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Abstract: More women are being appointed to full cabinet-rank posts and they are holding more 

diverse portfolios.  Are these women able to be as effective as the men once they are in the 

cabinet – in essence have the women become true political players at the highest level of the 

executive branch, or are they still tokens, but more numerous tokens?  We present a theory that 

uses the political capital resources that ministers, both men and women, bring to the cabinet to 

predict ministerial success.  We predict that ministers who bring more political capital resources 

to the cabinet will perform more successfully in their job than those with fewer political capital 

resources. If treatment is equal for women and men with the same quantity of political capital 

resources that constitutes evidence of gender integration in cabinets.  We use three benchmarks 

for minister effectiveness: duration in post, avoiding a “bad end”, and legislative productivity.  

Our dataset includes all ministers of full cabinet rank (447 ministers of which 110 are women) 

from recent presidential administrations in Argentina, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, and the U.S.  

Our analysis provides evidence of equal treatment of women.  This finding holds across different 

types of posts, for initial and replacement ministers, and across countries, and indicates that 

gender integration is occurring in these presidential cabinets.  We conclude that while women are 

still numerical minorities in cabinets they are not treated as tokens.    
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Our goal throughout this book has been to study empirically with fine-grained, cross-

national data, if integration of women into presidential cabinets is occurring.  While numerical 

parity in cabinets is still extremely rare, the number of women appointed to full cabinet-rank 

posts has increased notably in some countries, and women are being appointed to more diverse 

types of posts.  Yet numbers alone do not define or constitute gender integration.  Gender 

desegregation, instead of actual integration, could be taking place with the appointment of 

greater numbers of women (Borrelli 2002, 2010).  Gender integration requires that, “women and 

men secretaries acquire similar political resources and opportunities to exercise power” (Borrelli 

2010: 735).  Studying gender integration thus includes exploring the types of women who are 

appointed to the cabinet – the backgrounds, experience, and group connections they have and 

whether they resemble or differ from those of men – and how the women are treated (relative to 

treatment of men) once they are in the cabinet.  If women are marginalized in the cabinet after 

they are appointed, that is evidence of gender desegregation, not integration (Borrelli 2010: 735). 

This paper brings together findings from throughout our book to allow us to draw 

conclusions about whether gender integration is occurring; or at least progress toward gender 

integration even without numerical parity.  To preview our findings, the evidence indicates that 

gender integration is occurring, even while there is still room for more progress to be made in 

terms of gender equality at the highest levels of the executive branch in presidential systems.  

When we bring together multiple measures of minister treatment or success and compare the 

treatment of women to men, we find repeated evidence of equal treatment.  Women are as likely 

as men to bring multiple political capital resources (PCRs) to the cabinet, and as we predict, 

ministers – women as well as men – with multiple PCRs generally perform better in their post 

than do ministers with few PCRs.  To be sure, there are some ministers who are outliers to this 
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pattern – both men and women – who out-perform expectations based on their apparent lack of 

PCRs, and in particular there are women ministers who appear to have none of the PCRs we 

measured in this book, but who appear to have acquitted themselves very well as ministers.  

Those ministers must have useful assets that they bring to their cabinet post even if they do not 

conform to what the literature expects about the types of political capital presidents need 

ministers to bring to their administration.  There are also some ministers who perform below 

expectations, bringing multiple PCRs to the job, but lacking success on the dimensions we 

measure.  Those negative outliers, however, are not primarily women, some men also do not fit 

the expected relationship between background/PCRs and treatment.  In general, having more 

PCRs is associated with ministers being successful at their job, at least based on how we 

measured success in this book.   

There are certainly additional ways that minister success could be measured, or equal 

treatment of women could be studied (e.g., whether there is a gendered nature to discussions 

within cabinets or which ministers have access to the president, or how ministers are treated by 

the media).  Such measures, however, are beyond the scope of this project as they would require 

extensive fieldwork in individual countries and extraordinary access to presidential cabinets and 

former ministers.  The measures of minister success we use here still allow us to make an 

assessment of whether treatment is gender equal because these measures could be coded in a 

gender-blind fashion, and what we find based on the aggregate measure is that women are as 

likely as men to be successful in their posts.  Women are as likely as men to have the PCRs to 

bring valuable resources to the cabinet, and they are as likely to be successful on multiple 

dimensions of treatment.  We conclude that this is evidence of gender integration and that 

women are not being treated as tokens. 
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Expectations about gender integration 

In this chapter we test whether the relationship between minister background and minister 

treatment that we presented theoretically as a set of expectations in Chapter 7 actually exists.
1
  

