst MPs
Cabinet | NoCabinet |y
Post Post o
No % 453 609
pipeline” | (6 100% 100%
net Post | %%
Pipeline” | 19 0 19
Cabinet Post | 10.9% 0% 100%
175 5 8
ol 100% 100% 100%
[Ch2 507 7/Signi ambda 1

Even though “Pipeline” po
even smaller minority of MPs. Only 19 of 628 MPs in this period held a “Pipeline” cabinet post.

‘The “Pipeline” post, therefore, represents the most elte of the executive. What does this elite

look like? For one, they irely male. Tabls pl i between sex

and “pipeline posts”.
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Table 66
ipeline” Cabinet Posts and Cabinet Post, Amongst MPs, by Sex
Men
Cabinet | No Cabinct
Post
No Pipeline” Cabinet | 117 359
Post 36.7% 1000%
“Pipeline” Cabinet 18 0
Post 13.3% 0%
135 359
Toal 100.0% 1000%
Women
No "Pipeline” Cabinet | 39 5 133
Post 97.5% 100.0% 99.3%
“Pipeline” Cabinct 1 0 1
Post
Toul
Ch2 49.67772.368Sign

Of the 19 politicians appointed to “Pipeline™ cabinet posts 18 were men; 3.6% of all male MPs

0 this position, whereas less than 1% of ll female inted to these:
positions (0.7%). This relati in fact, ionshi involvement
in cabinet posts and “Pipeline” for women fsex is

‘added. Furthermore, of the 19 men appointed to these posts, three (Jean Chretien, Paul Martin
‘and Joe Clark) also became Prime Minister. Only four Prime Ministers sat during this period,

‘and the fourth, Stephen Harper, had a fairly short career before becoming Prime Minister. His

‘party was not in power whil an MP. Thus, ity t0 hold sucha

Prime Minister. Of i were m

‘more likely than women to be appointed to “Pipeline” posts than women.




“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and “Women's Interests”

‘The next step in this analyss i yond what these MPs looked

their actvities in Parliament i impacts
their chances of being involved in prestigious “Pipeline” posts. Of the utmost significance to this
study is whether a MP who substantively represents women through committee involvement is
likely to achieve suceess, through factors such as receiving “Pipeline” posts. Involvement with

“Women's Interests” alone does not appear to impact whether or not a MP will be appointed to a

“Pipeline” cabinet post. The rates of irly simil ngst those

involved or uninvolved with “Women’s Interests”. Of those that hold “Pipeline” posts. 8 (42.1%)

had no “Women'’s Interest”, whereas 11 (57.9%) did hold a “Women's Interest". Neither the Chi

. o _—

relationship exists between the two factors.

However, there i ofi “Women's Interests": on
To understand whether there is. holdi
‘women’s issues and “Pipeline” ipt of a high- ition), the two.

tabulated and the results can be seen in Table 6-7. This table shows the relationship between
“Women’s Interests” cabinet posts and the likelihood of receiving a top position (a “Pipeline”

‘cabinet post)



Table 67
Wormen's nerests” Cabinet Posts and "Pipelne” Cabinet
Posis
No | “Womens
“Women's | Interest”
Imerest® | Cabinet | T
Cabinet Post | _Post
No "Pipeline” EX | s
Cabinet Post o12% | s2a% | 968%
ipetne”Post |17 L]
6l
Toul .

Cho 11,853/ Significance 0.014 / Gamma 0.764

Of the cabinet ministers who had ever held “Women's Interest” cabinet posts, only three had also

held “Pipeline” posts at one time or another. There appears to be minimal crossover between the

two types of positions. However, of the 628 Members of Parliament during this time period, 594

(94.58%) had held no women’s inerest or pipeline cabinet post whatsoever. Thus, the number of

MPs actuall i these positions is a small of
‘The fact that 82.4% of those that held “Women's Interest” cabinet posts did not hold also

dispersed amongst a

“Pipeline” cabinet
small group of individuals,those that represent “Pipeline” posts and those that represent
“Women’s Interests” generally do not consist of the same individuals. Therefore, those who are
involved in “Women’s Interests” in cabinet, those that can be understood to be substanively
representing women, are not likely t0 be given a prestigious cabinet position. This supports my
hypothesis that those who represent women are less likely 10 be *Successful” as measured by

recciving highly-coveted pipeline positions.
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or ot . added the
control of “sex” to further investgate thi reationshi in Table 6.8
Table 68
*Women' Taerests” Cabinet Posts and “Pipeline” Cabinet
Posts, By Sex
[Men
No "Women's | "Women's
Inerest | Interest” | Total
Cabinet Post_| Cabinet Post
No "Pipeling” 967 3 75
CabinctPost | 96.5% 8% | 962%
“Pipeline” 17 2 1o
Cabinet Post 35% 0% | 8%
= s 10 o
100% 100% | 100%
Women
No "Pipelinc” 27 3 133
Cabinet Post 100% 8% | 993%
*Pipeline” 0 1
binet Post % % | om
127 7 134
L 100% 1% | 100%
2 7200/18.279/ Sigificance 0.052 7 Gomma 0.146/1
When sex “This s likely to have
11 of the women included in thi helda

“Pipeline” cabinet post and she also held a “Women’s Iterest” cabinet post (Anne MeLellan,
Minister of Justice and Attomey General, 1997.06.11 - 2002.01.14; Minister of Health,
2002.01.15 - 2003.12.11). Thus, 100% of the women who held a prestigious cabinet position
also held a traditional “Women's Interest” cabinet post. Conversely, the majority of men who
held a pipeline cabinet post did not hold a women's interest post. Most MPs, including both men
and women, who held “Women's Iterests” cabinet posts were unlikely to also hold a “Pipeline™

cabinet post. This indicates that those involved in “Women’s Interests”, even those involved



‘within the higher levels of power, the ministry —are unlikely to also be involved i

cabinet posts. Thus, “Women's Interests” cabinet posts do not seem o lead to gaining more:
prestigious positions. Although it s difficult to draw a conclusion about the nature of women in

“Pipeline” posts (as there i only one), it s intriguing that MeLellan would also have held a

“Women's Interest” cabinet position, suggesting that she is expected to stil represent women.

“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and the Status of Women

levels of i f women’s interests:

traditional women’s ts and women’s rights. 1 i dealt with interests

considered to be traditional women’s interests. The next stage of the analysis investigates the
impact of legislative activity surrounding the Status of Women (*women’s rights” committee) on
cabinet portfolios. The Status of Women Comittee is a particularly interesting aspect to study
as it is dominated by women. On the committee level it is predominately women, whereas on the
cabinet level it is entirely composed of men. Therefore, unlike the “Women's Interests”, which
has involvement of both men and women, the Status of Women represents an arca almost

entirely female-dominated.

