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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

While Europe has been working to institutionalize liberalized trade since the 1950s, the
formation of the European Union in 1993 sparked a rapid economic progression through
a political and economic union of its 27 member states. The European Union has
developed a single market through a standardized system of laws which apply in al
member states, guaranteeing the freedom of movement of people, goods, services and
capital (European Commission 2009). It maintains common trade, agricultural, and
regional development policies. Not only has the EU opened trade within Europe, but it
has also helped open Europe to the rest of the global market. The creation of a common
market and promotion of free market policies with the rest of the world is just the

beginning however. The EU has consistently pursued neoliberalism on many fronts.

The European Parliament has a wide range of powers that allow this instibution t
influence the economic direction of the European Union. It has been shown that the
European Union is pursuing neoliberal economic policies among its member states a
well as with the rest of the global economy. It also has a relatively high poopoft

women as Members of Parliament. By analyzing roll-call voting by geralarthe



European Union, two questions can be answered. First, have women as a group of
legislators voted differently than their male counterparts on neoliberalgsalcthe EP?
Second, if there is a difference, has it been significant enough to alter the econom
direction of Europe? Before analyzing neoliberalism in the context of the BU, it

crucial to understand neoliberalism and its various dimensions.

WHAT IS NEOLIBERALISM?

Neoliberalism is an ideological and theoretical framework that promotesglcapit

mainly in the form of free market and unlimited capital mobility policies ttfien

referred to as the “Washington Consensus,” a term coined by John Williamson to
describe a set of ten economic policy prescriptions of a standard reforng@éoka
developing and crisis-wrecked countries. While the United States itself dogiseatly

push such policies on nations, it has incredible influence over the policy direction of the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank which aid in the development of
undeveloped nations. This aid is often tied to the implementation of neoliberal economic
policies. The Washington Consensus is not merely a definition. It stipulatesitimer

and situation in which the neoliberal policies are implemented. This work will not
analyze neoliberalism from this perspective, but it is necessary to noiasténation

between the idea of the “Washington Consensus” and the economic policy aspects of

neoliberalism.

Debate continues regarding the definition of the Washington Consensus, and whether it

even exists. Many issues regarding neoliberal economic policies todaydnpare still



best understood by using the term as a reference point. The ten policy pmescripti
described by Williamson are a useful guide to defining neoliberalism in anytonte
including the European Union. As such, the following bulletins will be used as a partial
definition for neoliberalism:
- Fiscal policy discipline.
- Redirection of public spending from subsidies (especially indiscriminate
subsidies) toward broad-based provision of key pro-growth, pro-poor services like

primary education, primary health care, and infrastructure investment.

- Tax reform in the form of broadening the tax base and adopting moderate
marginal tax rates.

- Interest rates that are market determined and positive, but moderate, immeal te

- Competitive exchange rates (a competitive imtae that is not overvalued)
Competitive exchange rateseate growth because it will increase demand for
exports and import substitutes and will therefore boost aggregate demand.

- Trade liberalization: The liberalization of imports, with particular eaghon
elimination of quantitative restrictions. Any trade protection is to be provided by
law and relatively uniform tariffs.

- Liberalization of inward foreign direct investment.

- Privatization of state enterprises.

- Deregulation. Abolition of regulations that impede market entry or restrict
competition, except for those justified on safety, environmental and consumer
protection grounds, and prudent oversight of financial institutions.

- Legal security for property rights.

(John Williamson 1990)

In addition to these ten economic policy prescriptions, economist Dani Rodrik explains
that in order to fully explain contemporary neoliberal issues, the list should disdeinc

the following:



- Corporate governance

- Anti-corruption

- Flexible labor markets

- World Trade Organization (WTQO) agreements
- Financial codes and standards

- “Prudent” capital-account opening

- Non-intermediate exchange rate regimes

- Independent central banks/inflation targeting

- Social safety nets

- Targeted poverty reduction

(Rodrik 2001)

These economic policies all operate in an attempt to achieve a markstuhdisturbed
by trade restrictions, tariffs, corporate abuse, volatile exchange rapés) and labor
mobility restrictions, corruption, anti-trust issues, or state interventionh &abe
mentioned economic policy prescriptions will be used as a definition for neoliberalis

throughout the rest of this article.

NEOLIBERALISM AND THE EUROPEAN UNION

Memories of the Great Depression, and the condition of post-war Europe left the free
market and capital mobility agenda largely discredited. The post-war temtios of
Europe, led by the U.S. with the European Recovery Plan and the Marshal Plan, created

an era of state coordinated development and welfare programs as opposed to market



coordinated development. Keynesian economic theory prevailed as the theoretical
foundation for macroeconomic coordination (Hermann 2005: 8). In fact, it was not until
the late 1950s that free trade become prominent in European economic policy discussion.
The signing of the Treaty of Rome in 1957 brought about the establishment of the
European Economic Community (ECC). Article 3 of the original treaty shows that
member states were committed to the development of “a common market free of
distortions to competition” (Cini and McGowan 1998: 17). The term distortion was
limited to tariffs and trade restrictions without addressing the matinctess placed on
capital and labor mobility. The ECC merged with other European organizations to
become the European Communities (EC) in 1965, but this organization achieved little in
the furthering of neoliberal economic principals until the 1980s. This was changfesl by
ratification of the Single European Act (SEA) of 1987 which put the goal of kesing
market permanently on the European agenda. The SEA established the idea of an
international market discipline, and neoliberalism was then institutionafizédrope
(Hermann 2005: 8). It also increased the responsibilities and powers of the European
Parliament as an advocate for the single market agenda. These respossibditie

powers will be further discussed in the next section. The SEA paved the road for a
European competition policy, structured by the foundations of neoliberalism, the
formation of the European Monetary Union, and ultimately the official estal#ishof

the European Union in 1993.

Today, the European Union continues to pursue and preserve a single European market

through the elimination of trade barriers, customs regulations, capital and lalbiditym



restrictions, as well as attempting to establish a union wide policy ficuligre, energy,
infrastructure, education and research, environmental issues, and competition. The
European competition policy seeks to ensure that the free market is permdfestate
undistorted by corruption, anti-trust issues, or state aid. In addition to promoting
neoliberal policies within Europe, the EU has worked to remove trade restricttbns wi
the rest of the world. Thus, it is the overall economic objective of the EU to promote a
free market that is unimpeded by trade restrictions, capital or labor moesttictions,
state intervention, including state-owned enterprises, along with elimiredohginge

rate volatility through the use of a single currency. Itis clear ieaEtiropean Union is
operating within the ideological and theoretical framework of neoliberas defined by

Williamson (1990) and Rodrik (2001).

THE ROLE OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT

The European Parliament, based in both Strasbourg and Brussels, is the omy direct
elected legislative body of the European Union. The European Parliament and the
Council of the European Union form the bicameral legislative body of the EU. The two
bodies practice what is known as co-decision; this means that each brancleghares
power with regard to passing or amending legislation. The European Parliament began
1952 as the Common Assembly for the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC).
Nineteen seventy nine marked the first time that members of the Europbamé&ar

were directly elected and also initialized its role in drafting proposgkrding the

functioning of the EU.



Since the establishment of the European Union, the European Parliament has been
granted greater power through various treaties. It is important to note, hpthaver
neither the Council of the European Union nor the European Parliament has the power of
legislative initiative. The European Parliament does not have the ability teodraf
propose laws or legislation; this right is reserved for the European Coomighe
European Commission acts as an executive of the European Union. The body is
responsible for proposing legislation, implementing decisions, upholding the Union's
treaties and the general day-to-day running of the EU. The Europeam@atiga

powers lie in amending, passing, or rejecting legislation drafted by tlop&an
Commission. Such legislation includes regulations, directives, and decisioasethat
directly applicable in their entirety to either the EU and all memberarticplar member
states. The Parliament is also responsible for approving all developments] gra
including those overseas. The legislative branch officially holds the Union'standge
authority, powers gained through the Budgetary Treaties of the 1970s. The Ejésibud
divided into compulsory and non-compulsory spending. Compulsory spending is that
resulting from EU treaties and international agreements; the rest iongnisory. The
EP is even provided with a certain amount of control over the executive offices of the
European Union. Unlike most Parliaments within European Union member states, there
is a system of checks and balances within the executive and legislative, Inoakéeng

the European Parliament resemble the United States Congress as opposed to the
European parliamentary system. While a president is nominated by the European
Commission, it is the duty of the Parliament to approve the election of thddpitesi he

Parliament also has the ability to censure the European Commission which digains t



power of legislative initiative. A two-thirds majority vote by the Rament would force

the resignation of the entire European Commission. Supervisory powers are given to the
EP as well; the EP has the ability to set up a Committee of Inquiry, Committee of
Petitions, and place executives within institutions such as the European Bantkal

While there are many other responsibilities dedicated to the EP, thisxpiahation of

their functions and powers outlines its extensive role in Europe. The powers of the
European Parliament are far reaching and of great importance to therfungcof the

European Union as a whole.

For a better understanding of the European Parliament’s legislative pavieers, i
necessary to explain the four types of parliamentary procedures that widlaed in
the analysis in order to fully understand the nature of each vote. Each vote witleoinc

with one of the following procedures:

Assent Procedure:Requires the European Council to obtain the European Parliament's
assent before certain important decisions are taken. The European Council is tte highe
political body of the European Union. It comprises the heads of state or goveniment

the Union's member states along with the President of the European Commission.
Parliament may accept or reject a proposal but cannot amend it. If Rartidoes not

give its assent, the act in question cannot be adopted. Examples of assent procedures
include specific tasks of the European Central Bank (ECB), amendmenttitdsstd

the European System of Central Banks (ESCB) / European Central Bankyr@truct

Funds and Cohesion Funds, the uniform electoral procedure for the European Parliament,



certain international agreements, the accession of new member stagspaval of the

President and the other members of the Commission.

Codecision ProcedureGives the European Parliament the power to adopt instruments
jointly with the Council of the European Union. It has the effect of increasing tentac
between the Parliament and the Council, the co-legislators, and with the European
Commission. It has strengthened Parliament's legislative powers inltwrigl fields:

the free movement of workers, right of establishrhdrte movement of serviceshe
internal market, education, health, consumer policy, trans-European networks,

environment, culture, and research.

Cooperation Procedure:Gives the European Parliament greater influence in the
legislative process by allowing it two "readings”. The cooperation procagpiies
exclusively to the field of economic and monetary union. The cooperation procedure is
always initiated by a proposal from the Commission forwarded to the Council and the
European Parliament. In the context of a first reading, Parliament issopsm#on on the
Commission proposal. The Council, acting by a qualified majority, then draws up a
common position, which is forwarded to Parliament together with all the negessa

information and the reasons which led the Council to adopt this common position.