The analysis of minister backgrounds, political experience, and group links presented in Part I of 

the book showed that most women appointed to presidential cabinets in these five countries 

conform to male norms in their credentials.  This finding might be viewed as frustrating because 

it may mean that fewer new views will be brought to policy making and implementation 

discussions in the executive branch than might have been expected from the incorporation of 

women into this high level of politics.  It is not a surprising finding, however, given the 

expectations of social control theory.  Social control theory leads us to expect that when those 

who have traditionally held power conclude that they must respond to pressure to allow members 

of new groups into the inner circles of power, they will select as the representatives of those new 

groups people who are minimally different.  People who differ only in some outward trait that 

shows they are representatives of a group previously excluded from power will be less likely to 

make policy changes that would threaten the interests of groups that have long held power 

(Gamson 1968; Prewitt and Stone 1973; Duke 1976; Carroll 1984; Zimmer 1988).  We do note 

however, that a full evaluation of whether female ministers work for different policy than male 

ministers is beyond the scope of this book, but is an important area for future research.  

However, analysis of minister backgrounds and qualifications is only part of the story, or 

part of testing for women’s incorporation into the highest ranks of the executive branch.  

Certainly it is important that women gain a seat at the table, but we also want to assess how the 

                                                 
1
 We thank Pär Zetterberg and Elin Bjarnegård for helpful insights in developing this table of 

theoretical predictions. 
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women are treated once they are in the cabinet: are they as successful in their jobs as their male 

colleagues, are they equally able to “get things done” (Annesley and Gains 2010: 919 quoting 

from an interview with a senior British official)?   

We expect that women with backgrounds that enable them to bring multiple PCRs to the 

administration should exhibit a similar capacity as the men to succeed in their jobs.  If those 

women are as successful as ministers as their male colleagues we take that to be evidence that 

gender integration is occurring in these cabinets (upper-left cell in Figure 1).  If women with 

different backgrounds, which we operationalize here as not having the standard PCRs discussed 

in the cabinets literature, are successful in their posts that is evidence of incorporation of women 

and that women are no longer tokens (lower-left cell).  On the other hand, if women with 

credentials equal to men are less successful in their posts (upper-right cell) that would be strong 

evidence that cabinets are gendered institutions and that gender desegregation, not integration, 

has occurred.  Finally, if the women who enter the cabinet with different credentials are less 

successful than their male colleagues this would indicate that women are being appointed as 

tokens (lower-right cell).  Borrelli (2002: 54) might call that a case where women are 

“showcased for their sex” and not “respected for their abilities.”  The assessment of gender 

integration that we present in this final chapter offers additional, new measures of gender 

integration, moving beyond the clear set of measures offered by Borrelli (2010) that assess 

integration based on minister background and the types of posts that women receive.
2
 

                                                 
2
 Studying appointment of women to cabinets in the U.S., Borrelli (2010: 737 and 745-6) views 

women having extensive political credentials (i.e., Washington insiders, incumbents in elected 

office, connections that enhance the electoral alliances of the president) as evidence of gender 

integration.  If women are generalists and political amateurs – particularly if such a description 

more commonly fits women than men appointed to the cabinet – that is an indication of gender 

desegregation.  Another indicator of gender integration for Borrelli (2010: 737) is when female 

cabinet secretaries have “strong ties to women’s organizations and networks.”  Our analysis in 
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< insert Figure 1 about here > 

We acknowledge that these relationships we expect between women’s background and 

treatment in cabinets use a male norm about PCRs.  Women may bring new PCRs to the 

administration – in fact they may be appointed precisely because of their capacity to bring a PCR 

of “representativeness” to the cabinet.
3
  Thus our exploration of whether minister background 

helps to predict how ministers will be treated is limited in scope, as it quantifies minister 

background in terms of three PCRs established in the U.S. cabinets literature, which is a 

literature that developed when almost all cabinet secretaries were men.  However, as we showed 

in Chapter 6 (see Table 6.7) there is variance across ministers – both male and female – in how 

many of these established PCRs they bring to the cabinet.  Some men and women have all three 

types of PCRs: policy expertise, political skills, and political support resources.
4
  Other men and 

                                                                                                                                                             

Part I of this book found that the women in these cabinets have extensive political credentials 

and policy expertise related to their portfolio, they do not, however typically have known 

connections to women’s organizations (see Chapter 6 for more information).  This could be an 

indication that women appointed to the cabinet are not expected to represent women.  Borrelli 

(2002: 91) argued that career backgrounds and prior political alliances of cabinet secretaries are a 

way to identify who the secretary’s constituents are and “the interests that will thereby gain 

access to policymaking.”  If women appointed to presidential cabinets rarely have known 

connections to women’s organizations this could be a sign that women with a known reputation 

for working for women are unlikely to be appointed (see Franceschet 2005 for a similar 

argument with regard to high-ranking political appointments in Chile). 
3
 We thank Susan Franceschet for this insight offered in discussions of our work at the ECPR 

workshop on “Gender, Representation, and Power in the Executive Branch” in Salamanca in 

2014.  Also see discussion by Martin (1997) on the growing importance of inclusiveness and 

representativeness in cabinets. 
4
 How we measure PCRs is explained in Chapter 6 of the book manuscript.  Briefly, we use one 

background trait as a proxy for each of the three PCRs, and we coded PCRs as binary variables.  