I hypothesized that legislative activity related to the Status of Women and “Women's Interests™
would be unlikely to overlap with holding “Pipeline” portfolio. In other words, those involved
with representing women will be s likely to be promoted to prestigious cabinet positions. 1
further hypothesized that this would be intensified for women, whom I expected to constitute the
‘majority of the committee memberships for “Women's Interests”. Table 6-9 begins to llustrate

the relationship between legislative actvity related 1o the Status of Women and “success.”



Table 6-9
Involvement in Status of Women and "Pipeline” Cabinet Posts
“pipeliner | Oneor More
"Pipeline” Total
Cabinet
uinet || Cabinet Posts
No Involvement 548 16 64
in the Status of 90% 84.2% 89.8%
‘Women
Involvement in 61 3 64
Status of Women 10% 15.8% 102%
Total 609 19 628
0% 100% 100%

100%
[[ch2_671/ Significance 0.304/Gamma .25 ]

Only three Members of Parliament were involved with both the Status of Women Committee in
this period as well as a “Pipeline” cabinet post. Although also not statisticall significant,this
{table illusrates thatof those who have received “Pipeline” cabinet posts. The vast majority were
notinvolved in the Status of Women, and of those involved in the Status of Women, bulk of
those were not assigned to “Pipeline” cabinet posts.

not i for ‘when sex is added as a control.

“This implies that neither men nor women who become involved in this committee are lkely to be
promoted to the prestigious positions of Foreign Affairs, Justice or Finance, as illustrated in

‘Table 6-10.



Table 6-10
Involvement in Status of Women and "Pipeline” Cabinet Posts, By Sex
Men
Gne or More
No "Pipeline" | “Pipeline” Cabinet | Total
Cabinet Posts Posts
No Involvementinthe | 460 15 475
Status of Women 96.8% 32% 100%
Involvement in Status 16 3 19
of Women 842% 15.8% 100%
476 18 94
Iow 100% 100% 100%
Women
No Involvement in the 8 1 5
Status of Women 98.9% L1% 100%
Involvement in Status 61 0 61
of Women 100% 0% 100%
o 133 1 134
100% 100 100%
“Ch2 8.303/.509/Significance 0.27/.664/ Gamma -704/-1

Only one woman was appointed to a “Pipeline” cabinet post (A. Anne Mclellan) and she was not

involved in the Status of Women committee. Of those promoted to a

ipeline” cabinet post

while also having been involved in the Status of Women committce, all three were men. Again,

while these result t

. they ively intereting: men who

are involved in the legislative activity related to the Status of Women may not avoid penalty, but

may in fact be rewarded.

When thi ip i 10 the cabinet level, it ident that those who hold

Status of Women cabinet posts do not also hold “Pipeline” cabinet posts. These positions are

exclusive of each other.



Table 6-11
Status of Women Cabinet Posts and Appointment (o
“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts

One or
“P.Elim" More | Total
No Status of 601 19 620

Women Cabinet | 98.7% | 100% | 98.7%
Post

Status of Women 8 0
Cabinet Post |.3%

Total

10
Ch2 0253 / Significance 0. sv(hmnu

As Table 6-11 illustrates. 100% of present the Status of

level, did not hold a “Pipeline” cabinet post. This indicates that those who hold the position of

Mini sponsible for Status of likely. placed in a high

prestige position. As the Status of Women cabinet post is exclusively female, and the “Pipeline”

all held by hat might this signif B

6.2.1"Pipeline” and “Women’s Interests” Posts: Sex-Typed Positions?

For the purposes of this study, “Pipeline” and “Women’s Interests” cabinet posts are both

essential to i on of women on the “Success” of

‘each Member of Parliament. If women mainly hold portfolios related to “Women’s Interess”,

and men hold “Pipeline” cabinet posts, it indicates that these positions still operate within sex-

‘appropriate stercotypes. In the period of 1997 2011, men stil held the “Pipeline” cabinet posts

(with one exception), and women held more of the “Women’s Interests” posts, as well as all of



the Status of Women posts. This section will present a reverse chronological representation of

these posts from the 40" sitting to the 36" sitting.

For the 40" sitting, all three pipeline positions were held by men (see Table 6-12). Conversely,
the Status of Women position was held by women (Helena Guergis and Rona Ambrose). Even
though Health was also held by a woman, both Ministers of Environment were men. One might

gue, h that given the increased the the 2008

election (Jones, 2008; Boutet, 2008), the status of this portfolio was higher than normal.

Table 6-12
sters of “Pipeline” and “Women’s Interest” Cabinet Posts, 40" Sitting.
“Women's Interests" and The Status of

" Cabinet Posts Women
Name Date Name Date
Finance | James Micheal | 2006.02.06 - Helena Guergis | 2008.10.30
(Jim) Flaherty Statusof | (Ministerof |-
Women e) 2010.04.09
Robert
Justice | Douglas 2007.01.04— 2010.04.09
Nicholson Rona Ambrose | -
Lawrence 2008.10.30
Foreign | Cannon 20081030~ | Heakth Leona Aglukkag | -
Affairs 2011.05.17
2008.10.30
Environment | Jim Prentice |
2010.11.04
2011.01.04
Peter Kent -

In the Harper government that began in 2008, women dominated the posts of Status of Women
and Health, whereas men held all “Pipeline” posts, as well as the post of Minister of

Environment. This trend continues from his earlier (2006) government.
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The 39" Sitting of the 40" in that all piy inet posts were held by
men. The “Women's Interests” portfolios, however, were also dominated by men: Tony Clement
represented Health and John Baird was one of the two Ministers of Environment. The Ministers

of Status of Women were both women (see Table 6-13).

Table 6-13
Ministers of “Pipeline” and Women's Interest” Cabinet Posts, 39° Sitting

"Womens Interests" and The Status of
Pipeline” Cabinet Posts Women

Name Date Name Date

20060206 2006.02.06

Finance | James Michael | Statusof | Beverley 1. |-
(Jim) Flaherty Women | Oda 2007.08.13
2006.02.06 Josée 2007.08.14

Justice | Vie Toews - Vemer |-
2007.01.03 20081029
2007.01.04 Tony 2006.02.06

Robert Douglas |- Health Clement |~
Nicholson 20081029
2006.02.06

Foreign | Peter Gordon | 2006.02.06 | Environment | Rona -
Affairs | MacKay - Ambrose [ 2007.01.03

2007.08.13

2007.08.14 2007.01.04

Maxime Bernier | - John Baird |-
2008.05.26 2008.10.29

Paul Martin’s the 38" Sitti d. All

of “Pipeline” cabinet posts were male (see Table 6-14). Women also do not represent Health or
Environment. Instead, women represent only the Status of Women and held fewer of these

positions than they did in other sitti




e 6-

"Pipeline” Cabinet Posts

T
sters of “Pipeline” and “Women's Interest” Cabinct Posts, 38" Sitting
‘Women's Interests” and The Status of
fomen

Name Date Name Date
Status of 2003.12.12
Ralph 2003.12.12 | Women Jean -
Finance | Edward - Augustine [ 2004.07.19
Goodale 2006.02.05
Liza Frulla | 2004.07.20 -
2006.02.05
2003.12.12 Pierre 2003.12.12
Justice | Irwin Cotler | - Health Stewart -
2006.02.05 Pettigrew [ 2004.07.19
Ujjal 2004.07.20
Dosanjh -
2006.02.05
2003.12.12
2003.12.12 | Environment | David -
Foreign | Bill Graham | - Anderson [ 2004.07.19
Affairs 2004.07.19
Pierre 20040719 Stéphane [ 2004.07.20
Stewart - Dion 3
Pettigrew | 2006.02.05 2006.02.05

Jean Chretien was Prime Minister for both the 36" and 37" §i

‘government is the only one discussed here to promote a woman t0 a “Pipeline” position.