! Right of Establishment: Freedom of establishmaatlsnclude the right to take up and pursue aiitigi
as self-employed persons and to set up and mamakgetakings, in particular companies or firms.

% Free Movement of Services: The freedom prohilgissrictions on free circulation of services within

Member States. Services are defined in the negdthey are normally provided for remunerationsm

far as they are not governed by the provisiongingldo freedom of movement for goods, capital and
persons.” (Art. 50 EC).



Consultation Procedure: Enables the European Parliament to give its opinion on a
proposal from the Commission. In the cases laid down by the Treaty, the Couricil mus
consult the European Parliament before voting on the Commission proposal and take its
views into account. However, it is not bound by the Parliament's position but only by the
obligation to consult it. Parliament must be consulted again if the Council deviaties t
from the initial proposal. The powers of Parliament are fairly limited uthaer

procedure, in so far as it can only hope that the Commission takes its amendments into

account in an amended proposal.

WHY STUDY THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT?

With a basic understanding of the functioning of the European Parliament, onetill ma
ask, why study the European Parliament in the context of women and neoliberalism?
There are three main reasons for selecting the EP. First, the povegrahstve do not
simply imply political power, but also power in determining the economic direction of
the European Union. While the Parliament does not propose legislation themselves, it
has the ability to amend, approve, or deny any legislation dealing with ecolseues i
within the European Union and, in some cases, with international trade issues. The EP’s
power over developmental aid as well as the ability to select executivesofawmic
institutions such as the European Central Bank give the Parliament a gltedit dea
influence in European economic policy. The second reason for studying the EP is the
ability to distinguish the role of gender in institutional actions. Unlike oth@raic

institutions of the EU, the decision-making process in the Parliament ceacked for
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each and every Member of European Parliament (MEPs). This can be accomplished
through roll-call voting records which provide information regarding the lemislaeing
voted on, the date of the vote, and exactly how each MEP voted. The third reason, for
studying the EP is the fairly high percentage of female MEPs which wdlisceissed in
greater detail in the next section. These three points make the Europeangtidiam

relevant institution by which to study women and neoliberalism.

WOMEN AS MEPS

The European Parliament has been directly elected since 1979, and the percentage of
women represented has consistently increased through 2008. Beginning with 19% of
women in the Parliament in 1979, the European Parliament consists of 31% female
membership of 785 MEPs as of 2008. This is twice the percentage of women in the US
Congress. With regard to senior positions, the EP is structured as follows:
e 6 women chair one of the 23 committees.
o 13 of parliament's 37 delegations for relations with other countries have female
chairs.
o 5 of the 14 Parliament vice-presidents are women.
e 2 of the 6 quaestors (who look after MEPS' interests) are women.
o 2 of the 12 Presidents since direct elections in 1979 have been women - Simone
Veil (1979-1982) and Nicole Fontaine (1999-2002).
(Europarl 2008)
There is a large range, however, from member state to member stategaiith to
female representation. Eight European Union members have greater than 3086 femal

representation [(Sweden (47%), Finland (42%), the Netherlands (39%), Denmank, Spa

Belgium, Germany and Austria)]. There are also seven states wigseapxtion below

11



15% (Czech Republic, Cyprus, Ireland, Slovenia, Hungary, Romania and Malta)

(Europarl 2008).

Figure 1
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The European Parliament has also gone to great lengths to not only improve gender

equality throughout the European Union, but also within the European Parliament as

well. The Parliament’s dedication to gender equality is shown by the developntieat of

EP Committee on Women'’s Rights and Gender Equality. The high percentage of

women, along the dedication of gender equality by the EP, makes the Parbaognal

candidate for a study of gender and economics.

With an understanding of the function and makeup of the European Parliament, it is now

necessary to examine previous literature for the existence of a possitée gep in how

12



men and women view neoliberal economic policies. It is also necessary to eianine
literature explaining how women function as legislators and the challdmgefate.

This will be reviewed in the proceeding section.
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CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

IS THERE A GENDER GAP?

When examining possible sources for female distaste of neoliberalism onmemiisin

the field of feminist economics. Neo-classical economics are definedsicutime ways,

i.e. the accumulation of wealth and the maximization of its value. Even though wealth
maximization is motivated by selfish interest, the interest of the indivichially

translates into public interest. Macroeconomic policy is based upon these assumptions
but these assumptions do not take into account the productivity of women that occurs
outside of the typical work place. Feminist economic theory focuses on thy &achi
ranges from the “recognition that unpaid work is also valuable (even when there is no
market for it)...to the problematic valuation of care-giving activities” {&o&a and

Hoppe 2003: 124). Female productivity outside the typical workplace is not strongly
valued and is not captured by usual economic measures such as GDP. The economic
policies of neoliberalism emphasize efficiency and growth while ofteorigg women

as a group as a productive member of the economy.

14



The field of economics is also engendered by the way in which it is studied. Quamntitati
research, such as econometrics, is considered hard, firm, definitive, andimeasbile
gualitative methods are often considered soft, weak, ambiguous, and feminine (Nelson
1995: 139). While each form of research has its positive characteristicstehdraws

a negative connotation more regularly. This is crucial to understanding feminine
opposition to neoliberal economic policy because the implementation and success of such
policies are usually measured from the quantitative perspective. Economisssigcce

often based upon mathematical equations of state expenditures and GDP growth while

ignoring social consequences that only qualitative research can capture.

An examination of developmental psychology may help to shed light upon gendered
economic perspectives. Gilligan explains a divergence in male versaie fesues

during the early stages of development (Gilligan 1982). Females tend to experience a
much closer bond with their mother, the primary caregiver, than males. This connecti
seems to breed an ethic of care and an emphasis on relationships within women while
men tend to develop a more distinct and definitive ethic of justice. The female rHature o
compassion has implications that directly relate to neoliberal economig.pfiomen

tend to be less competitive than men because of their relationship-based worlth@yew
tend to be more concerned with the impact of their success on those around them.
Competition is the heart of neoliberal economic policy as it opens the flood gates of
global competition. This undoubtedly means the failure of many domestic firms and
possibly entire industries. Following Gilligan’s logic, this would be more\likedeter

women from aspects of neoliberalism than men.

15



Also, the ethics of care leave women more concerned with issues of welfare and public
services than their male counterparts (Paggione 2004, Conover 1988, Dabelko and
Hernson 1997). Women tend to be more liberal, and traditional liberal values include
welfare, social programs, union, affirmative action, and other things that naéée Isss
economically efficient. This may again lead to female distaste for neadlgraras
government spending is cut and large-scale privatization occurs. This usuaikyles=a
money for welfare related programs and the control of some public services turned over
to private hands. The privatization of such services is cause for concern, egpeciall
women, who tend to believe that the state rather than the market should be responsible for
the care of individuals (Sen 1996: 827). This does not imply a rejection of markets as
efficient methods of production and distribution, but it calls for the subordination of
markets to democratic objectives. Lourdes explains that “the goal is eog@anomic
activity at the service of human or people-centered development and not the other way
around” (Lourdes 2003: 77). This means striving for economic development and
productivity that is not achieved for its own sake but to increase the collectiviees).

This skepticism of the market’s ability to act in the best interest of gonditates

skepticism of neoliberal policy’s ability to act in the best interest oesaci

The economic transition of CEE states since 1989 has brought many aspects of gender
discrimination into the light. Pailhe explains that labor discrimination withig €iates
has increased female skepticism of the rapid free-market policy implermpr{iailhe

2000: 522). The transition has left women as victims of discrimination in the workforce

16



without any preventative regulation. A survey performed by Pailhe shows hidghdéve
unabated statistical discrimination in the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, and.Pola
This discrimination is derived from a general mindset that women are not capable of
matching the productivity of men in many employment settings. Gendeeis $iscond
only to lack of productivity as a reason to not retrench an employee. Neoliberal
economics emphasize deregulated efficiency and growth which has oftdridegle
segments of the population, particularly women who have borne the negative impacts of
neoliberal policies. Onyejekwe explains that there is a need in this process to
“institutionalize regulations and structures that will provide for women’sanesbnd
empowerment” (Onyejekwe 2004: 30). Blatant gender discrimination in theavoekf
within CEE states has left women critical of the unregulated markettioannand led to

calls for intervention.

WOMEN AS LEGISLATORS

While previous literature implies that women may be less supportive of neoliberal
economic policy than men, it does not necessarily mean that female Members of
Parliament will be less supportive. They must be representative of theitwemnsy
which consists of both men and women. Their party affiliation may also inhibit their
ability to vote in line with their ideals regarding neoliberalism. Researshawn that
women can have enough influence to affect policy outcomes. Politics have lgeneral
been considered a “man’s game” and a male dominated culture has creatddstastac
the success and effectiveness of women as legislators. It is important to look a

institutional and cultural factors within the European Parliament that mayirtigaway

17



in which women vote and their effectiveness as legislators. While thisisttatused
on the European Parliament, there is a great deal of literature regacdmen as

legislators in other legislative settings that is highly relevant.

Among legislative candidates, women tend to be more sympathetic to liberainsonce
than men, but it is still not clear if a higher percentage of female repagsarieads or
can lead to an alteration in agenda setting. When analyzing the Britiginfeaut of

1987, Norris and Luvenduski find that women are first and foremost confined by party
politics, but they explain that there is still a shift in support for feminine coseath
greater representation (Norris and Luvenduski 1989: 114). While finding strormne®id
that women are substantively different to their male colleagues, Norrisuaedduski

do not find strong evidence that substantive differences directly result in pubdig poli
agenda transformation. In spite of party politics, women are able to influenearzari
in more indirect manners than voting such as written and oral questions, private
correspondence, or select committee and adjournment debates. This has tady limi
success, however, as women are subjected to many institutional and noneinatitut
barriers that will be discussed in sections to follow. Norris and Luvenduski, among
others, hypothesize that a “critical mass” of women must be reachedslatiegi bodies
to overcome such barriers in order for true policy and agenda transformationito occ

This hypothesis is strongly debated in the literature.

Critical mass theory predicts that gender balance in legislativeygwlarities and

agenda will not be achieved in a male-dominated legislature, and that womerr@re mo

18



successful when the legislature is relatively balanced (Saint-Gedr8&89; Thomas
1991). Michelle Saint-Germain explains that gender differences and the pombti
women’s interests become amplified once the percentage of women reaches 15%.
Thomas (1991) discovered through a survey of U.S. state legislatures that gender
differences in legislation regarding women issues were minimattessivith a low
percentage of women and more evident in states with a high percentage of wamen. G
(2002) also noticed that female legislators were more actively involved in gelbate
women’s issues when the legislative body has reached the critical mass ofidfss.
Without this proportion of female representatives, legislative proce@dueedominated
by male issue priorities. According to this logic, women become tokens and les
effective as legislators due to the male culture. These scholasndigent that an
unbalanced legislature will greatly hinder the promotion of a more liberahifean

agenda until the magic 15% is reached.