A minister is coded 1 for having the PCR of policy expertise if they were coded as having 

“extensive experience” related to the policy area of their post (i.e., years of experience working 

in a related field, which could be augmented by a related academic degree, without a long gap 

between their work experience and their appointment to the related portfolio [281 ministers, 

63.4%]).  We code a minister as having the PCR of political skills if they were coded as a 

“political insider” (i.e., if they had previously held a cabinet post, been a vice-minister, or built a 

career in national government [237 ministers, 53.5%]).  A minister is coded 1 for having the 
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women have some, but not all three PCRs.  Some ministers appear to have none of these 

resources that the literature argues are valuable to the administration (Wyszomirski 1989; 

Blondel 1991a, 1991b; Borrelli 2002; Dowding and Dumont 2009).  Overall, our findings in Part 

I of the book indicate that similar percentages of women and men have the credentials (i.e., 

PCRs) needed to get things done, however women are significantly more likely than men to have 

none of these three PCRs.  Due to the similarity in background and credentials of women and 

men ministers, we expect that similar percentages of women and men will be rated as successful 

in their post based on an aggregation of the measures of minister treatment we presented 

individually in the chapters of Part II of the book.  We make this prediction of equal treatment 

regardless of the type of post the minister held, whether they were an initial or replacement 

appointee, and for each of the countries in our study. 

 

An empirical assessment comparing treatment of women and men in presidential cabinets 

 

Our data for this project consist of biographical data and the experience in office for all 

ministers of full cabinet rank from recent presidential administrations in Argentina, Chile, 

Colombia, Costa Rica, and the United States (110 women, 337 men).
5
  To assess whether there is 

equal treatment of women and men in these presidential cabinets we pool our measures of PCRs 

from Part I of the book to score each minister for how many PCRs they bring to their 

administration.
6
  We create an aggregate measure of minister treatment from Part II of the book, 

                                                                                                                                                             

PCR of political support resources if they were coded as having “links to clients” of their 

ministry (i.e., if any of the minister’s group associations, formal or informal, overlapped with the 

policy purview of their portfolio [185 ministers, 42.1%]). 
5
 Case selection rational and country descriptions can be found in Chapter 2 of the book 

manuscript. 
6
 Pooling PCRs so that ministers could be grouped by how many PCRs they bring to their 

administration means that a few ministers (Argentina 2 men, Colombia 5 men and 1 woman, 



8 

 

summarizing treatment based on how a minister exited their post, duration in the post, and their 

legislative activity.
7
   

To avoid having to make what would probably be arbitrary cut-offs for a 2x2 

categorization of ministers, we use more continuous measures of both background and treatment.  

To measure how similar the women are to the men in the cabinet in terms of their background we 

count each minister’s number of PCRs (ranging from 0 to 3), with each PCR counted equally.  

Instead of grouping minister treatment dichotomously as “equal” or “unequal” we add together 

measures of how a minister faired on each of three treatment dimensions based on whether they 

performed better than average, equal to, or less well than average.
8
  First we determined for each 

individual treatment dimension whether a minister did better than average, equaled average 

performance, or performed less well than the average on that measure:   

 Mode of exit –coded as positive if the minister survived in their post until the end of the 

president’s term or they switched to another post.  Retiring from their post is coded as 

neutral because for those ministers we do not have definitive evidence of whether they 

left the cabinet by their own choice, though at the time of their exit there was no evidence 

in the press of scandal or conflict.  Leaving the cabinet by meeting a bad end is coded as 

negative because that mode of exit clearly happened under conditions of scandal or 

conflict. 