The 37" Sitting of Parliament is still mainly by men; however, it

line”

female to sit ona *

abinet post. A. Anne Melellan was the Minister of Justice from

1997 t0 2002 and also represented the portfolio of Health, later, from 2002 to 2003, Three

‘women represented the Status of Women (sce Table 6-15).



Table 615
Ministers of “Pipeline” and “Women's Interest” Cabinet Posts, 37" SHUng

"Women's Interests” and The Status of
Women

" Cabinet Posts
Name Date Name Date
Jean 20020526
i John Paul 20020602 Stawsof | Augustine |-
Finance | Manley - jomen of |2003.12.11
2003.12.11 State)
20020115
1993.11.04 Claudette |-
Paul Edgar |- Bradshaw [ 2002.05.25
Philippe Martin | 2002.06.01
Martin 20020115 1996.01.25
Cauchon - HedyFry |-
2003.12.11 20020114
20020115
A. Ame 1997.06.11 Health A. Anne -
Mclellan - Melellan 2003.12.11
2002.01.14
Foreign 20020116 1997.06.11
Affairs | Bill Graham | - Allan Rock | -
2003.12.11 20020114
John Paul 20001017 David 1999.08.03
Manley - Environment [ Anderson | -
2002.01.14 2003.12.11

The 36" Sitting was similar to the 37" sitting. Anne Melellan held the position of Justice and
Attomey General. However, a woman held the position of Environment ~ Christine Susan

Stewart (see Table 6-16).



Table 6-16
Ministers of “Pipeline” and “Women's Interest” Cabinet Posts, 36” Siting
“Women's Interests" and The Status o
men

“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts Wor
Name Date Name Date
19931104 19960125
Finance | Paul Edgar - Sttusof [ HedyFry |-
Philippe Martin | 2002.06.01 | Women 20020114
A 1997.06.11 1997.06.11
Justice | Mclellan - Health Allan Rock
2002.01.14 20020114
1996.01.25 Christine [ 1997.06.11
Foreign | Lioyd Axworthy | - Environment | Susan -
Affairs 2000.10.16 Stewart [ 1999.08.02

‘Women are not prominent in either “Pipeline” posts or “Women's Interests” posts in any of the
sittings. In all sittings of Parliament, women were underrepresented in both “Pipeline” posts and
“Women’s Interest” posts, but do consistently head the portfolio of Status of Women. The fact

that men head all of these positions, particularly the “Pipeline” posts, illustrates that women are

stil excluded  positions within cabinet. As the prestige of te portfolio
increases, fewer women st within those posts, fitting with Bashevkin's (1985) rule that the

higher the position, the fewer women you tend to see holding the post.
Women in Cabinet: The Proportion That Have Ministries

One other aspect of cabinet posts should be included: the tendency of women's cabinet positions

0 be “Ministers of State” rather than Ministers with portfolios. The following Table 6-17, and
the following Figure 6-1. illustrate the rates at which women's cabinet posts actually represent a

portfolio, rather than simply a Minister of Stte.




Table 617
Naber of Woren s Cabic, 36 - 400 Pt
with Portol
[ Total Number
Ministers with
of Female
Portfolis | Ministers
7 %
36th Sitings 77.8% 9
37th Siting 7| s83% 2
38th Siting 7 | 583% 12
391h Sitting 5 5% 8
40th Siting 7 | s83% 12
TFigure6-1
Female Cabinet
Portfolios per Sitting
. 100
i ow
£ 60
=
i 2 a0
2 'E 20
g o
£ 36th Sitt itting39th
[

This ‘women who sat in

sitting. Therefore, it illustrates

not the number of women at any specific time, but instead, the number of women in total that sat

in cabinet per siting (between one clection and the next). The number of women with portfolios

has not increased, but instead the number of women that sat in the Parliament for the 40" Sitting

‘with portfolios is significantly lower than the 36" and 39 Parliaments. Although women are

sitting in cabinet, they are freqy

allocated any

‘This indicates.

that they are being placed in cabinet in proportional numbers, but the placement is more
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ceremonial than practical. The numbers of women in i : the proportion of the

seats that they hold is not equal to the proportion of power that they are given. Furthermore,

Bashevkin (2009) gives an alternate explanation for the jump in the 39™ Sittings:

Harper appoi six inisters to his 26- inet, three of whom

it 2007. At
this point, the prime minister named five women to his 26-seat cabinet (19 percent). In
response to critcism from Equal Voice and other groups, these numbers increased to 11
‘women in an enlarged 38 member cabinet following the 2008 election (130).

Bashevkin states that originally Harper's appointment of women was much lower. However,
after public pressure — specifically from Equal Voice - he adjusted the number of women in

Parliament. Despite this, the data stil indicates that a large proportion of women hold no

portfolio. Furthermore, ‘women in cabinet, and wit ios, has stalled since

1997.

Posts Held By Women

This ra ber of additional q Particularly, how many women o

cabinet posts with ministries and, when appointed, what posts were these women given? In total,

24 different women inted to positions with ministries wi from 1997 - 2011
“Table 6-18 presents a lst of positions that these women held, how many women were

responsible for these positions and the names of the women appointed to each post.