The critical mass theory is debated, however, by several scholars (KanteBi&h

2005). Kanter (1977) argues that when women are an overwhelming minority in various
settings, they embody a “token” status. This token status can lead to two different
responses by women. The first is overachievement. Women may have a greater
motivation to promote their priorities as they feel challenged to work stghim status

quo. This can actually lead to greater achievement on behalf of women asethey a
empowered as symbols for their category. The second and more common response is an
attempt to limit visibility. Women may attempt to blend seamlessly intontile culture.

Their gender already garners extra and unwanted attention and pressureasof “f

19



visibility” is developed. So while women may still achieve a great deal,dbeso

quietly. While Kanter's 1977 work is not focused on legislative bodies, it has been tied
to legislatures by several scholars. Bratton (2005) studies the lower hatigte of
legislatures in an attempt to discover the reach of Kanter’s theorytoBfatds that

these skewed settings often provide more motivation to promote women'’s issues, and
women are not only more active, but they are just as successful as male rafiwesent
She argues that a critical mass is not necessary for the individuat femeakss as a
legislator, but a more equitable setting does provide a better environmemh&be fe

policy outputs. The results indicate that as the percentage of women incneases i
legislature, the chance for women'’s policy issues to be implemented g&relse
individual success of women is not dependent upon a critical mass, but a critedlasas

the ability to change institutional procedures themselves along with policy outputs

A well balanced legislature, however, is not sufficient for significant paligputs with
regard to women’s issues. The social dynamics of a legislative body has profound
impacts on the ability for women to influence the legislative agenda and policy
implementation. Lyn Kathlene attempts to tackle the assumption thatsedrea
representation of females and/or minorities legislatures will providéegriedluence
over their issue priorities (1994). Through an analysis of Colorado state lagislat
Kathlene finds that even in well-balanced legislatures there tends to be @mer@rit
that limits the progress of women. The author uses transcripts from twatlve st
legislative committee hearings to examine the social dynamics. Sheemna

interruptions, position, and committee assignment to explain interactions aslébeyae

20



gender. The findings reported suggest that women legislators, despiteghtar gr
legislative representation, “may be seriously disadvantaged in comnatigads and
unable to participate equally in legislative committee hearings” (Ka¢h1994: 573). It
turns out the women are just as successful as men when it comes to gettingdeits pa
but the process leading up to this is far from fair. The article shows tisa$fmihsored

by women were more likely to be assigned to more than one House committee, were
subjected to longer discussions in first committee hearings, and receive@saituch
hostile witness testimony. So while the number of women in state legislatures i
increasing, they continue to face obstacles due to the social construction and male

dominated culture.

Literature specific to female Members of European Parliament g lianited, so it is
difficult to predict if women of the EP are subjected to similar environmentssas luk

in the various other legislatures. Jane Freedman sheds some light on this issheathroug
study using a questionnaire and survey answered by female MEPs (2002).gHKeepin
mind that the European Parliament does have what could be called a “criticalittass
30% of MEPs being female, Freedman attempts to measure the attitudes aivégerc
effectiveness of female legislators. Freedman finds that women MEé##ot “have a

strong identification with women’s issues and believe they can escape the atructur
constraints of their institution and make a difference to policy initiativegegnan

188). The female legislators do point out, however, that the European Parliamdnt is stil
not a perfect example of gender equality, and significant differencesnber

representation exist throughout the various member states. The questionnahevedso s
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that female MEPs are motivated to bring the percentage of female repiesesitser to
50%. While female MEPs are still constrained by institutional and cultunaisain the
European Parliament, they are confident in their ability to promote their owestgand

initiatives.

With 30% of the European Parliament membership is female, Freedman seeksito expla
why women have an easier time being elected to the EP than their own national
legislatures. Though she does not provide concrete evidence, she hypothesizes that the
higher representation of women could “merely be a symptom of their undervaluation by
politicians and parties in the member states” (Freedman 2002: 179). Partrezare

willing to elect females to the European Parliament rather than their olgnalat
legislatures because the EP is perceived as less important and lessilpolesflogic
appears to suggest that where there is power there are not women, and where there a
women there is not power. As seen previously, however, the European Parliament has
continued to gain strength and influence in European politics and policies. So while
women may be continued to be undervalued, their greater representation in the EP may
unintentionally provide an opportunity for female MEPs to have a significant role in

determining European policy.

While it appears that the European Parliament is more progressive thanatiangin
legislative bodies with regards to gender equality, scholars have found evidénce tha
women may still encounter indirect discrimination in the EP. Work by Shaun Bowler

and David Farrell suggests that women of the European Parliament may exg#réeenc
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previously described challenges to a similar degree as those in naticsiatlegs

(1995). Bowler and Farrell describe the organization and specialization of thgeBar
Parliament and include gender as a variable for predictors of committee arwhposi
assignments within the EP. Gender is statistically significant asdector of committee
assignments in economics, social affairs, and environmental issues. Thaerdsff

show that women are much less likely to be assigned to committees dediing wit
economic issues and much more likely to be assigned to committees dealing \aith soci
issues and environmental issues. While this will surely impact the amounuehicd
women will have on economic policy, it is important to note that women can still have a
great deal of impact on the neoliberal direction of the European Parliament fr@in soci

and environmental committees.

In spite of these challenges faced by female MEPs, the European Parli@mehown a
dedication to gender equality. This is made clear by the formation of groupasstiee
Committee on Women'’s Rights and Gender Equality and the Europeans Women'’s
Lobby. While the effectiveness and importance of such groups is debated, it is seen as a
crucial step towards equality, especially by women who do not have any such taammit

in their own national legislative bodies. At the very least it has servedexsaaple of
progress for EU member states. The committee has a strong dedicationdn’'svom

rights within Europe as well as women and elections within the European Fatliana

national legislatures throughout Europe.

23



WHAT’'S NEXT?

Previous literature shows the potential for a gender gap in the way in which men and
women perceive neoliberal economic policies. The literature also shows thahwom
have a significant role in the European Parliament despite potentiallg graater
challenges than men in policy and agenda influence. It is the objective siidysto
discover if a potential gender gap in neoliberal economic issues translategémidea
gap in legislative voting on these issues. If there is a gender gap, it is mporta
discover whether or not the gap is significant enough to alter the direction of European
economic policy. Itis possible that even in the face of a gender gap, limitiatitres
culture and institution of the European Parliament could limit the ability ofleemMBPs

to transform policy outcomes. The literature, however, leads to the hypothesis that
women MEPs will vote differently than their male counterparts on issuesgeiat
neoliberalism, and the difference will be significant enough to alter poliputajteven

in the face of adverse political conditions within the European Parliament.

HYPOTHESES

* Female Members of Parliament are more likely to vote against neoliberal
economic policy than their male counterparts.

* The high representation of women in the European Parliament (31%) means that
women have the numbers to impact neoliberal policy outcomes in the European

Parliament.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHODOLOGY

In order to determine whether or not women vote differently than their male cartgerp
in the European Parliament, this study will utilize roll call voting recoildss is the way
in which individual votes are recorded in various legislatures around the world. It is
known as the record gkeasandnaysas it only records whether a particular legislator
voted for or against a bill. It has been argued that roll-call votes do not provide a
sufficient data base for determining a legislator’s degree of sumpdegislation

because it requires the assumption that a legislator is indifferent betweepretes of
legislation, and the implied legislative preferences from roll-call vistest equivalent to
a legislators’ stated preferences (Gross 1979). Votes on the same bdhgvarable
however. The data is abundant and available, and there is a long history of utlizing r
call data. Simon Hix, Abdul Noury, and Gerard Roland have put together a data set that
combines the roll call voting records with specific information about the individual
legislators and details regarding the subject of each vote (2006). Thisvdtudifize

the data from these three scholars.

Using the details provided for each vote it is possible to distinguish which votes theal wi

issues that will fall under the category of neoliberal policy. The selected ranige
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from 1999 to 2004. These issues are not just limited to the economic arena as neoliberal

policy incorporates government spending and free market imposition through social

programs and environmental regulations. The data provides an opportunity to examine

which way men and women voted on neoliberal policies. The definitions provided by

John Williamson and Dan Rodrik will be used to determine if a vote deals with neoliberal

policy. The following is a review of the neoliberal framework listed in Chdpte

1)

2)

Williamson (1990)

Fiscal policy discipline.

Redirection of public spending from subsidies (especially indiscriminate
subsidies) toward broad-based provision of key pro-growth, pro-poor services like

primary education, primary health care, and infrastructure investment.

Tax reform in the form of broadening the tax base and adopting moderate
marginal tax rates.

Interest rates that are market determined and positive, but moderate, immeal te
Competitive exchange rates.

Trade liberalization: The liberalization of imports, with particular ersjghan
elimination of quantitative restrictions. Any trade protection is to be provided by
law and relatively uniform tariffs.

Liberalization of inward foreign direct investment.

Privatization of state enterprises.

Deregulation. Abolition of regulations that impede market entry or restrict
competition, except for those justified on safety, environmental and consumer

protection grounds, and prudent oversight of financial institutions.

Legal security for property rights.

Rodrick (2001)

Corporate governance
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- Anti-corruption

- Flexible labor markets

- World Trade Organization (WTQO) agreements
- Financial codes and standards

- “Prudent” capital-account opening

- Non-intermediate exchange rate regimes

- Independent central banks/inflation targeting

- Social safety nets

- Targeted poverty reduction

A vote that falls into at least one of these neoliberal guidelines may be inatuithed i

statistical analysis.

Two questions will be answered with the roll-call data pertaining to nedldraraFirst,

do women tend to vote for or against neoliberal economic policies? Second, was the
number of female voters significant enough to alter the outcome of the legisiatie?

A couple of regression techniques will be used to determine if there is a sighific
difference in neoliberal voting as it pertains to gender. First, probitssgre will be

used for each of the twelve votes which will provide coefficients for the binary depend
variables for the neoliberal legislation. Next, two scales will be edeaDne will

include the legislative votes that are considered to be pro-neoliberal ecqruity, and

the second will include the votes that are considered to be anti-neoliberal. Twadesepara
linear regressions will then be used with the pooled votes. This is done due to the fact

that multiple issues are at play in each of the selected pieces oftlegisldeoliberal
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economic policy is not the only aspect to each vote. Pooling the votes together as pro or
anti-neoliberal may help to better distinguish a pattern with regard to gender and

neoliberalism.