 Duration in post – coded as positive if the minister held their post for more than the 

average number of days male ministers in a particular presidential administration held 

                                                                                                                                                             

Costa Rica 1 man) drop out of the analysis presented here because they could not be coded on 

one or more of the three background variables used to coded PCRs. 
7
 For detailed explanations of how we measured the way ministers leave their post see Escobar-

Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 2013a and chapter 9.  For explanation of how we measure 

duration in post and legislative activity please see Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 2013b 

and chapter 10 and 11. 
8
 We thank Ferdinand Müller-Rommel for suggesting that we use a more continuous measure of 

minister background and treatment for our empirical assessment.  This suggestion also was 

offered at the 2014 ECPR workshop on “Gender, Representation, and Power in the Executive 

Branch.”  We considered including the additional nuance of how much a minister’s performance 

on a treatment dimension was greater or less than the average (e.g., greater or less than average 

by at least 1 SD).  However, we concluded that such a fine grained coding would demand too 

much of the data conveying an artificial precision that does not exist, given differences across 

countries, administrations and types of posts in performance variation. 
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their post.  If the minister held their post for the same number of days as the average man 

for their administration they are coded as neutral.  Ministers who held their post for 

fewer days than the average for men appointed in the administration in which they served 

are coded negative.  This coding takes into account different term lengths in our dataset 

(e.g., Chile’s President Lagos served a 6 year term, although the presidential term in 

Chile has since been shortened to 4 years; Argentine President de la Rua’s term was 

truncated when he resigned amidst economic crisis, and the rest of his term was 

completed by President Duhalde), and that cabinets in some administrations are more 

volatile than others.  Since most ministers are men, and we want to see if women are 

treated equally to men, we compare the length of time a woman served to men in the 

same administration and we also compare each male minister to the average for his 

country/administration. 

 Legislative activity – coded as positive if a minister initiated more bills than the average 

for ministers in the same portfolio category in their country.  If the number of bills 

equaled the average for their country-portfolio they are coded as neutral.  If their 

legislative activity was less than the average for their country-portfolio performance is 

coded as negative.  We compare the number of bills a minister initiated to the average 

number of bills initiated by all ministers in a particular portfolio category in a country 

because some portfolios are clearly “super-initiators” while legislative activity is clearly 

lower in other posts, but the “super-initiator” posts differ across countries.  This 

component of the aggregate treatment measure is not possible for U.S. cabinet secretaries 

because in the United States only members of Congress can initiate legislation.
9
   

 

We then combined these three dimensions of treatment into an overall treatment score ranging 

from 5 (most positive) to 1 (most negative).
10

  Coding of overall treatment score and distribution 

of male and female ministers is as follows: 

 5 – all dimensions are scored positive (29 women, 80 men) 

 4.5 – two dimensions scored positive and one neutral (11 women, 18 men) 

                                                 
9
 Our analysis in Part II of the book (chapter 11) includes the number of bills and laws that 

ministers initiate.  We do not include laws as a component of our aggregate measure here to 

minimize the difference in the aggregate measure for U.S. secretaries and ministers from the 

Latin American countries in our dataset.  Also, we hesitated to include laws as a measure of 

minister success because while a minister can decide whether to propose a bill, they have less 

ability to influence whether their bills become law if they happen to serve (or propose the bills) 

near the end of the administration, since legislatures’ formal rules and informal norms vary 

regarding legislation initiated in previous administrations, and thus success getting laws passed 

could co-vary with length of time in post or if they serve under conditions of divided or unified 

government which has been shown to affect executive bill success. 
10

 If a minister was uncodable on one or more of the treatment measures they drop out of the 

analysis (Argentina 3 men and 1 woman, Colombia 3 men and 3 women, US 3 men).  Two of 

these dropped cases (a man from Argentina and a woman from Colombia) were also missing 

data about one of the PCRs. 
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 4 – two dimensions scored positive and one negative (14 women, 55 men) 

 3.5 – two dimensions scored neutral (for US secretaries 1 dimension) and one positive (0 

women, 3 men) 

 3 – one dimension scored positive, one neutral and one negative (for US secretaries two 

dimensions scored neutral) (5 women, 36 men) 

 2.5 – two dimensions scored neutral (for US secretaries 1 dimension) and one negative (3 

women, 11 men) 

 2 – two dimensions scored negative and one positive (26 women, 66 men) 

 1.5 – two dimensions scored negative and one neutral (11 women, 20 men) 

 1 – all dimensions are scored negative (5 women, 36 men) 

 

The advantage of this fine-grained overall treatment measure is that it offers a nuanced 

evaluation of minister treatment or success.  However, by dividing ministers into nine treatment 

score categories and then comparing men and women often there are very few ministers 

(particularly women ministers) in a cell, particularly when we divide the dataset into sub-sets 

based on type of post, initial vs. replacement ministers, or conduct single-country analysis. 