Table 6 18
Cabinet Posts Held By Women from 1997-2011
Post #] Who Held the Post
International Cooperation 6| Bev Oda, Josee Verner, M. Aileen
Carroll, Maria Minna, Susan Whelan,
Diane Marleau
Labour 5 | Lisa Riatt, Rona Ambrose, Bev Oda,
Claudette Bradshaw, Claudette
radshaw
Canadian Heritage 5 | Josee Vemer, Bev Oda, Liza Frulla,
Helene C. Scherrer, Sheila Copy
Citizenship and Immigration 4| Diane Finley, Judy Sgro, Elinor Caplan,
iane Marleau
Human Resources and Social Development | 4 | Diane Finley, Liza Frulla, Belinda
Stronach, Jane Stewart
Intergovernmental Afairs 3 | Josee Vemer, Rona Ambrose, Lucienne:
Robillard

La Francophonie and Official Languages | 2 | Josee Vemer, Diane Marleau
‘Western Economic Diversification 2 Rona Ambrose, Carol Skelton

Health 2| Leona Aglukkag, A. Anne Mclellan
National Revenue 2| Carol Skelton, Elinor Caplan
Environment 2| Rona Ambrose, Christine Susan Stewart
Fisheries and Oceans 1| Gail Shea

Natural Resources 1| Lisa Riatt

Public Works and Government Services | 1 | Rona Ambrose

Canadian Northern Economic 1| Leona Aglukkag

Development Agency

Veteran's Af Albina Guarnieri

Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness
Responsible for Democratic Renewal
Justice and Attorney General

‘ Responsible for Crown Corporations

A. Anne Mclellan

Responsible for Infiastructure
Indian Affairs and Northern Development

v
15
g
B
-4
H

Jane Stewart

‘Women were most likely to hold the position of Minister of International Cooperation. Six
‘ women held this position from 1997-2011. This was closely followed by Minister of Labour and

Minister of Canadian Heritage; five women were responsible for each of these posts in this time

period. Minister of Citizenship and Immigrati Minister of Human Skills

Development were two osts amongst inet mi four different



women held these positions as well. A number of other positions had two female Ministers,
including the two “Women’s Interest” cabinet posts of Health and Environment. However, La

Francophonic and Official Languages, Western Economic Diversification, and National Revenue

all held of female Minis ‘while a number of had one
female cabinet minister. Therefore, the “Women’s Iterests” cabinet posts were not the most
common post to be held by a woman. Six positions were more likely to be held by women, three
positions were just as likely to be held by women and eleven other positions were half as likely

10 be held by women. This presents an additional question. Are “Traditional Women's Interests™

the to n i here
(such as International Cooperation, Labour and Canadian Heritage), along with the Status of
‘Women, what could be more accurately described as women’s portfolios? Furthermore, are these

positions even lower prestige than that of the “Traditional Women's Interests™?
6.3 Leadership and Substantive Representation of Women

‘The second variable of “Success” for this study was leadership. Reaching a level of leadership

denotes gaining popularity and support within a political party. However, there are a number of

levels of leadership that a politician can reach and thus, for the purposes of this study, leadership
‘was measured on a scale. If a MP ran for a political party leadership they were coded as 1. If they
suceeded in gaining that leadership, they were coded as 2. If that party were a governing party
‘while they were leader, and they therefore reached the level of Prime Minister, they were coded
as 3. Al other MPs (93.8%) were coded as 0 for having no leadership experience. This

dispersion of leadership by sex is displayed in Table 6- 19.



Table 6-19
Leadership, B;

ox
nin | Lead | Bocame
No | Leadership | Poltical | Prime
Leadership | Contest | Party | Minister | _Total
" 62 2 7 0 94
o 935% | 43% | 14% | 08% | 100%
o 127 1 0 134
o | asw | om | % | 100%
589 27 B 4 s
Jol 8% | 4w | 13% | 06% | 1000%
i 1,48 Significance 547/ Gamma - 119 ]
notappear ignificant, it

constitute the majority of those who ran (77.8%) and won (87.5%) leadership contests, as well as
100% of all Prime Ministers in this period. In fact, women are noticeably absent from the two

No woman who sat in Parliament from 1997 ~ 2011 became Prime

highest levels of leaders
Minister (although there were four) and only one woman secured the leadership of a political
party (Alexa Medonough, NDP, 1995-2003). The number of men who ran for leadership almost
‘doubles the number of women and seven times more men than women led political partis in this
‘period. However, the rates of running for leadership are proportionally very similar: 4.2% of men

ran for the leadership of their party, while 4.2% of women also entered the race. This

relationship persists when political party is added as a control (those who ran for leaders!

parties). What level of running for

leadership), that keep women from winning these posts and eventually, becoming Prime
Minister? Does substantively representing women impact a MP's chance of rising higher on the

leadership ladder?



Women’s Interests and Leadership
Earlier i this chapter, it was established that although men and women are involved in
“Women’s Interests” at similar levels, the proportion of women involved in these committees
was greater than the proportion of men. If women are more likely to substantively represent
women, how does this impact their bid for leadership? The following Table presents the

relationship between “Women's Interests” and Leadership.

Table 620
“Adoption of “Women's Interests and Leat

rship.

in | Lead
No | Leadership | Political

Leadership | Contest | Party
262

No “Women’s
Interests”™ 96% 3.3% 0.4%
327 18 7
OneorMore | gp196 | saw | %
589 27 8

43% | 13%
icance 036/ Gamma 0.342

‘This table, in fact, indicates that those who reach higher levels of leaderships were more likely

[

than not to have been involved with a “Women's Interest”. The levels of leadership were

amongst those with involvement in “Women's Interests”. For

consistently at least twice as

example, of those that became Prime Minister, three had

this relationship is 0.036.




However, when sex is added as a control, the impact of involvement in “Women's Interests™

seems 1o tell a different story. Although i igni men, the

relationship is no longer statistically significant amongst women. This may be because women

are largely absent from the pper levels of leadership.

Table 621
“Adoption of “Women's Interests” and Leadership, By Sex
Men

Ranin | Lead | Became

Leatenaip | Leserstip | Polical | Prime | Toul
Contest_| _Party | Minister
No 7 1 1 28
: 3% | odo% | odon | 100%
Iterests”
6 3 26
One or More 23% | 1% | o0
7 4

494
14% | 080% | 100.00%

No | caip | polical | bame. | Tout
eadership | Poliical | Prime | Tota
Leadersip | “Goniet” | Party | Minister
No 3 0 0 s
women's | 956% | 4a% | 0% | 0% | 100%
Inerests”

8 4 1 0 8
OncorMore | oad% | as% | 11% | 0% | 100
127 6 T 0 134

Total 94.8% 7% 0% | 10000%

45% 0.
Ch2 0.510/Significance 754/ Gamma 0.127

Itis worth noting, however, that involvement in “Women's Interests” appears not (0 impede the

ability of men to secure high levels of leadership.

‘The substantive representation of women is ot limited to one variable in this study. The second,

‘Women's Interests”. Not only can these

higher tier representation, is through cabinet posts
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interests be pursued at the committee level, but at the executive level as well. Fewer MPs have
the opportunity to participate in cabinet and thus, the appointment to these positions is more elite

and reveals a precise decision made by the Prime Minister. The effect that this appointment has

onthe level of ip that a MP distinct relationship — separate from that of
involvement with “Women’s Interests” alone — which encompasses a much larger group of MPs.

How does it impact a politicians’ career when they are appointed to a “Women's Interest”

cabinet post? The last section established that they are less likely to hold a “Pipeline” post when
appointed to a “Women’s Interest” cabinet post. Does the same effect persist with leadership?

‘Table 6-22 answers ths question.