To answer the second question (was the number of female voters significant enough to
alter the outcome of the legislative vote?), a summary will then be provided for
legislation that was passed by a margin less than or equal to the numberlef fema
legislators. If a bill passed or failed by a margin of equal or lesser valuéhthaumber

of female representatives, it will be labeled as strongly influenced bymnom

percentage of neoliberal economic initiatives of this nature will be provideyioBs
literature leads to the expectation that there will be a difference in mlenamen in

terms of neoliberal voting habits, and this part of the analysis will deterfrihre |

difference is significant enough to influence policy outcomes.

Four important controls will be included in the regression. The first of these control
variables will be the political party family which will be explained in ¢gedetail in the
“Regression Analysis” section. Previous research has shown that politiyalkpar

strong indication of policy preference and issue salience, in the U.S. (Lawless&04)
well as within the European Parliament (Hix 2001). Research has also shown the
existence of the same “left versus right” dimension that exists in denpeitics within

the European Parliament (Hix, Noury, and Roland 2006: 494). It has also been seen in
the literature that both male and female MEPs are tied to party politick viaig

influence voting patterns. The second of these controls will measure agesrdiff
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generations had varying economic experiences. Some legislators haverbeén frae
market economy for the duration of their lives, while other nations have experienced
communism and an economic transition from a command economy to an open economy.
Previous studies have shown age related patterns in political orientation including
economics (Watts 1999 and Laz 1998). The third control will be for nationality as
economic characteristics can change radically from state & ggain, the different
member states of the European Union have a wide background of neoliberal policy
experience. Economic culture is also a function of the state. The fourth varilhble
control for European Parliament Group to which each MEP belongs. European
Parliament Groups are organized based on loose ideology within the European
Parliament. With these variables controlled, the regression should effenlate the
impact of gender on neoliberal economic preference in legislative voting iutbpean

Parliament.

A brief description of the specific votes being used in the data analysis will ngwdre

The information regarding each legislative action has been obtained fronfi¢iad of
European Parliament website archives (www.europarl.europa.eu). The votesdrave be
coded as 1 for a pro-neoliberal vote and O for an anti-neoliberal vote so that eaatesepar
regression will measure gender’s impact in the same direction. Theheotebeen

coded by their chronological ID from the aforementioned database.

Vote 1 (Resolution 3062):Broad economic policy guidelines - The sharp and partially

expected downturn in economic growth of the European Union that marked 2001 has
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shown that the EU economy needs stronger co-ordination and an improved policy mix;

the binding nature of the Stability and Growth Pact, in particular, the 3% threshold for
national budget deficits and maintaining price stability, plays an importarthatian

stabilizing economic output and in creating European economic confidence, but further
coordinated efforts on the second part of the Pact are needed in providing the necessary
basis for an investment-friendly environment and high-quality jobs. The key to this
resolution is the prescribed austerity measures as stipulated bylhigyStad Growth

Pact. Such austerity measure would decrease government budgets and spendinly on socia

programs.

Vote 2 (Resolution 4027):World hunger and the elimination of barriers to trade with

the poorest countries. Apart from market access issues, including the noasfzedts,

the Community should also address supply-side constraints and competitiveness, trade
related areas, trade development measures, technology transfersicarcdessation

and global networks, strategies to promote investment and private sector demélopme
The elimination of trade barriers and the promotion of the private sector puts this
resolution into the neoliberal category. Voting for this issue would be in favor of

neoliberalism, while voting against it would be a stance against neoliberal economic

policy.

Vote 3 (Order 81): This order deals with environmental standards regarding the quality
of petrol and diesel fuels emissions from motor vehicles. This includes thatrexqg of
emissions of commercial vehicles. This is an economic hindrance and a burden on

business, especially those in the transportation industry. Voting for this order wauld be
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stance against neoliberal economic policy, while voting for this order would be in favor

of neoliberal economic policy.

Vote 4 (Consultation 4475): This vote deals with the principle that aid should be
conditional on non-productive criteria (relating to the environment, food safety,lanima
welfare and occupational safety) as a social imperative which contributsaforcing
agricultural multi-functionality under the Common Agricultural Policy (JAFPhe CAP
combines a direct subsidy payment for crops and land which may be cultivated vath pric
support mechanisms, including guaranteed minimum prices, import tariffs and quotas on
certain goods from outside the EU. Nonetheless, it needs to be introducedycarefull
rigorously, in order to ensure effective and uniform compliance with the 38 regslat

and directives concerned while allowing administrations and producers enoegb tim
adapt. Aid is contingent upon environmental concerns, food safety, animal welfare, and
occupational safety rather than focusing solely on lowering trade bar&axgronment,

food safety, animal welfare, and occupational safety act against produatidityverall
economic competitiveness. Price minimums, import tariffs, and quotas asealsas a
hindrance to free trade. Votiygyin this consultation would be taking a stance against
neoliberal economic policy, while votingaywould be a show of support for neoliberal

economic policy.

Vote 5 (Resolution 3798)This Directive regulates the advertising of tobacco products in
the media other than television, i.e., in the press and other printed publications, in radio
broadcasting and in information society services. It also regulates the shombyr

tobacco companies of radio programs and of events or activities involving or taldag pla
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in several Member States or otherwise having cross-border effects, mgctbdifree or
discounted distribution of tobacco products. Other forms of advertising, such as
indirect advertising, as well as the sponsorship of events or activities witbheathorder
effects, fall outside the scope of this Directive. Subject to the Treaty, Membe

States retain the competence to regulate these matters as they consisisargao
guarantee the protection of human health. This directive deals with government
intervention and the hindrance of the tobacco industry. A vote for this bill would be a
stance against neoliberal economic policy, while a vote against this bill woulddyein f
of neoliberalism.

Vote 6 (Resolution 3881):Adopting a competition policy as an indispensable condition
to ensure the success of the strategic objective fixed in Lisbon for this decaug,
significant challenges, such as globalization and enlargement of the Butdpea.

This resolution deals with a blanket form of government regulation with regard to
competition policy throughout all of the European Unionya&vote would take a stance

against neoliberalism, whilereayvote would show favor to neoliberal economic policy.

Vote 7 (Resolution 4420)Noting the problems that developing countries and Least
Developed Countries (LDCs) face due to the growing liberalization of inkenaatrade
and their simultaneous participation in World Trade Organization negotiations and
increasingly complex Free Trade Areas (FTAS), the inherent inggs@nd the
considerable difficulties these countries face in trade negotiations, whidtsria the
need to increase negotiating capacities and safeguard national inteadidts/ats
(especially when agreements involve economic and political giants likétlaadEthe

US), and taking the view that trade objectives must be compatible with deesibpm

32



This resolution deals with putting national interest above economic liberalization.
Creating safeguards for developing countries would hinder free trade. Mmtitingsf
resolution would be a stance against neoliberal economic policy, while voting against it

would show favor towards neoliberalism.

Vote 8 (Resolution 4421)Whereas the right of access — even non-reciprocal access — of
the poorest countries to the markets of developed countries is quite insufficienir® ens
real development of trade flows if steps are not also taken to strengthemmgadiiliies

in terms of industrial and agricultural development, compliance with cetitticand
standardization requirements — in particular with regard to health and plantiprotect
regulations — in the importing countries, and knowledge of marketing channelasBeca
this resolution discusses non-reciprocal market access along with hebjitaain

regulations, ayvote would be a stance against neoliberalism, whilayarote would

show favor to neoliberal economic policy.

Vote 9 (Resolution 4418)When developing a trade policy with developing countries it

is important to consider that customs duties constitute one of the main budget sesource
of developing countries (up to 70% in some Pacific countries) and these coumtries a
therefore reluctant to conclude free trade agreements with their neighbduesaisence

of alternative resources (in particular fiscal resources). This plartijgsiece of the

resolution asks the European Parliament to consider allowing developingstates
maintain certain customs duties in order to preserve their national budget. &hs me

trade barriers would be sustained. Voting for this resolution would be a stancé agains
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neoliberal economic policy, while voting against this resolution would show favor

towards neoliberalism.

Vote 10 (Resolution 4416)Calls on the Commission to place greater emphasis, within
its development policy, on strengthening agricultural and trade capakit@sledge of

and compliance with the standards applied in the countries of destination — in particular
with regard to health and plant protection requirements — and knowledge of marketing
channels; calls on the Commission to lay down specific objectives in this resict

the country strategy papers. Because this resolution asks the European Commission t
specifically regulate health and plant protection while providing market infanma
yayvote would be a stance against neoliberalisrmayvote would therefore show favor

towards neoliberal economic policy.

Vote 11 (Strategy Document 1186)F'his document discusses employment policy
regarding the mobility of labor within the European Union. It aims to easetiests on
labor movement between member states in an attempt to improve employmesdates
as well as the adaptability of the labor market within the European Unionr Labo
mobility is one of the pillars of neoliberal economic policy. Thus, voting for trasesty
would show favor towards neoliberalism, while voting against it would be a stance

against neoliberal economic policy.

Vote 12 (Resolution 4414)This resolution deals with EU trade policy whereas FTAS,
particularly those between more than two parties within a geographic rdggaM¢imber
States of the EU are collectively a single negotiating party) and betiww® or more

regional groupings (region-to-region FTAS), serve primarily to natiegregional
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markets, they also aim to increase regional political stability, gengoaid relations and
trust among neighbors and bring together countries of different levels of develppment
institutional structures and capabilities - differences that may in tigerlonbe evened

out. Whereas bilateral FTAs, namely those between two parties (the EU aggin be
defined as a single entity), can be considered as possible "path-fifderséive as
benchmarks for trade liberalization in the region and may even boost the momentum of
regional integration, as long as the scope of these agreements can thercaiedepli

other countries within the region. This resolution is a proponent of economic
liberalization while also explaining that FTAs can serve to even out economic
development levels. payvote on this resolution would show favor towards

neoliberalism, while aayvote would be a stance against neoliberal economic policy.

It is interesting to note that there were far more anti-neoliberal irotee massive
database than pro-neoliberal votes. This could suggest a trend or predispodi@on of t

European Parliament regarding neoliberal economic policy.

REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Each of the twelve votes will be run in a separate probit regression usingCSiata.
Initially, the use of thelprobit function was considered because it displays the marginal
effects of gender and voting habits. While the marginal effects can be, tisejutan
also be quite misleading since they only hold for a single point which may not even be
close to a real voter in this case. In each of the twelve regressions, the \aiikevari

used as the dependent variable with gender and the other control variables being run as
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independent variables. All of thantly significantcontrol variables will be included in
each of the twelve probit regressions Wald Testwill be conducted with each control
variable to determine its joint significance. A Wald Test is a post-astimtest for
simple and composite hypotheses about the parameters of the most receshtiydttés.
If Wald Test does not show significance of the control variable, those coetiigwdl

not be shown in thEindingssection, but they will be available in appendix.