Is there evidence of equal treatment for the dataset overall?  Yes.  First we see that 

women in these cabinets appear to fare better than men, as the mean overall treatment score for 

women (N = 104) is 3.33, while for men (N = 325) it is 3.21, though this is not a statistically 

significant difference in treatment scores (p = .46 two-tailed t-test).  In this case, however, the 

lack of a significant difference can be taken as an indication of equal treatment.  To test the 

expectations presented in Figure 1 we need to take into account the number of PCRs ministers 

bring to their administration.  When we divide ministers into groups based on how many PCRs 

they bring to their administration and compare the average treatment score for women and men 

in each PCR group we find statistically equivalent mean treatment scores for men and women 

except for ministers who have all 3 PCRs (see Figure 2).  The 18 women who have all three 

PCRs appear to be more successful in their posts with a mean treatment score of 3.78, compared 

to the 52 men with a mean treatment score of 3.06 (p = .07 two-tailed t-test).  We also see that, at 

least for women, as PCRs increase from 1 to 3, mean treatment scores for women increase.  This 
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can be interpreted as an indication that women are being treated equally to men, and that women 

who conform to the established (i.e., male) norm about PCRs are the most likely to be successful 

in their posts.  These findings are an indication of gender integration (upper-left cell of Figure 1).  

Somewhat surprisingly, we also see that women without any PCRs have a higher average 

treatment score than women with 1 PCR, though their mean treatment score of 3.27 is lower than 

the mean score for women with 2 or 3 PCRs (none of these means are statistically significantly 

different).  This may be an indication that, while those women look ill-qualified for their post 

based on the measures of PCRs we have used, they bring some other resources to their post 

(which could include “representativeness”) that are valuable and help them to do their job 

successfully. It is also important to keep in mind that even though it looks as if there are 

differences in the treatment that women 1 PCR and those with 3 PCRs receive, this is not 

statistically significant.
11

    

< insert Figure 2 about here > 

Is there evidence of equal treatment across different types of posts?
12

  Does this initial 

finding of equal treatment when women have equal numbers of PCRs hold when we look at 

partitions of the dataset?  Overall the answer is yes. 

First, just considering average overall treatment scores and not controlling for number of 

PCRs, while mean treatment scores vary across categories of posts or in different partitions of 

our dataset, differences in mean scores for men and women within categories are rarely 

significant (see Table 1).  The one situation where we do observe significant gender differences 

                                                 
11

 We judge there to be no difference based on the results of a Bonferroni multiple-comparison test, Scheffe 

multiple-comparison test, and a Sidak multiple-comparison test a one-way ANOVA.  Based on the results of all 

three tests none of the pairwise comparisons across the four PCR categories are different for either men or women.   
12

 Which portfolios are included in each broad category and our rationale for dividing types of 

portfolios into these broad categories are explained in Chapter 3 of the book manuscript. 
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is in the US, where the mean treatment score is significantly higher for women than for men 

(women = 4.8, men = 3.8, p = .01). 

< insert Table 1 about here > 

Figure 3 shows average treatment scores when ministers have different quantities of 

PCRs when we divide the dataset into our three broad categories of posts: Economics, Social 

Welfare, Central.  We know from this study, and from many others (global and in other parts of 

the world) that women are most likely to be appointed to Social Welfare posts, and that those are 

the posts where women have been present in cabinets for the longest time.  In Social Welfare 

posts we find consistent evidence that women are equally as successful as men who have equal 

numbers of PCRs, supporting our expectation in the upper-left cell of Figure 1. We also find, that 

in statistical terms there is not a difference in the treatment scores for women with different 

PCRs.  Figure 3 also indicates equal treatment of women in the Economics category of posts.  

This finding is more surprising given that women are still not only new in these posts, but also 

these are the posts where women often did not have the type of background commonly seen in 

these posts (e.g., business degrees and work experience, connections to business groups).  We 

note, however, that with regard to Economics category posts, having more PCRs is not 

associated with higher performance scores, and this stands out particularly for women.  

However, we are reluctant to draw strong conclusions from the low average treatment score for 

women with 3 PCRs because there are only 2 women in our dataset with 3 PCRs in Economics 

posts.  Moreover, statistically there is no difference in the treatment scores (for either men or 

women) based on the number of PCRs a minister appointed to an Economic post has.  

Meanwhile, for both Social Welfare posts and Economics posts, it appears that women with 0 

PCRs bring other valuable resources to the cabinet as their overall treatment score mean is quite 
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high, which may indicate support for the expectation in the lower-left cell of Figure 1.  In the 

Central category of posts we do observe a significant gender difference: women with 3 PCRs 

have a significantly higher average treatment score than men (p = .06), though the small number 

of women and men in this comparison category calls for caution in placing too much weight on 

that finding.  We also see that having more PCRs is associated with higher treatment scores for 

women, once again indicating support for our expectation in the upper-left cell of Figure 1. This 

is one instance in which the difference in treatment scores between women with more and fewer 

PCRs is statistically significant.  Based on the Bonferroni multiple-comparison test, the Scheffe 

multiple-comparison test, and the Sidak multiple-comparison test in all cases we find there is a 

statistically significant difference in the treatment of women with 1 PCR and those with 3 PCRs 

(p=.036, .047, and .035, respectively) and between women with 0 PCRs and 3 PCRs (p=.025, 

.035, and .025).   