Table 6:22
“Women's Tterests” Cabinet Post and Leadership
Tead | Bocame
No | Leadership | Poltcal | Prime
Leadership | Contest | Party | Minister | Total
No“Women's | 577 % 6 0 o1
Ineress” | 98.0% | ssow | 7% | 100% | 973%
12 2 0 17
OneorMore | 5o | aniw | 25% | 0% | am
589 7 B 0 @8
Tonl 100% 100% | 100% | 100.0%

100%
Ch223 000/ Gamma 0.736

As this table illustrates, those appointed to a “Women’s Interest” cabinet post are less likely to
reach higher levels of leadership within their partis. OF those who were Prime Minister, none
held a “Women’s Interest” cabinet post. Similarly, of those who led a political party, 75% did
not hold such a post. OF those who ran for leadership, 88.9% did not. Proportionally, those
involved with the “Women’s Interest” post were more likely than those who were not involved
to achieve higher levels of leadership. However, as they are involved in the exccutive, they are

therefore part of the elite. As only 175 of 628 members held a cabinet post in this period, this
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explains why those in the executive would be more likely than the average MP to be involved in

leadership.

Regardless, those in higher levels of leadership are less likely to be involved in “Women's

Interests”. The following Table investig: i ignificant for both
sexes, or if this effeet s limited to men or women. It finds that in fact, the relationship only
persists at a significant level for men ~ indicating that men who achieve higher levels of
leadership are less likely to be involved in “Women's Interests” cabinet posts. However, as

‘women only account for a fraction of those achieving any level of leadership (7 of 39, or 18%).

“Thus, the lack of sign reflect the fuct that

higher levels of leadership to a degree that could produce a significant measure of associ




9
Table 623
“Women'’s Interests” Cabinet Post and Leadership, By Sex
Men
e Ranin | Lead
Leadership | Leadership | Politieal | Prime | Toul
Contest_| Party | Minister

No 456 19 5 4 484
“Women's | 98.7% | 905% | 714% | 100% | 100%
s

2 2 0 10
9.5% | 286% | 0% | 100%

21 7 4 494
430% | 14% | 080% |100.00%
g 00/ Gamma 811

No || i | ot | Dame | Totl
| Leadersip | Poliicat | Prime | Total
Leadersip | “Goncet” | “Dary | inser

No 121 s T 0 | 17

Women's | 953% | $33% | 100% | 0% | 100%
nterests”

3 1 0 0 7

More | am% | 167% | o% | o% | 100

127 6 1 0 | 14

45% | 07% | 0% |10000%
426 / Gamma 532

Ch2

Total 94.8%
Ch2 1.706/Significance 0

As with “Pipeline” cabinet posts, neither men nor women involved in “Women’s Interests”
cabinet posts are likely to achieve high levels of success in leadership. A further trend persists as
well; women are simply not present in the higher levels of success in this aspect,cither. Of the

12 members to achieve higher levels of leadership, only one (8.3%) was a woman. The next

stage is to examin inues for those dvely repr

involvement with the Status of Women committee.



Status of Women and Leadership

th

‘Women

regardless of the fact that a very small proportion of those

made it into the higher levels of leadership. Table 6-24 shows this in depth.

jolved in the Status of Women

Table 6-24
Involvement in the Status of Women and Leadership
Ran in Lead Became
No Leadership | Political rime
Leadership | Contest Party Minister Total
No Status of 528 26 7 564
‘Women 89.6% 96.3% 87.5% 75% 100%
Involvementin | 61 1 1 1 o
the Status of 10.4% 3.7% 12.5% 25% 10.2%
‘Women
589 27 8 4 628
i 98% | 43% | 13% | 06% | 1000%
Ch2 2. Z6l/Sl§n ance 0.519 / Gamma -.147

“The majority of those who were involved in leadership were not involved in the Status of

‘Women. However the proportion of those in leadership had comparable levels of involvement in

w the Status of Women. In fact, the higher the level of leadership, the higher the proportion of

those in leadership to be involved in the Status of Women. This seems to indicate that

involvement in the Status of Women does not negatively impact the likelihood of achieving

leadership.
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However, when separated by sex, the data unveils an interesting phenomenon (as seen in Table

625).
“Table 6:25
Tnvolvement Woren and Leadership, By Sex
Men
o o T Tl Tomeame ]
Leadersip | Leadership | Politeal | Prime | Total
Contest | Party | Minister
NoStatusof | 445 21 6 3 475
Women | 963% | 100% | 857% | 75% | 100%
Involvement [ 17 0 2 1 19
inthe Status | 3.7% 0% | 143% | 25% | 100%
of Women
() b 7 7 2]
Total 935% | 430% | 14% | 080% [ 10000%
Ci2 7.7 7/Significance 051/ Gamma 293
Women
] R BN ]
5 ership | Political e | To
Leadership | “Comest | Party | Minister
NoSuwsof| 83 1 0 )
Women | 654% | 833% | 100% | 0% | 100%
Involvement [ 44 1 0 0 45
intheStaus | 346% | 167% | 0% [ 0% | 100%
of Women
127 G T 0 E]
Total 948% | 45% | 07% | o% [10000%
CI2 1.340/Significance 0,512/ Gamma -523

Ofthose involved in the Status of Women, who also succeeded in their leader

were men. This adds to

benefit when i

Ived

representing

women, while women themselves are penalized. Of those that became Prime Minister, only one

(Paul Martin) was involved in the Status of Women. One other reached the level of party leader,



ificant, but this

Neither of

and one more ran i
‘might be the result of low numbers of MPs in the higher levels of leadership.

‘When only those who held Status of Women cabinet posts are included in the test,the
relationship appears to be intensified. No MP who became the Minister Responsible for the

Status of Women reached any level of leadership.

Table 6-26
Cabinet Posts and Leadership
Ranin

Status of Women
Lead
No Leadership | Political | Prime
Leadership | Contest. Party Minister Total
No Status of 581 27 8 4 620
‘Women 93.7% 4.4% 1.3% 0.6% 100%
Involvement in 8 0 0 0 8
the Status of 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
‘Women
EQ 7 8 3 o
Toul 9 3% | 13% | 06% | 1000%
]

3.8% 4.3%
Ch2 .537/Significance 0.911 / Gamma -1
Regardless of the fact that these are cabinet posts, they are less likely to be involved in leadership
than the average MP. This table indicates that no woman involved in Status of Women cabinet
‘posts also ran for leadership, lead a political party or become Prime Minister. Placing women in

his ministry, appears to direct them away from the path to leadership entirely.



“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and Leadership
Examining “Pipeline” posts provides an interesting juxtaposition with the “Women’s Interests”
cabinet posts, as “Pipeline” posts are dominated by men, whereas the Status of Women is

dominated by women.