The two scales will then be run in a linear regression. Two separate tables wil
provided, one showing the findings for the pro-neoliberal votes, and one showing the
findings for the anti-neoliberal pieces of legislation. Again, because eaehqgbiec
legislation contains more dimensions than simply neoliberalism, thissgmadeach may
highlight aspects of a gender and neoliberal relationship that the fioftregiressions

may not present.

The control variable for age is coded as the MEP’s birth year subtracted 9m

Thus, an MEP born in 1935 will be coded as 35. The control variables for European
Parliament Group, national party, and member state refer to discrete, and moéapart
category is not necessarily an upgrade over another. With this in mind iegsagcto
create dummy variables for each category to include in the probit negre€ine of

these newly created variables is then deleted and a wildcard is used in ordeletatlgff
include the new variables. If one of the new dummy variables is not omitted from each
set, then perfect collinearity will be induced. This appears as an error, buldgisah

error on the part of the researcher.
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In the previously mentioned data set (Hix, Noury, and Roland 2004), the 28 European
Parliament Groups that are included are divided into eight different casdased on
common core principles. The groups have been divided as follows:

Group 1 - coded as epl

Independents for a European of Nations
Europe of Democracies and Diversities

Group 2 — coded as ep2
European Democrats
Group 3 — coded as ep3

European People's Party
European People's Party-European Democrats

Group 4 — coded as ep4

Forza Europa

Socialist Group

Party of European Socialists

Group 5 — coded as ep5

Progressive European Democrats
European Democratic Alliance

Union for Europe

Union for a Europe of Nations

Group 6 — coded as ep6

Liberal and Democratic Group

Liberal Democratic and Reform Group
European Liberal Democratic and Reform Party
Green Group

Group 7 — coded as ep7

Communist Group
European United Left/Nordic Green Left
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European United Left

Group 8 — coded as ep8

Left Coalition

Technical Coordination of Democrats and Independents

Non-attached
Technical Group of Independents

Each MEP belongs to one of these European Parliament Groups. The inclusion of this
variable into the regression should show whether or not MEPs are bound by the common
principles and agendas of these EP groups. A dummy variable is used for each group
listed above coded as 1 if the MEP belongs to this group and O if the MEP does not

belong to this group.

There are 170 different national parties recorded for the 696 MEPSs in the dathiset. T
number is too large to expect any meaningful results in a regression. Natidiesl par
have been grouped into national party “families” based on the characterighes

parties. These families include the following:

Anti-European Union (coded as pfl) — These parties are characterized by a general
skepticism of European Union integration. These parties generally faategnational
sovereignty.

Christian Democratic (coded as pf2) — This refers to a party which seeks to apply
Christian principles to public policy. They are often considered conservative onlcultura

social and moral issues and progressive on fiscal and economic issues.
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Conservative(coded as pf3) - Refers to various political and social philosophies that
support tradition and the status quo, or that call for a return to the values and soaiety of a
earlier age, the status quo ante (McClain & McMillan 2009).

Green (coded as pf4) — Refers to political ideology which places a high importance on
environmental goals, and on achieving these goals through broad-basedptgassr
participatory democracy.

Independent(coded as pf5) — Independent parties vary in ideology, but these parties
consider themselves outside of the typical liberal and conservative labedsrafdtional
opponents.

Left (coded as pf6) - Refer to parties which tend to support change in traditional social
orders or the creation of a more egalitarian distribution of wealth and privilege.

Liberal (coded as pf7) — Refers to the belief in the importance of individual freedom.
The rule of law and equality before the law are fundamental to liberalism

Regional (coded as pf8) — These parties generally consist of a political ideology that
focuses on the interests of a particular region or group of regions, whetheoiditi
formal (administrative divisions, country subdivisions, political divisions, sub-n&tiona
units). Regional parties often focus on increasing the region's influence anghpolit
power, either through movements for limited form of autonomy (devolution, states’
rights, decentralization) or through stronger measures for a greatee adé@utonomy
(sovereignty, separatism, independence). They also often favor loose teteoati

confederations over a unitary state with a strong central government.
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Right (coded as pf9) - Refers to parties which tend to support the preservation of
traditional or cultural values and customs or maintaining some form of sociachiea
private control of the means of production.

Socialist(coded as pf10) — Generally refers to the economic organization advocating
public or direct worker ownership and administration of the means of production and
allocation of resources, and a society characterized by equal accessitoas for all
individuals with a method of compensation based on the amount of labor expended

(Newman 2005).

This variable should help to determine the extent to which Members of Parliareent
bound by their national parties’ ideology. As mentioned earlier, politicaépaaiten
nominal category making it necessary to use dummy variables for each pfaindsl

(coded as 1 if a MEP belongs to this political family or O of the MEP does not).

Because this data set was created in 2004, only 15 member states will be included in the
data as the accession of the other members had not yet occurred. These measber stat
are coded as follows:

Austria — msl
Belgium — ms2
Germany — ms3
Denmark — ms4
Spain — ms5
Finland — ms6
France — ms7
Greece — ms8

Italy — ms9

Ireland — ms10
Luxembourg —ms11
Netherlands — ms12
Portugal — ms13
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Sweden — msi14
United Kingdom — ms15

Again, a dummy variable is used for each member state, and they are coded as 1 if the

MEP belongs to the member state and 0 if the MEP does not.

The dependent vote variables have been simplified to only ingksdndnovotes. The
roll call votes actually account for MEPs being absent, abstaining, or noteo®lamber
of Parliament at the time of the vote, but these observations have been omitted from the

vote variables.

The probit regression will show the relevance of gender with regard to theeddiftt
votes that relate to neoliberal economic policy. If gender is relevanpfantiaular vote,
it will then be decided of the number of female MEPs was significant enough tgechan

the outcome of the vote.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

The probit and linear regression results begin on the following page. A few tditiesica
jump out right away. First, theocialist party familjhas been omitted in order to avoid
perfect collinearity in the data as explained in the methodology section. Otiadiesr

have been omitted because the binary variables happen to predict success pdrfects a
must be dropped. Th&ald Testsvere run on the control variables for member state,
European Parliament Group, and party family. Only party family proved to bkyjoint
significant as a control variable. The controls for member state and Ear@ad@mment
Group are not jointly significant, and they have been dropped from the probit regression
as well as the linear regression with scales. Followini\thlel Testesults, the

dependent variables for vote and the control variables for gender, age, and p#yty fam

are all included. Th@ald Testesults are available in the appendix section
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Figure 2 —Probit Regression (Votes 1 — 4)

Votel (3062) Vote 2 (4027) | Vote 3 (81) Vote 4 (4475
Gender -.3348018* 0.119 0.00494 -0.132

(-2.06) (0.83) (0.02) (-0.96)
Age .0115877 -0.00775 0.0179 -0.0131

(1.24) (-1.09) (1.62) (-1.89)
Anti-EU party | 0.177 -1.043*** omitted omitted
family (0.56) (-3.46)
Christian 1.047*** -0.145 omitted -0.370*
Democratic (3.69) (-0.81) (-2.09)
party family
Conservative | 1.243*** -0.216 2.551%** 0.250
party family (4.48) (-1.30) (5.21) (1.40)
Green party -0.511* omitted 0.574 -0.817**
family (-2.04) (1.95) (-2.84)
Independent | 0.520 -1.230 0.656 0.610
party family (0.80) (-1.61) (0.71) (1.05)
Left party -0.178 0 0.821* 0.952***
family (-0.74) () (2.52) (3.29)
Liberal party 1.255* -0.282 omitted 0.0144
family (2.412) (-0.86) (0.06)
Regional party | -0.0789 -0.724 1.085** 0.142
family (-0.25) (-1.89) (2.78) (0.412)
Right party 0.946* -0.771* 1.575* 1.166*
family (2.14) (-2.30) (2.20) (2.49)
Socialist party | omitted omitted omitted omitted
family
Chi square 67.27 21.54 63.54 47.61
Loglinear -183.0342 -251.58295 -109.95178 -273.33647
Psuedo R2 0.1552 0.0411 0.2242 0.0801
N 343 473 217 442

t statistics in parentheses

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Figure 3— Probit Regression (Votes 5 — 8)

Vote5 (3798)

Vote 6 (3881)

Vote 7 (4420

Vote 8 (4421

Gender -0.225 0.00233 0.0339 0.132
(-1.23) (0.02) (0.15) (0.67)
Age -0.00617 -0.00438 -0.0128 0.00704
(-0.70) (-0.61) (-1.03) (0.64)
Anti-EU party | 1.334*** 0.156 -0.897* -1.254%**
family (3.412) (0.29) (-2.57) (-3.44)
Christian 0.757* -1.441 %+ omitted 1.101*
Democratic (2.50) (-5.89) (2.97)
party family
Conservative | 0.502* -1.385*** 1.169** -0.749**
party family (2.12) (-5.75) (3.08) (-2.78)
Green party -0.419 0.118 -1.113%** -1.551%**
family (-1.12) (0.22) (-3.50) (-4.49)
Independent | 0.916 omitted -0.713 -1.045
party family (1.57) (-0.98) (-1.46)
Left party -0.339 -0.824* -1.094*** -1.216%***
family (-1.07) (-2.24) (-3.47) (-3.97)
Liberal party | 0.532* -1.563*** 1.153 0.957
family (1.96) (-5.57) (1.93) (1.62)
Regional party | -0.130 -0.718 -0.781* -0.920*
family (-0.32) (-1.79) (-1.96) (-2.30)
Right party 0.908* -0.758* -0.761 -0.626
family (2.45) (-2.02) (-1.92) (-1.44)
Socialist party | omitted omitted omitted omitted
family
Chi square 37.19 78.25 68.65 63.88
Loglinear -161.70795 -254.85491 -106.59115 -130.51891
Psuedo R2 0.1031 0.1331 0.2436 0.1966
N 374 440 210 248

t statistics in parentheses

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Figure 4 — Probit Regression (Votes 9 — 12)

14)

Vote 9 (4418) Vote 10 (4416) Vote 11 (1186) Vote 12 (44
Gender 0.0615 -0.201 -.0976 0.243

(0.29) (-0.98) (-1.32) (1.39)
Age -0.000182 -0.00812 0.0164 0.00759

(-0.02) (-0.80) (0.79) (0.87)
Anti-EU party | -1.008** 0.653 omitted -0.0152
family (-2.90) (1.82) (-0.05)
Christian 0.834 2.286*** 0.270 -2.586***
Democratic (1.84) (5.29) (0.47) (-5.10)
party family
Conservative | 0.159 omitted -0.308 -2.040***
party family (0.51) (-0.62) (-6.69)
Green party -1.488*** 0.0303 -0.465 0.241
family (-4.45) (0.10) (-0.70) (0.81)
Independent | -0.696 1.171 omitted -0.355
party family (-0.89) (1.82) (-0.52)
Left party -1.279%** 0.0636 -1.585* 0.0196
family (-4.22) (0.23) (-2.28) (0.08)
Liberal party omitted 2.339*** omitted -0.443
family (4.19) (-1.84)
Regional party | -1.052* 0.399 -1.157* -0.236
family (-2.52) (1.172) (-2.18) (-0.73)
Right party -1.037* 0.914* -1.928* -1.711*
family (-2.48) (2.08) (-2.31) (-2.64)
Socialist party | omitted omitted omitted omitted
family
Chi square 64.14 67.19 16.93 102.61
Loglinear -116.1452 -134.76076 -33.899758 -176.22482
Psuedo R2 0.2164 0.1995 0.1998 0.2255
N 223 316 131 388

t statistics in parentheses

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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RESULTS

GENDER

The focus of this probit regression was ¢femdervariable, and it was only significant for
a single vote in this analysis. The findings of this project indicate thaeghad little
effect on how MEPs voted on neoliberal policies. Let us start by examining the pro-
neoliberal votes (1, 2, 11, 12). If we look at the first vote we segdnaleris

significant at the 5% level. It is also a negative coefficient, indicatiagwomen MEPs
were more likely to vote against neoliberalism in this case. Voting Motmlmeant
voting against a Growth and Stability Pact which includes measures o&fistarity.