< insert Figure 3 about here > 

Throughout the book we have also divided the dataset into stereotypically masculine and 

feminine policy domains, which do not completely overlap with the Economics / Social Welfare 

broad categories.  Figure 4 presents a comparison of average treatment scores for men and 

women by how many PCRs they bring to the administration.  Again we find evidence of equal 

treatment of the women, with the only significant gender difference found in masculine posts 

when ministers have all 3 types of PCRs, with women having significantly higher treatment 

scores (p = .03).  Here, because the number of men and women in this category is higher than in 

the Central category of posts (see Figure 3) we can be more confident in this finding.  The graph 

for women in masculine policy domain posts also indicates support for our expectation in the 

upper-left cell of Figure 1, as average treatment scores increase monotonically with number of 
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PCRs, though it is interesting to note that this is not the case for men, who appear to be better off 

with 0 or 2 PCRs than with all 3.  That said, there is not a statistically significant difference in 

the treatment scores for men or women with different PCRs. We also observe that, while in 

general treatment scores are higher in feminine policy domain posts than in masculine posts, for 

both male and female ministers, the average treatment score for women is highest when they 

have none of the PCRs we have tracked in this book, but for men their scores are lowest when 

they lack any of these PCRs (though the gender difference in mean treatment scores for 0 PCRs 

is not significant, p = .50 and few ministers, men or women, have 0 PCRs). 

< insert Figure 4 about here > 

Our third way of examining different types of posts is whether a portfolio was receiving a 

high level of attention from the public before the president appointed a minister.  Figure 5 shows 

evidence of equal treatment of men and women in both High Visibility posts and in posts that 

were not high visibility before the minister was appointed, as we find no significant gender 

differences across all numbers of PCRs.  We also see that for women appointed to High 

Visibility posts treatment scores are highest when they have all 3 PCRs or 0 of the PCRs we 

measure.  Given the challenging nature of these posts, with their high level of public scrutiny and 

likely attention from the congress as well, the latter group of women must have brought some 

other valuable resources to their post (though we note there are only 3 women with 0 PCRs).  For 

women appointed to posts that were not high visibility at the time of their appointment treatment 

scores increase monotonically with number of PCRs.  Overall, these findings indicate support for 

our expectations in both the upper-left and lower-left cells of Figure 1 – whether women are 

similar to men or bring different resources and backgrounds to the cabinet then men, if they are 

appointed to High Visibility posts we find evidence of equal treatment, indicating gender 
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integration. There is also not a difference in the treatment scores for men or for women across 

the different levels of PCRs.  

< insert Figure 5 about here > 

Is there evidence of equal treatment whether women are appointed to the initial cabinet or 

as replacement ministers?  Yes, again we observe relatively consistent evidence of equal 

treatment.  This is important because initial appointees may differ from replacement ministers, 

and they may face different political conditions.  Throughout the book we have explored whether 

background or treatment of initial vs. replacement ministers differed because the literature 

expects that presidents have different concerns and needs when making initial appointments than 

they have later in their administration (Mann and Smith 1981; Cohen 1988; Wyszomirski 1989; 

Nicholls 1991; Martin 1997; Borrelli 2010). 

Figure 6 reveals that among replacement ministers when we control for the number of 

PCRs ministers bring to the administration there are no significant gender differences.  However, 

contrary to our expectations, average treatment scores are highest for women with none of the 

PCRs we tracked based on the cabinets literature, and average treatment scores tend to decrease 

as number of PCRs decrease, though we urge caution in drawing strong conclusions from this 

finding given the small number of female replacement ministers in each # of PCRs category.  It 

is also important to be clear that statistically speaking there are not differences in the treatment 

scores for either male or female ministers (among either the replacements or originals) across the 

different PCRs.  The significant gender difference we observe after controlling for # of PCRs is 

that, among initial ministers with all 3 types of PCRs the average treatment score for women is 

significantly higher than for men (p = .006).  We also see that average treatment scores for 

women appointed to the initial cabinet increase monotonically as # of PCRs increases.  There is 
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some indication that at least for women this increase may reflect statistically significant 

differences, at least when we compare women with 0 and 3 PCRs.
13

  Thus, our findings for 

women appointed to the initial cabinet indicate support for our expectation in the upper-left cell 

of Figure 1, signaling gender integration.  For women appointed to the cabinet as replacement 

ministers, they appear to be more successful if they differ from the accepted (male) norm, at least 

with regard to PCRs, which could indicate support for our expectation in the lower-left cell of 

Figure 1 – that women are being incorporated and are no longer tokens. 