Table 627
“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and Leadership

= Tead | Became
Leadership | Political | Prime | Total
Leadership | “Contest | Party | Minister
No“Pipeline™ | 574 27 7 09
Cabinet Post | 97.5% | 100% | 875% | 25% | 100%
15 0 1 3 19
OncorMore | 55y, 0% | 125% | 75% | 100%
589 27 3 B 28
Toul 8% | 43% | 13% | 06% | 1000%
Ch2 74.376/Significance 0,00 / Gamma 644 ]

Of those that were Prime Minister, 75% were involved in “Pipelinc” cabinet posts. To compare,
no Prime Minister held a Status of Women cabinet position or a “Women's Interest” cabinet
post. Thus, those involved in the male-dominated “Pipeline” posts included 3 of the 4 Prime

Parliament from 1997-2011. None of these were a Status of Women cabinet

Ministers to si

‘minister or a “Women'’s Interests” cabinet minister.

When this is separated by sex, the gender gap becomes more evident. Only one woman was
involved in “Pipeline” posts and she was in the category of “no leadership?”. This explains why
this relationship has a high Chi Square for men but not women. On the other hand, the low
‘numbers of women across the board helps to explain the -1 Gamma associated with this

relationship for women.




Table 6:28
“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and Leadership, By Sex
Men
- n | Lead | Became
Lo m"’ship Leadership | Political | Prime | Total
Contest_| Party | Minister
No
“Pipeline” [ 448 21 6 1 475
Cabinet | 97% 100% | 857% | 25% | 100%
Post
Oneor 14 0 1 3 19
More 3% 0% | 143% | 75% | 100%
3] 7 T )
Tol | 93.5% 14% | 080% |100.00%

i 656

Women
= Lead me
Leadership | Leadership [ Politcal | Prime | Total
Contest | Party | Minister
No
“Pipeline” [ 126 6 1 0 133
Cabinet | 992% | 100% | 100% | 0% | 100%
Post
One or 1 0 0 0 1
More 08% % o | 0% | 100%
127 3 T 0 134
Totl | 948% | 45% | 07% | o% |100.00%

Ch2 0.056/Significance 0973 / Gamma -1.00

‘Women are not present in “Pipeline” posts in high enough numbers to understand the

relationship between “Pipeline” posts and leadership. One other aspect that should be discussed

is the i i in leadership did not hold a “Pipeline” post. This
‘makes sense as this i testing cabinet posts. As only governing parties can hold cabinet posts,
‘while leadership represents every party, there is some lack of congruency between leadership and

cabinet posts



6.4 Longevity and Substantive Representation of Women

“The third factor, longevity, examines whether women are as likely as men to become leaders of
their parties and ultimately, Prime Minister. This met with varied results. Career length, or
longevity, was more equally dispersed amongst the two sexes than leadership or “Pipeline”

posts. However, longevity in Parliament is not sufficient on its own to confer “Success”. Instead,

levels of “Success” red i

this study. The existence of “backbenchers” has been a fundamental and longstanding feature in
Parliamentary governments. Komberg (1976) describes a backbencher as a politician who
“remain(s] virtually unknown and without influence after years in office” (10). Backbenchers
are not influential (as defined by Komberg), nor do they receive “top jobs”. Therefore, regardless

of whether or not i able to hold electoral support and enjoy a relatively long

political career,they are not necessarily deemed “Successful” as defined in this study; longevity
i only considered a factor of “Success” when paired with the other factors. Career length, by

sex, is displayed in Table 6-29.

Table 629
Carcer Length, By Sex
Longer
short [ NeAun | Than | Total
Bh | Average
159 T | 156 | o
Mea 322% 62% | 3L.6% | 100%
s a 38 134
R aLow | 306% | 284% | 100%
8
Total 100
Cha 3,738 Signi
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According to Table 6-29, the differences between the sexes in carcer length are not significant.
‘Women and men have similar carcer lengths in Parliament, although women are more

concentrated in short careers (41.1%) and less concentrated in long careers (28.4%), than men,

tall the. gths. This s aless

between “Pipeline” posts and leadership, which display much more evident sex differences.

Women's Interests and Longevity

‘What is the impact of legislative activity related to “Women’s Interests” on the success of MPs?

Table i ity related to “Women’s
Interests” and career length. MPs who adopt “Women's Interests” are more likely to have long
carcers. This may indicate one of two things: a) that those who adopt women's issues

consequently have longer careers; and b) MPs with long careers may be more likely to adopt

women's ssues because they have ties t0d

L
and Career Length of MPs _

Short Career

Average Career

Long Career
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Although those with a long career are more likely to focus on women’s interests, there is not

between those wi h 9%) and I (37.7%)

and their likelihood of focusing on “Women’s Interests”. However, there is a significant

W long MPs do not perform legislative
activities related to “Women’s Interests”. Those with no women'’s interest are more likely to
have short to average length careers, whereas those with a “Women's Interest” are concentrated

in average to long career lengths. Those with short careers are not likely to have performed

“Women’s Interests” — ith average or long
are more likely than i interests.
significant at the 0,00 level.
Table 6-31 exami ionshi by includi fthe role of MP sex.
By breaking this relationshi by sex, ‘women who

focus on “Women's Interests” are equally likely to have long careers
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Table 631
“Adoption of "Women's Interests” and Carcer Length of
MPs, by Sex
Men
None | One or More | Total
% 6 159
Short Career | 4129 | 24.4% 322%
Average 7% 101
Carcer | 342% | 38.0% 362%
56 100 156
Long Career | pe6% | 31.6% 316%
28 266 94
Toal 1000% | 1000% | 1000%
Women
30 5 5
Shot Career | gomme | 281% | aL0%
Average 1 3
Carcer | 244% | 337% | 306%
c 4 34
Long 8% | 387% 284%
5 8 134
ol 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Ch2 17.837/ 20731/ Significance 0,000/ Gamma
0.3/0.645

of sex is added, which s that

itis a result of the original relationship and is not specific to cither men or women. Both sexes

likely to be i ‘women’s i e . However, men

are more likely to be involved in women’s interests when they have average length carcers than

" h inue to increase their patii ir carcer lengths

toat bty o fhous

increases. This might i

decades ago but that women are still expected to represent “Women's Interests” currently.

Alterna

Ay, it mi ith long less likely to be expected to




focus on these interests and instead are being placed in other, more prestigious positions, both in

cabinet and committee work — which is not true for women.

Furthermore, women are less likely to have careers as lengthy as those of men — most women
have short careers (41%), then average (30.6%) and then long (28.4%). Men, on the other hand,
are most likely to have average length careers (36.2%), then short (32.2%) and then long

(31.6%). The relationship betwween sex and career length is not satistically significant, however.