This first piece of legislation confirms the expectation that female MifR¢d be less
likely to support neoliberal economic policies. This is the one and only occasion in the
probit regressions where this expectation is confirmed. When lookifgf@awe

notice that not only igendemot significant, but it also has a positive coefficient. This
piece of legislation deals with the removal of trade barriers between tbpdanrUnion
and developing countries. There is very little difference between maleraatefeoting
patterns hereVote 11follows the same pattern. This document discusses easing
restrictions on labor mobility within the European Union. Gender has a small and
negative coefficient and is not significant at the 5% level in this probit sagresThe
coefficient for gender in the regression witbte 12is again small but positive. Gender
is not significant at the 5% level. This vote is a resolution regarding Faee Areas

(FTAs) with the European Union acting as a single entity in relation to o#tes st
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Now we look to probit regression results of the anti-neoliberal pieces of lemda; 4,
5,6, 7, 8,9, 10)Vote 3is an order regarding environmental standards, specifically diesel
fuel emissions and commercial vehicles. The coefficient for the genddsleandhis
regression is positive, but it is not significant at the 5% leVele 4is an EP

consultation. This vote deals with the principle that aid should be conditional on non-
productive criteria (relating to the environment, food safety, animal welfare a
occupational safety). While the coefficient for the gender variable is neggdtis small
and not significant at the 5% level, meaning that men and women did not deviate much in
their vote on this consultation. Gender has a higher coefficient in the regregsion wi
Vote 5and is also negative indicating that women were more likely to vote against
neoliberalism in this case. However, gender is still not significant at tHev&¥ This
piece of legislation deals with regulation of marketing in the tobacco indudtey probit
regressions for votes 6, 7, 8, and 9 all produce very small and positive coeffioiahts f
gender variable. None of these regressions have a gender variableagiyaifihie 5%
level. Vote 6is a resolution calling for a blanket form of government regulation with
regard to competition policy throughout all of the European Unitote 7includes a
policy to put national interest above economic liberalization by creatiegusaids for
developing statesVote 8is a resolution for non-reciprocal market access along with
health and plant regulationsvote 9asks the European Parliament to consider allowing
developing states to maintain certain customs duties in order to preserve tbealnat
budget. The gender variable #ote 10produces a larger and negative coefficient than

the previous votes. This suggests that women were more likely to vote against
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neoliberalism in this case, but the gender variable is not significant. Thistresaalls

for regulation of health and plant protection.

Only one piece of European Parliament legislation dealing with neoldmarahowed
gender as being a significant factor in determining the voting habits os MEfe

gender variable for the other eleven votes have small coefficients and szogadi
indicating no pattern with regard to gender and legislative voting on neoliberal aconom

issues.

AGE

For all twelve probit regressions, the coefficients for the age variebleeay small and
had sporadic signs. There is exactly the same number of positive coefficidraseaae
negative coefficients for this variable, and not a single coefficient isegrisan 0.018.
This shows no evidence for a relationship between the age of an MEP and his or her
likelihood of voting for a neoliberal economic policy in the European Parliament.
Despite evidence in the literature for a generational effect on econonpeg@rss, one

has not been found in these regressions.

PARTY FAMILY

TheWald Tesfor the party family variable has shown that this control variable is jointly

significant for all twelve of the votes. The results for these tests can it ifothe
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appendix. This is not a surprising result as a relationship between party and votisig habi
has been established in previous literature. Being a memberaribervativeparty

family and thdeft party family appear to have the greatest effect on the voting habits of
an MEP as they pertain to neoliberalism. As expected by the generabpaliiclogy of
these two families, theonservativgarty family is more likely to vote for neoliberal
economic policy, and theft party family is more likely to vote against neoliberal
economic policy. This is not the case for every vote, but when looking at all of the
twelve regressions, this is the trend. The other party families do not have a distinct
pattern in their support or opposition for the neoliberal legislation. Regardlesdenrs
that the party family variable is responsible for a significant portion of Ring

habits for the twelve selected votes. This suggests that while parties do noanilgcess
vote consistently on neoliberal economic policy, the party members are moredikely t

vote along party lines than not.
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Linear Regression with Scales

Figure 5 —Pro-neoliberal

Pro-neoliberal

Gender 0.293

(1.01)
Age 0.00782

(0.61)
Anti-EU party | 0.551
family (0.77)
Christian -0.480
Democratic (-0.66)
party family

Conservative | 0.519
party family (0.71)

Green party -3.070***

family (-4.43)
Independent | omitted
party family

Left party -2.117**
family (-3.09)
Liberal party -0.0383
family (-0.05)
Regional party | -0.140
family (-0.20)
Right party omitted
family

Socialist party | omitted
family

Adjusted R2 0.4189
N 37
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Figure 6 — Anti-neoliberal

Anti-neoliberal

Gender -0.350

(-0.50)
Age -0.0581

(-1.28)
Anti-EU party | 0.779
family (0.84)
Christian 1.367
Democratic (2.37)
party family

Conservative | 3.231**
party family (3.01)

Green party -3.618***
family (-4.70)

Independent | -2.647
party family (-1.80)

Left party -3.669**
family (-3.69)
Liberal party -1.782*
family (-1.62)
Regional party | 0.989
family (1.04)
Right party 2.041**
family (1.98)
Socialist party | omitted
family

Adjusted R2 0.8162
N 18

For these linear regressions the votes have been pooled by type (pro-nemlibatal

neoliberal).

It is important to note the number of observations for each of these linear i@ugessi

They number of observations has dropped dramatically. Because of the nature of the
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pooled regression, it only includes observations (MEPs) who voted on all of the votes in
the regression. This means that any Member of Parliament who abstainedvbtanoa
were not present is not included in the regression. This small number of observations

could significantly weaken the integrity of the results.

Figure 5 shows a linear regression with the pro-neoliberal votes (1, 2, 11, 12) pooled
together with the same control variables from the probit regressions. Thesspaidy

family has again been omitted to avoid collinearity with the binary varialidser party
families have been omitted because they happen to predict success perfeztiyptes

are pooled into these groups because each vote has more to it than neoliberalism. They
are more complex than one simple label can explain. Because of this, a linessiogg

with pooled votes could possibly highlight a relationship between gender and support for
neoliberalism that the initial probit regressions could not. This expectat®nava

fulfilled, however, as the linear regressions with the pooled votes did not produce
significantly different results than the probit regressions. Neither of thebies for

gender ended up being significant. There is not even coordination in the direction of the
coefficients as the pro-neoliberal regression produced a positive cogffanel the anti-
neoliberal regression produced a negative coefficient. Remember, the viaeDded

so that 1 would express support for neoliberalism and 0 would express opposition to
neoliberalism. This means that if there was a pattern of men and women voting
differently on neoliberal issues, the two coefficients should at least havantieesgyn.

No further evidence was developed for a relationship between age and support for

neoliberalism as it was not significant in either regression. Again, faamiyy proved to
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be the most influential of the independent variables on voting habitsconservative
andleft party families show the same direction of support for neoliberal policies. INot al
parties were significant in impacting voting behavior, but as a whatéy familyis the
single-most influential variable in determining which way an MEP will vote on the

twelve selected neoliberal issues.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

DISCUSSION

Gender

The focus of this study has been the impact of gender on neoliberal economitidegisla
within the European Parliament. The coefficients forgiedervariable are only

significant at the 5% level for one of the twelve selected pieces ofdtgis| Not only

are the size of the coefficients sporadic, but the signs of the coefficiens@spatadic.

This means that gender had little effect on voting habits, and it also shows that dmme
not consistently support or oppose neoliberal economic legislation based on the twelve
selected votes. This probit regression has produced no pattern with regard to gender and
the likelihood of voting for or against neoliberal economic policies in the European
Parliament. This is an unexpected result as previous literature has found patterns
legislative bodies considering gender and voting. Previous literature basigtgested

that women would have differing views on neoliberal economic policy itself dssvies
implementation. No evidence has been found for such a relationship in this particular

analysis. This does not necessarily mean that there is no relationship betweemug@gnde
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neoliberal economic legislation, but one was not discovered here. The small saeple s

of legislation could be one cause of the sporadic findings.

What explanations other than parameter limitations could help shed light on the eésult
this regression? Why does the literature suggest that men and women thekyffe

about economics while this study has shown men and women to not vote in a
significantly different manner? A return to the idea of a European economiaydenti

could provide some answers. As noted earlier, literature has examined the development
of a European identity through the evolution of the European Union, but this has not been
analyzed thoroughly from a purely economic perspective. It is possible thptaiseand
ambitions of economic unity within the European Union as well as a unified economic

policy with the rest of the world may overcome trends in gender and economic ideology.

Another possible explanation lies in Carol Gilligan’s theory of moral development
(Gilligan 1982). Gilligan’s theory of moral development in women and girls dedsi$
three levels. In the first level, moral reasoning is based entirely arowatdsagest for

one’s self. A girl or woman in the second stage, on the other hand, makes decisions
based on a sense of goodness as well as self-sacrifice. The third and mostatgghisti
stage of feminine moral reasoning, Gilligan held, valued truth as wedlfasasrifice; in

this stage, women are able to reason through consequences and the impact that one’s
actions has on others. This self-sacrifice often pertains to relationshypsrf@n. In

this sense, there could be a sacrificing of values in order to allow furtheegsay the

European Union (or relationship) and its economic objectives.
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Control Variables

Age: While previous literature shows a possible link to generation and political and
economic ideology, this probit regression analysis has yielded no evidermefitm

this. The coefficients are consistently close to zero, and the signs varydteto vote.
This means none of the relationships are statistically significant. Ofegahis does not
mean there is no connection. Not only is the voting sample for this regressionsanalysi
small, but the votes all fall into the category of neoliberal economic policy. hNeass,

age has clearly shown itself to be a nonfactor in this particular regression.