< insert Figure 6 about here > 

Is there evidence of equal treatment of women ministers in individual countries?  Again, 

the finding is yes.  Since the data we have employed in this study come from five countries, with 

different histories, party systems, institutional rules, and potentially different attitudes about 

women in politics, we want to explore whether there appears to be evidence of gender equality 

for cabinet ministers within individual countries.  We must be cautions in our conclusions here 

because once we divide ministers into categories by their # of PCRs there are small numbers of 

ministers in a cell (see Figure 7).  Still, even findings that should be taken with caution can be 

illuminating.  Overall we find evidence of equal treatment of women and men within individual 

countries and the few significant gender differences depicted in Figure 7indicate more positive 

treatment, or greater success for women than men. 

< insert Figure 7 about here > 

In both Argentina and Costa Rica the pattern as # of PCRs increases is a monotonic 

increase in women’s average treatment scores, although the differences in neither country are 

statistically significant.  Along with statistically equal average treatment scores, this supports our 

                                                 
13

 The difference in treatment scores between original, female ministers with 0 and 3 PCRs is significant under the 

Bonferroni multiple-comparison test (p=.084) and the Sidak multiple-comparison test (p=.081), but not under the 

Scheffe multiple-comparison test (p=.105).   
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expectation in the upper-left cell of Figure 1 and is evidence of gender integration in the cabinets 

of these countries, even though during the presidential administrations included in our study the 

number of women was less than parity.  In Chile we find average treatment scores for women 

increased as they move from 0 to 2 PCRs, but the 3 women from Chile who have all 3 PCRs had 

low success scores (averaging 1.83 which translates into a negative evaluation on 2 treatment 

dimensions and a neutral evaluation on a 3
rd

 dimension).  Yet with so few Chilean women 

ministers in the 3 PCR category we hesitate to say that having more PCRs harms women, and the 

evidence also indicates that men are more successful as ministers in Chile when they have fewer 

of the PCRs measured here.  And in fact there are not statistically significant differences for the 

women (or the men) across the different PCRs in Chile.  In Colombia, women ministers have the 

highest level of success when they have none of the PCRs we track here, with an average 

treatment score of 4.33 (significantly greater than the average treatment score for Colombian 

men with no PCRs, p = .053).  Also, Colombian women are the one by country instance where 

we do find statistically significant differences between the treatment scores of ministers with 

different PCRs.  That higher treatment score observed in Figure 7 for women with 0 PCRs is 

significantly different from that for women with 1 or 2 or 3 PCRs.
14

  In Colombia it appears that 

we find support for our expectation in the lower-left cell of Figure 1, that women are being 

incorporated and are no longer tokens.  Finally, in the US, even with only 14 women distributed 

across three levels of PCRs, we find two significant gender differences, both showing 

significantly higher average treatment scores for women compared to men.  It is also notable that 

for the US women secretaries, whether they brought 1, 2, or 3 PCRs to the administration, most 

                                                 
14

 The difference between 0 and 1 PCR is significant based on the Bonferroni multiple-comparison test (p=.025), the 

Scheffe multiple-comparison test (p=.032) and the Sidak multiple-comparison test (p=.025).  The difference 

between 0 and 2 PCRs is significant based on all three tests (p=.049, .057, and .048, respectively) as is the difference 

between 0 and 3 PCRs (p=.081, .087, and .078).   
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had the highest possible overall treatment score (score of 5, which for the US means they 

received a positive or above the mean evaluation both for how they left the cabinet and their 

duration in post) and this is also likely related to why there are not statistically significant 

differences in treatment scores for women across different PCRs.
15

  While these administrations 

in the US were far from gender parity, they indicate evidence of both gender integration (upper-

left cell of Figure 1) and incorporation where women are no longer tokens (lower-left cell). 

 

Conclusion 

Our test of the expectations about minister background and treatment presented in Figure 

1 indicates in numerous ways that gender integration is occurring in these presidential cabinets.  

Pieces of evidence at many points throughout this book offered evidence of gender differences, 

particularly with regard to the broad Economics category of posts.  We expressed concern in Part 

I of the book that some of the background traits and group connections that were uncommon for 

women, especially women appointed to Economics posts, might hinder their ability to do their 

job.
16

  We also found that in some partitions of our dataset women were more likely than men to 

have political connections (e.g., Social Welfare posts, High Visibility posts, initial cabinet 

appointments), prompting the question is it more important for women than for men to have 

political connections to be appointed to posts at the highest level of the executive branch?  