Thus, women are not significantly less likely than men to have long carcers.

able
“Pipeline” Cabinet Posts and Career Lengl

Tonger
short | e | g | roal
ength
Average

210 216 183 609
345% | 35.5% | 30.0% | 100%

4 4 0 1
OneorMore | gy 1es | 201% | 57.9% | 100%

ol 214 220 194 628
34.1% | 350% | 309% | 1000%

Ch2 6.693/Significance 0,035/ Gamma .40’

Career length s not significantly impacted by cabinet posts in “Women's Interests” or the Status
of Women. Involvement in the Status of Women reflects the same thing as career length by sex

s women dominate the Status of Women. However, when sex is added as a control the

relationship lessens. The majority (57.9%) of those involved in “Pipeline” posts, however, have

“Jonger than average careers. Table 6-32 displays this.
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65, “Success™ What does it All Mean?

‘The definition of “Success” in this study included all three factors previously discussed,

longevity, leadership, and “Pipeline™ posts, and combines them into one variable.

Table 633
“Success”, By 5
5 Low | Moderae| High
Suecess | g 0les | Suceess | Sueeess | Tou!
Factor e
e 149 318 2 4 494
302% | 644% | 47% | 08% | 100%
3 % 5 0 134
Weokn 246% | T6% | 37% 0% 100%
18 a1 % T @8
20% | 6so% | 4s% | 0% | 1000%
086

‘more likely than men to achi Tevel of “Success”. However,
they are less likely than eve moderate and ieved high success.
M wmber in every category. Thi i

previously discussed in this paper; women are less likely to be involved in “Pipeline” and

leadership, but amongst longevity there is minimal difference between the sexes. Therefore,

much of in “low success” and “ ? can be accounted for
through women’s longevity. However, the fact that few women achieved “moderate success™
and none achieved “high success” points 0 the lack of women in leadership and “Pipeline”

posts, the two other fcets of “Success”.




Women’s Interests and “Success"

‘When “Success” is cross tabulated with “Women’s Interests”, it is obvious that although the

‘majority of those i in “Women’s Interests” in “low success”, this s not
significantly different from those who do not hold “Women’s Interests”. However, as this
category includes the majority of MPs, both men and women, “Women’s Interests” do not

represent a female-dominated variable.

Table 634
“Success” and Involvement in “Women's Interests”
No 3
Smmss | _Low [ Moderme| High [ oo
Success | Success | Success
Factor
No
Involvementin | 60 205 8 0 273
men's | 2% | 750% | 29% | 0% | 100%
Interests”
122 209 4 355
OneorMore | 3740 | sa.o% 11% | 100%
T
o 182 414 28

2 65.
Ch2 19.935/Significance .000/ Gamma

100.0%

“This reltionship i statisicall significant with a Chi Square of 19.935. However, the Gamma is

-.187, illustrating that the relationship is not strong.

However, when only “Women’s Interests” cabinet posts are included, a different picture
emerges. Those who sat as a Minister for a “Women’s Interest”, were much less likely to achieve

higher levels of “Success”.




107

“Table 6-35
“Success” and “Women's Interests” Cabinet Post

Low | Moderate

Success Total
Factor Success Success | Success
No omen's | 17 409 % 4 611
cerests” | e | e6% | swe | ome | 100

‘Table 6-35 illustrates that MPs who held a “Women's Interest” cabinet post significantly less
frequently had high levels of “Success". The category with the highest frequency of MPs with
“ane or more’” posts 7 or 41.2%) had no “Success” whatsoever.

Even though those with “Women’s Interest” cabinet posts are all within the exccutive they are
less likely than the average MP 1o achieve a high level of success. They are also more likely than
the average MP to be within the category of “no success” whatsoever, They are, however, more

likely to achieve “moderate success”.

men Table 6-37 shows

the level of success amongst men and women who held “Women’s Interest” cabinet posts.
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Table 636
“Success” and “Women's Interests” Cabinet Post, By Sex
Men
No | row | Moderate | High
swcos | 520 | S | sucies| T
No
“Women's
Imeress” | 145 | 316 19 4| am
inet | 97.3% 826% | 100% | os%
Post
One or 4 2 0 10

4
More | 27% | 06% | 174% | 0% | 2%

23 4 494
Toul | oo | 100w | 100% | 100% | 100%

Ch2 30.917/Significance 0.000/Gamma 202

Women
No .
s Low | Moderate | High | o
acess | Success | Success | Success
Factor

No

“Women's

Interests™ 0 127

30 93 4
Cabinet | 96.20% | 98.80% | 80% 0% [ 94.6%
Post

One or 3 3 1 7
More | 91% | 31% | 20% | o% | 52%

E 9% 5 0 34
0% | 100%

Although men held a larger number of these posts, women are propor

ally more likely to hold

one. A larger percentage of men that held one of level of success
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above “low”, whercas only 14.3% of women that held such a post reached comparable

“Success”.

The Status of Women and “Success”

‘Those involved in the Status of Women largely did not achieve moderate or high levels of

“Success”. As with involvement in “Women’s Interests”, those involved with Status of Women

in the “low success™

Table 6-37.

Table 6-37
“Success” and Involvement in the Status of Women
No
Factor
No
Involvement in 166 368 27 3 620
the Status of 91.2% 88.9% 96.4% 75% 100%
‘Women
Involvement in 16 46 1 1 8
the Status of 8.8% 11.1% 3.6% 25% 100%
‘Women
182 414 28 4
e 2% | 6 as% | 6%
Ch2 3.07- i 0.381/ Gamma 0.059

However,



Table 6-38

“Success” and Involvement in the Status of Women, By Sex

No
Low | Moderate | High
SUeess | Guccess | Success | Success | 1O
Factor
No
Involvement
inthe Status | 142 | 308 2 3 475
of Women | 95.3% | 969% | 957% | 75% | 96.2%
Involvement
inthe Staws | 7 10 1 19
of Women | 47% | 3.1% 2% | 3%
Tonl 1 | 318 7 97
i 100% | 100% 100% | 100%
Ch2 s T34/Gamma
Women
No "
w | Moderate | High
Suceess | gocess | Success | Success | 1O
Factor
No
Involvement
of Women | 7270 | €25% “ g .
Involvement
inthe Status [ 9 36 0 0 45
of Women | 27.3% | 37.5% | 0% 0% | 33.6%
Toal 3 % 5 0 £
i 100% | 100% | 100% | o% | 100%
Cli2 3.778/Significance 0.151/ Gamma 0.061

Ofthose that are involved with the Status of Women that achieve moderate or high success, all

are men. Even though women constitute the majority of those involved in the Status of Women,

those that are involved in the Status of Women and success, are all men.
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‘Table 6-39 illustrates the relationship between “Success” and Status of Women cabinet posts

Tbie639
“Success" and Status of Women Cabinet Post
No
Success | Low |Moderte) High | pyq
uceess | Success | Succes s
Noomusof | 150 408 28 4 620
coomen | osow | ssen | w00 | 100 | 100%
Status of
6 0 0 8
Cabinet Post L% | % | o | 100%
s % ] B3
Total o

It not necessary to break it down by sex, as only women hold these posts. Those who held

Status of Women cabinet posts, were less likely than the average MP to reach high levels of

success. In fact, no Minister Responsil the Status of “low success”.