If previous literature has shown a link between age and political ideology, \wisrésno
evidence for it here? One possible answer may lie in the place of emphassibygr
literature regarding this issue. Literature has focused on the chadgology of voters
rather than the legislators’ themselves. It may well have been incrr@ssume that
legislators follow the same patterns as their constituencies. Those makiregain
politics cannot likely afford to significantly alter their political ideolagyer time.
Politicians with ideological shifts over time are often viewed as “fopglers,” and they
are not considered to be confident in their values. This would not be conducive to re-
election. Such deviations can be viewed as hypocritical or ambiguous by the voting
population. If an MEP’s political ideology remains relatively constant ones, tit

would make sense that political party would be a much greater indicator of naolibe

voting habits.
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European Parliament Group: Because these groups are political coalitions of a number
of European parties, national parties and independent politicians, it would be fogical
this control variable to be correlated with the controldarty family This was not the

case, however, as the EPG control variable was shown to not be jointly signifittent at
5% level for any of the twelve selected votes. This was shown by the Wald Test

performed for each individual vote.

Why is this the case? Upon review of the European Parliament Groups on pager35, it ca
be seen that these groups are not cleanly divided by political ideology. Theensoal

are not formed solely on these ideals; there is a more complex strateqyy thetni

formation. European Parliament Groups benefit greatly compared to individual MEPSs.
For example, a coalition between the European Greens and the European Fnee Allia
would yield much greater power than acting as stand-alone parties asatisss would
attract greater support. Another important incentive for group formatiamaisdial

benefit. Financial subsidiaries are provided to Groups by the Parliamenttinat ar
offered to independent MEPs. Group members are also guaranteed seats onrparticula
committees. With such important benefits for Group members, other strategrs fac
would be involved in Group formation. Strategic alliances would likely be formed with
those who are not always ideologically identical on important issues, includingerabli
economic policy. This could explain the lack of joint significance as a contrablaiin

this probit regression.
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Member State: The control variable for member state was only found to be jointly
significant forvote 7in the regressionVote7 deals with safeguarding the national

interests of developing countries when faced with policies of trade libei@tizand

WTO negotiations. The fact that member state is jointly significant fevthite at the

5% level appears to be a coincidence however. When looking at the other 11 votes in the
appendix section, member state does consistently have a larger coeti@retite

previous two control variables discussed. When analyzing the tables provided in the
appendix, there are votes in which a particular member state plays a signdieant
determining voting habits, but the results are high inconsistent and disperseigir ita
conclude that an MEP’s member state did not significantly affect their vote @@ the

selected votes in this regression.

Why is it that MEPs of a different culture, different historical backgd, and different
national interests can have such similar voting habits? Two possible expiartaiuld

help to shed some light on this dilemma. The first explanation deals with socioeconomi
status. The idea that the politicians are, more often than not, financiallygedjilmay
influence their voting behavior, especially in the economic arena. This issueuisséid

in detail within the literature regarding “ambition theory.” This theory dedls goal
orientation and motivation in attempting to overcome socioeconomic status. Simply put
by Pauline Stone, “it is almost an axiom of contemporary social science that huma
aspirations are a function of where one is located in the social structure” (S®)nelt

is possible that the shared privileged upbringing by MEPs is more influraratheir

own borders in determining their position on the selected neoliberal economic policies
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The second explanation deals with the idea of an economic European identity provided
by the European Union. Literature has discussed the slow formation of a European
identity within the European Union (Rousseau and Van Der Veen 2005), but literature is
sparse regarding an economic identity. It is likely that MEPs and otlesr wiituld be

more likely than others to have a European identity as they are more informidd of E
politics and have influence in their direction. It is important to remember that the
European Union evolved from the European Economic Community (EEC) which formed
a customs union throughout Europe. Thus, the European Union began with a purely
economic agenda. It would make sense that a desire for economic unity may overcome

one’s own national identity and national background.

Party Family: The party family control variable was the only independent variable in
this probit regression to be jointly significant at the 5% level for all twehtbe selected
votes. Political party has been shown consistently by previous research toigrpaty
legislators’ voting habits, but the consistency found in this regression foutbpdan
Parliament was not expected. Party affiliation is certainly a functionlidcpb

ideology, and this shows that MEPs are not deviating much from this ideology. dt coul
have been hypothesized, however, that the overarching interests of the European Union
may supersede party affiliation. This was not the case. The domestic ppditigeof

the MEPs is the single greatest predictor of neoliberal economic votitigefowelve

selected votes. It is important to remember that the variable for pghiéidg was

divided in party family groups. This greatly widens the ideological boundaries aetnpar
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to running a regression with each individual party represented. As mentioned Iesore, t
was not possible due to the large number of domestic political parties in relatien to t

number of MEPs. There may be stronger findings if party was measuregracisely.

The consistency of thaarty familycoefficients is surprising for another reason. Voter
turnout for European Parliament elections is generally lower throughout the membe
states of the European Union than their own domestic elections. Ann Olson explains that
even though voter turnout for European Parliament elections “varies immenmselyg a
member states, the average EP-turnout has constantly been more than 20 percentage
points lower than the average turnout in corresponding prior national parliamentary
elections” (Olson 2006). The numbers have consistently declined since thedarofati
the European Parliament in 1979 which signifies declining interest. This lohofeve
interest in European Parliament affairs could mean that there is lesgpiegs

Parliament members to vote along party lines in order to please theirwemsyit The
results of this regression show, however, that legislators are still \iotimg with their

party’s ideology even at the European Parliament level.

FURTHER RESEARCH

While no pattern between gender and neoliberal economic voting habits in the European
Parliament have been discovered in this analysis, there is a great deah ébrdarther

study. A similar study conducted with a much larger sample of neoliberabmaec

legislation may provide different results. Further study regarding iktepge of a

unified European economic identity may also help to explain some of the results
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produced in this analysis. Because gender has been shown to influence legisiatye vot
in other legislative bodies, a study looking at gender with a wide rangbesfissues
outside of neoliberal economic policy would show if the European Parliament acts
against gender trends on a greater scale than neoliberal economic policy. thihis is
case, then there may be other explanations for the lack of a relationship tadiiarsd

not discount the existence of a gender factor with regard to neoliberal ecqraity in

other political arenas.

A study including a bivariate regression between gender and party maydesttebe

the relationship of these two variables. Women are more likely to join some political
parties over others, which means thatghgy familycontrol variable could be masking

gender differencedt is possible that gender differences could be found when looking

within European parties rather than looking at the two variables separately.

More research should be done before declaring that female MEPs do not act bifferent
on neoliberal economic policy than their male counterparts. This researcmpbs si
shown that female MEPs do naitein a significantly different manner than their male
counterparts on the twelve selected pieces of neoliberal economic legjsiaid it

provides no evidence of a gender factor within the European Parliament with regard to

such policies.

61



REFERENCES

Bowler, Shau and David M. Farrell. “The Organizing of the European Parliament
Committees, Specialization and Co-ordinatidBritish Journal of Political
ScienceVol. 25(2). Apr. 1995, pp. 219-243.

Bratton, Kathleen A. “Critical Mass Theory Revisited: The Behavior andeSaauf
Token Women in State LegislatureRdlitics and GenderCambridge University
Press. 2005, pp. 97-125.

Cini Michelle and McGowan Lee (1998): Competition Policy in the
European Union. London: Macmillan

Conover, Pamela Johnston. “Feminists and the Gender Gag.”
Journal of Politics 1988, pp. 985-1010.

Dabelko, Kirsten la Cour and Paul S. Hernson. “Women’s and Men’s
Campaigns for the U.S. House of Representatialitical Research Quarterly
1997, pp. 121-135.

Dolfsma, Wilfred and Hella Hoppe. “On Feminist Economics.”
Feminist ReviewNo. 75. 2003, pp. 118-128.

Egan, David. “New ParliamentBuractiv. 23 August 2004. <
http://www.euractiv.com/en/elections/new-parliament-archivedlarti
128549#summary>

Einhorn, Barbara. “Where have all the Women Gone? Women and the
Women’s Movement in East Central Europeeminist ReviewNo. 39. Autumn
1991, pp. 16-36.

EuroParl."Women in Parliament: How Does the European Parliament Compare?”
Women'’s Rights/Equal OpportunitigsMarch 2008. <
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+IM-
PRESS+20080229ST022577+0+DOC+XML+VO//EN>

European Commission. “The EU Single Market: Fewer Barriers,

More Opportunities.’Europa http://ec.europa.eu/internal market/index_en.htm.
Retrieved on 18 February 20009.

62



Freedman, Jane. “Women in the European Parliamiatllamentary AffairsVol.
55(1). Jan. 2002, pp. 179-188.

Gilligan, Carol._In a Different VoiceHarvard University Press
Cambridge, Massachusettes, 1982.

Gross, Donald A. “Measuring Legislators’ Policy Positions: Roll€ates and
Preferences Among Pieces of Legislatiohmierican Politics Researchol.
7(4). 1979, pp. 417-437.

Hermann, Christoph. “Neoliberalism and the European Union.”
Dynamics of National Employment Models (DYNAMZDYS5, pp. 1-29.

Hix, Simon. “Legislative Behaviour and Party Competition in European Paritaie
Application of Nominate to the EUJournal of Common Market Studidol.
39(4), pp. 663-688.

Hix, Simon, Abdul Noury, and Gerard Roland. “Dimensions of Politics in the European
Parliament.”American Journal of Political Scienc¥ol. 50(2). Apr. 2006, pp.
494-511.

Kanter, Rosabeth. “Some Effects of Proportions on Group Life: Skewed Sex Ratios a
Responses to Token WomeAfherican Journal of Sociologyol. 82(5). 1977,
pp. 965-990.
Kanter, RosabethMen and Women of the Corporatidsew York: Basic Books. 1993.
Kathlene, Lyn. “Power and Influence in State Legislative Policy Makiihg: Interaction
of Gender and Position in Committee Hearing Debafds’ American Political
Science Reivew/ol. 88(3). Sep. 1994, pp. 560-576

Lawless, Jennifer. “Politics of Presence? Congresswomen and
Symbolic RepresentationPolitical Research Quartery2004, pp. 81-99.

Laz, Cheryl. “Act Your Age.’Sociological ForumVol. 13(1). Mar. 1998, pp. 85-113.

Lourdes, Beneria. Gender, Development, and Globalization: Economics as ibpléPe
Mattered Routledge: London, UK. 2003.

Lovenduski, Joni. “Women and Politics: Minority Representation or Critical Mass?
Parliamentary AffairsVol. 54. 2001, pp. 743-758.

McClain lain and Alistair McMillan, "ConservatismConcise Oxford Dictionary of
Politics, Third Edition, Oxford Univestiy Press, 2009.

Molyneux, Maxine and Shahra Razavi. “Gender Justice,

63



Development, and RightsUnited Nations Research Institu@xford University
Press, 2002.

Nelson, J.A. “Feminism and Economicddurnal of Economic
Perspectivesvol. 9, pp. 131-148.

Newman, MichaelSocialism: A Very Short Introductip@xford University Press, 2005.

Norris, Pippa and Joni Luvendoski. “Women Candidates for Parliament: Transforming
the Agenda?”British Journal of Political ScienceVol. 19(1). Jan. 1989, pp.
106-115.

Norton, Noelle H. “Uncovering the Dimensionality of Gender
Voting in Congress.Legislative Studies Quarterly/ol. 24(1). Feb. 1999, pp.
65-86.

Olsson, Ann. "The Puzzle of Voter Turnout in Elections to the European
Parliament'Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Southern Political
Science Association, TBA, TBFfan 05, 2006. 2009-05-25
<http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p68380_index.html>

Onyejekwe, Chineze J. “Economic Globalization and the Free
Market Ethos."Nebula 1.1 June 2004, pp. 26-31.

Orenstein, Mitchell. “The Political Success of Neoliberalism in
the Czech Republic.” June 1994.

Paggione, Sarah. “Exploring Gender Differences in State
Legislators’ Policy PreferencedPolitical Research Quarterlydune 2004, pp.
305-314.

Pailhe, Ariane. “Gender Discrimination in Central Europe During
Systemic Transition.Economics of TransitiorV/ol. 8(2). 2000, 505-535.

Rodrik, Dani. “The Global Governance of Trade as if Development
Really Mattered,” New York: UNDP, 2001.

Rosseau, David and A. Maurits van der Veen. “The Emergence of a Shared |dentity:
Agent Based Computer Simulation of Idea Diffusiofifie Journal of Conflict
ResolutionVol. 49(5). Oct. 2005, pp. 686-712.

Saint-Germain, Michelle. “Does Their Difference Make A Differ&d he Impact
of Women on Public Policy in the Arizona Legislatur8dcial Science
Quarterly. Vol. 70(4). 1989, pp. 956-968.

Sen, Gita. “Gender, Markets and States: A Selective Review and

64



Research AgendaWorld Development/ol. 24(5). 1996, pp. 821-829.

Stone, Pauline Terrelonge. “Ambition Theory and the Black Politicitine’ Western
Political Quarterly. Vol. 33(1), Mar. 1980, pp. 94-107.

Thomas, Sue. “The Impact of Women on State Legislative Policlesrnal of
Politics. Vol. 53(4). 1991, pp. 958-976.

Watts, Meredith A. “Are There Typical Age Curves in Political Behavithe@ “Age
Invariance” Hypothesis and Political SocializatioRdlitical PsychologyVol.
20(3). Sep. 1999, pp. 477-499.

Williamson, John. “What Washington Means by Policy Reform.”
Progress of Policy Reform in Latin Ameridg®90.

65



APPENDICES

VOTE 1 (3062)
Wald Test: Party Family

chi2 = 55.38
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

The Party Family control variables are jointly significant at the 5% fevéhe
dependent variable fafote 1
Wald Test: European Parliament Group

chi2 = 497
Prob > chi2 = 0.6642

The control variables for European Parliament Group are not jointly significtre a
10% level, so the table will not be included in this section.
Wald Test: Member State

chi2 = 17.56
Prob > chi2 =0.2274

The control variables for member states are not jointly significant at théel@¥dor

Vote 1,s0 the table will not be included in this section.

VOTE 2 (4027)
Wald Test: Party Family

chi2 =19.57
Prob > chi2 = 0.00
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The Party Family control variables are jointly significant at the 10%l lev the

dependent variable fafote 2.

Two variables have been omitted and the observations dropped because they predict
success perfectly.

Wald Test: European Parliament Group

chi2 = 4.47
Prob > chi2 =0.7244

The control variables for European Parliament Group are not jointly signifmavibfe

2, so the table will not be included in this section. One variable has been omitted and
observations dropped because it predicts success perfectly.

Wald Test: Member State

chi2 =12.19
Prob > chi2 = 0.5912

The control variables for Member State are not jointly significant at the a0%ofe 2,

so the table will not be included in this section.

Vote 3 (81)

Wald Test: Party Family

chi2 = 39.83
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

The Party Family control variables are jointly significant at the 1093 fevéhe

dependent variable fafote 2.

Three variables have been omitted and the observations dropped because they predict
success perfectly.

Wald Test: European Parliament Group
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chi2 =2.39
Prob > chi2 = 0.9351

The control variables for European Parliament Group are not jointly signifmavibfe
3, so the table will not be included in this section.
Wald Test: Member State

chi2 =11.07
Prob > chi2 = 0.6046

The control variables for Member State are not jointly significant at thefaO%ote 3,

so the table will not be included in this section.

Vote 4 (4475)

Wald Test: Party Family

chi2 = 38.59
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

The Party Family control variables are jointly significant at the 10% few the

dependent variable fafote 4.

One variable has been omitted and the observations dropped because they predict success
perfectly.

Wald Test: European Parliament Group

chi2 =8.91
Prob > chi2 = 0.2590

The control variables for European Parliament Group are not jointly signifmavibfe
4, so the table will not be included in this section. It can be foukigure 4.2in the

appendix.
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Wald Test: Member State

chi2 =16.71
Prob > chi2 =0.2128

The control variables for Member State are not jointly significant at thef@O%ote 4,
so the table will not be included in this section. One variable has been omitted and the

observations dropped because they predict success perfectly.

Vote 5 (3798)

Wald Test: Party Family

chi2 =32.70
Prob > chi2 = 0.0002

The Party Family control variables are jointly significant at the 1094 fevéhe

dependent variable fafote 5.

One variable has been omitted and the observations dropped because they predict success
perfectly.

Wald Test: European Parliament Group

chi2 = 8.88
Prob > chi2 = 0.1807

The control variables for European Parliament Group are not jointly signifmavibfe

5, so the table will not be included in this section. One variable has been omitted and
observations dropped because it predicts success perfectly.

Wald Test: Member State

chi2 = 13.68
Prob > chi2 = 0.2510
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The control variables for Member State are not jointly significant at thefaO%ote 5,
so the table will not be included in this section. Three variables have been omitted and

the observations dropped because they predict success perfectly.

Vote 6 (3881)

Wald Test: Party Family

chi2 = 62.96
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

The Party Family control variables are jointly significant at the 10% kev the

dependent variable fafote 6.

One variable has been omitted and the observations dropped because they predict success
perfectly.

Wald Test: European Parliament Group

chi2 =6.14
Prob > chi2 = 0.5230

The control variables for European Parliament Group are not jointly signifmavibfe
6, so the table will not be included in this section.
Wald Test: Member State

chi2 =10.04
Prob > chi2 = 0.7589

The control variables for Member State are not jointly significant at thef@O%ote 6,

so the table will not be included in this section.

Vote 7 (4420)

Wald Test: Party Family
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chi2 = 55.08
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

The Party Family control variables are jointly significant at the 1093 fevéhe
dependent variable fafote 7. One variable has been omitted and the observations
dropped because they predict success perfectly.

Wald Test: European Parliament Group

chi2 =5.57
Prob > chi2 = 0.5905

The control variables for European Parliament Group are not jointly signifmavibfe
7, so the table will not be included in this section.
Wald Test: Member State

chi2 = 23.15
Prob > chi2 = 0.0400

The control variables for Member State are jointly significant at the ®@%ofte 7. One

variable has been omitted and observations dropped because it predicts succélys perfec

Vote 8 (4421)

Wald Test: Party Family

chi2 =51.03
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

The Party Family control variables are jointly significant at the 1093 fevéhe
dependent variable fafote 8.
Wald Test: European Parliament Group

chi2 =4.72
Prob > chi2 = 0.6935
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The control variables for European Parliament Group are not jointly signifmavibfe
8, so the table will not be included in this section.
Wald Test: Member State

chi2 =19.59
Prob > chi2 = 0.1059

The control variables for Member State are not jointly significant at the @0%ofe 8,

so the table will not be included in this section.

Vote 9 (4418)

Wald Test: Party Family

chi2 =55.91
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

The Party Family control variables are jointly significant at the 1094 fevéhe

dependent variable fafote 9. One variable has been omitted and observations dropped
because it predicts success perfectly.

Wald Test: European Parliament Group

chi2 =5.89
Prob > chi2 = 0.5532

The control variables for European Parliament Group are not jointly signifmavibfe
9, so the table will not be included in this section.
Wald Test: Member State

chi2 = 18.96
Prob > chi2 = 0.1245
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The control variables for Member State are not jointly significant at tef@dVote 9,
so the table will not be included in this section. One variable has been omitted and

observations dropped because it predicts success perfectly.

Vote 10 (4416)

Wald Test: Party Family

chi2 =51.26
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

The Party Family control variables are jointly significant at the 109 fevéhe

dependent variable fafote 10. One variable has been omitted and observations dropped
because it predicts success perfectly.

Wald Test: European Parliament Group

chi2 =5.20
Prob > chi2 =5.20

The control variables for European Parliament Group are not jointly signifmavibfe
10, so the table will not be included in this section.
Wald Test: Member State

chi2 = 17.75
Prob > chi2 =0.1671

The control variables for Member State are not jointly significant at tef@OVote 10,
so the table will not be included in this section. One variable has been omitted and

observations dropped because it predicts success perfectly.

Vote 11 (4414)

Wald Test: Party Family
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chi2 =77.46
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

The Party Family control variables are jointly significant at the 1093 fevéhe
dependent variable fafote 11.
Wald Test: European Parliament Group

chi2 =5.47
Prob > chi2 = 0.6031

The control variables for European Parliament Group are not jointly signifmavibfe
11, so the table will not be included in this section. .
Wald Test: Member State

chi2 = 16.45
Prob > chi2 = 0.2258

The control variables for Member State are not jointly significant at thefaO%ote 11,

so the table will not be included in this section.

Vote 12 (4475)

Wald Test: Party Family

chi2 = 38.59
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

The Party Family control variables are jointly significant at the 1094 fevéhe
dependent variable fafote 12.
Wald Test: European Parliament Group

chi2 =8.91
Prob > chi2 = 0.2590
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The control variables for European Parliament Group are not jointly signifmavibfe
12, so the table will not be included in the regression.
Wald Test: Member State

chi2 =16.71
Prob > chi2 =0.2128

The control variables for Member State are not jointly significant at thef@O%ote 12,

so the table will not be included in the regression.
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