However, this “low success” can be attributed to longevity. Status of Women ministers did not
achieve “Success” in the other aspects, leadership and “Pipeline”. To be appointed to the
responsibility of the Status of Women is o afford that MP fewer opportunities in leadership and
“Pipeline” than that of the average MP. As this i a female-only position, the fact that it results in
such a low level of success is indicative of the power balance of gender currently in Parliament.
‘The rates of “Success” amongst positions that are less female-specific (such as “Involvement in
‘Women’s Interests” and the Status of Women as a whole) are higher than that of the position that
is female-only. When women substantively represent women on the cabinet level, they have less

of a chance to achieve prestige in Parliament than if they had not been appointed to cabinet at all.
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To substantively repr asa women, isa irection that largely does.

not lead to “Success” as conceptualized in this thesis.



CHAPTER 7:

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

‘The period of 1997 to 2011 presents an interesting case study for women’:

had been achieved in decades, with increases in the number of women

inP:

ient and in the executive, schol that th has greatly disappeared

since its peak in the early to mid nineties (Bashevkin, 2009: Trimble and Arscott, 2003).
Particularly, women were slow to enter higher levels of prestige and power, such as the
exceutive and party leadership. Although various explanations have been presented to explain

the stagnation in women’s progress, previ this study

'MPs in thi ip. In other words, how early

particular, affects whether or not politicians will be appointed to prestigious positions.
Specifically, it examines whether they will become party leaders (and, in the case of govemning
parties, prime minister). Since both committee involvement and cabinet posts are allocated by

‘party leaders, this i i  in which directed away from

the paths to power to lower prestige positions.

Increasing the number of women in Parliament can have a number of benefits. Chapter Two

discussed the need in Parliament, finding that
Parliament could result in more support for women’s issues (and thus, descriptive representation
of women leads to better substantive representation of women). However, more women in

Parliament (and in higher levels of have some less oby as

well. In particular, more female role models in government, and in high status positions,

increases the number of women and girls that envision themselves as politicians, thereby




14

encouraging a cycle of participation by women. Additionally, an increase in the female presence

in goverment potenti in Parli amore woman-friendly
political envi men have been found
within organizations). Alteratively, if i in government

the opposite will persist — women's issues will continue to be ignored, fewer women will be

persuaded to run for office and the ill Je-dominated sphere.
Earlier in this thesis, it was established that women throughout the world are placed in cabinet

‘portfolios related to “Women’s Interests”. This is not necessarily true for the Parliament of

Canada for the 36" to 40" Sittings of Parliament. Not only were the higher prestige “Pipeline™
posts dominated by men, but the “Women'’s Interests” portfolios of Environment and Health
were also occupied by a majority of men. Women did consistently hold the position of the Status

‘of Women, however this position has largely been held by Ministers of State (Ministers with no

portfolio) or by Mini: portfolios, thus a d d
positions were held by women? Of the women that did sit in cabinet, many were Ministers of
State, some were Ministers of Status of Women, few were responsible for “Women's Interests”

cabinet posts and one was responsible for a “Pipeline” cabinet post.

‘This thesis hypothesized i “Women’s Interests”,
they would therefore be less likely than men to be “Successful” and be appointed to highly
prestigious positions. Women were in fact more likely than not o sit on “Women’s Interests™

committees, ikely to be involved in ive activi 10 the Status of

u . This i ith “Success” in
Parliament. Involvement in either of these issue areas did not frequently overlap with “Pipeline”™

issue areas. Therefore, it seems that representing women on “Women’s Interest” committees and
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penali Ho i i ‘Women Committee
seemed to have a different effect on men than on women. Incidentally, the one female who was
involved in a “Pipeline” cabinet post, was not involved in Status of Women - yet, three male

‘Women inted to “Pipeline” cabinet posts.

‘This illustrates that the effect was not equal for both sexes.

Wh s indi ion of women in Canadian polit

men, parti on the Status of W

‘with pipeline posts for women. However, this relationship was not found to be significant in this

time period, as there was only one female MP who held a pipeline portfolio. Women are simply

t present in i present, This is not o say that hold

posts s the Minister of Status of Women, but that this should not be incompatible with reaching

higher levels of “Success”. . in order for equality i

the higher levels of power in Parliament, there must also be a shiftin how “Women'’s Interests™

If d d commite idered to be low prestige, it

for breaki levels of govermmental power, and

‘conscquently hold posts such as party leader or Prime Minister.

‘The second hypothesis, that “Success” will differ by party, found varying results. The Liberal

Party was more likely ive Party to appoint b
However, of the women included in the notable women section, most had been involved in
legislative activity related to “Pipeline” issues, and only one was involved in the Status of

‘Women Committee, despite her party. However, the NDP has had a history of more female

leaders than the other federal parties (two, Audrey McLaughlin and Alexa McDonough)

indicating that the path indeed be easie

igat in the
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NDP ‘parties. Unf 1, 5o few women have been

that it is difficult to find links between trends in leadership amongst the small number of women
that have been able to climb those ranks.

‘What explains the current level of gender (injequality in Parliament? It seems that society

believes that the political system is not broken, and therefore, there is no need to fix it ~ or that in

fact, Canada has reached gender party in Parliament. H his the that

there is something broken within government; although women have entered Parliament in

igh , they sill are not near ‘men and are almost entirely from

the top jobs. If gender eq inues to be ignored, , women will remain

‘underrepresented within Parliament.

In order to get a broader what has gone astray

not only necessary, but essential. However, not only must the comilttee activities and cabinet
‘posts of Members of Parliament be included in assessments of legislative activities, but their

I s be taken c ip is one way in

which a MP could be said to be substantively representing women. This project could be

expanded to includs period of time, as well as ing of what is meant

. Although “Women’s Interests” and “women’s

rights” committees are not correlated with top jobs in Parliament, we still do not fully understand

‘with the role of factors such as bill ign platform: is type

substantive representation of women impact the ultimate “Success” of an MP? Does it compound

the effects?
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Not only is it imperative to understand what influences the “Success” of female MPs, but it is

e ible. Presently, women are not
present in the top jobs in Canada’s Parliament. It appears that these positions may, in actuality,

be becoming i i illustrated by

of portfolios held by women in eabinet). In order to reverse this effec, it i necessary to know

‘what has changed, and what . in hi i levels
of opportunities as men. As Canada seems to have reached a type of post-feminism, a new type
of obstacle,is it a broader public education regarding equality that will affect women’s careers?

Isita change in govening party? Could new institutional changes (such as quotas, or a national

policy) allow women barriers, inga |
proportion of the Members of Parliament? Should the means by which members are appointed to

ttees and cabinet be  and reformed, opting for

than an executive-dominated decision?

If measures are not taken to i in Parliament, and women remain
the poli remain , and less th for women

- If break through the gl the
executive, it i ly will th i butin

fact, become exponentially worse.
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