Analysis of legislative activity in Chapter 11 found that women initiate fewer bills and laws than 

their male colleagues, which calls in to question the extent of gender integration in cabinets. It 

                                                 
15

 The difference in treatment scores for men with 0 and 3 PCRs just fails to achieve statistical significance with 

p=.107 using the Bonferroni multiple-comparison test, p=.102 using the Sidak multiple-comparison test, and p=.126 

using the Scheffe multiple comparison test.  
16

 As shown in Figure 4.4, women in Economics posts were significantly less likely than men to 

have business/banking careers or extensive experience related to the policy area of their post.  

Figure 6.4 showed that women in Economics posts were less likely than men to have links to 

clients of their ministry. 
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also may raise interesting questions about whether connectedness, like “representativeness” in 

and of itself is a PCR, which might be explored in future research.  

Yet overall our findings, from the analysis presented in this chapter and in the many types 

of analysis presented throughout the book, indicate that gender integration is occurring.  Women 

are being appointed to more diverse posts, even posts far outside stereotypically feminine policy 

domains (e.g., public works and transport, defense) and high prestige posts (e.g., foreign 

relations), and women typically have credentials that make them as qualified as the men.  As 

Borrelli has written about the U.S., this shows that women’s “precabinet careers are valued by 

the administration (2002: 10), and that these presidents have shown a willingness to appoint 

women with “the political resources to act as independent power brokers” (p.55).  We find that 

women are as successful in their posts as are their male colleagues, across different types of 

posts, in both initial and replacement cabinets, and in each of our five countries.  With the 

measures we use here to assess minister success it does not appear that women who break glass 

ceilings and hold posts outside of typically feminine policy domains encounter gendered barriers 

to success in their job. 

Does this mean that cabinets are not gendered institutions and that gender integration is 

complete in the highest echelons of the executive branch in presidential systems?  Probably not, 

as women are still far from parity in terms of their numbers, and women are still under-

represented in stereotypically masculine policy domain posts (see Table 8.1).  In addition, we 

have assessed gender integration based on externally observable measures (how ministers exit 

the cabinet, duration in post, bill initiation), and those measures do not tell us about how cabinet 

meetings operate, which ministers have access to the president, or how they are covered by the 

media.  Such aspects of minister treatment are beyond the scope of this study, but they are 
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potentially very important dimensions of incorporation of women into executive branch politics, 

and they might indicate evidence of gender discrimination or unequal treatment.  We hope that 

future research will explore such important aspects of cabinet politics and minister success. 

Still, based on the extensive evidence and analysis provided here, we can conclude that in 

these five presidential systems there is much evidence of gender integration.  Women are 

appointed to the cabinet who have impressive credentials, including bringing multiple PCRs to 

the administration.  For Borelli, who pioneered the study of gender integration in the U.S. 

cabinet, “That the credentials of the women and the men secretaries were becoming more similar 

was not merely evidence of women’s ability to match the accomplishments of their men 

colleagues, or of their willingness to conform to masculine standards.  The similarity was also 

indicative of the president’s endorsement of highly credentialed women as cabinet secretaries” 

(Borrelli 2010: 746).
17

   

Women are appointed to diverse posts, including posts in stereotypically masculine 

policy domains and to High Visibility posts, and they are not appointed for the initial photo-op 

and then quickly shuffled out of the cabinet to make room for men.  Women on average legislate 

less than men, and that finding is disturbing regarding whether women have the resources in 

office to “get the job done” (Annesley and Gains 2010), and factors that may be driving this 

result should be explored in future research.  Yet an overall measure of treatment offers strong 

and consistent evidence of gender equality.  Not all ministers can be evaluated as successes, 

which is obvious whenever there is a scandal covered in the press.  However, women are no 

more likely than men to fail once they gain a seat at the cabinet table.  And we think it is 

important that we find that women are also allowed to fail in their posts (meet a bad end), they 

                                                 
17

 Borrelli drew this conclusion about evidence of gender integration in the US cabinet based on 

analysis of the Clinton, G.W. Bush, and initial Obama cabinets. 



21 

 

do not appear to be treated with kid gloves, or shielded from challenging tasks in government, 

which is likely to produce failures regardless of a minister’s sex, in some instances.  We are 

optimistic about this because giving women the opportunity to succeed at the highest levels also 

means giving them opportunity to fail and thus, that we have failure also means we have women 

who can achieve to their full potential.  Yet these women, more often than not, appear to be 

successful players at the highest level of national politics.  There is little to indicate that these 

women are tokens (though now more numerous tokens). 

In Chapter 1, while reviewing literature that speaks to the importance of getting women 

into the highest levels of government, we cited Jacqueline Peschard (2002: 1) who wrote that, 

“Since antiquity, politics has been a sphere of public life that has been reserved for men … read 

and understood in male codes and standards, excluding women both in deliberations and in 

decision-making processes on matters of public interests.”  Many scholars writing over several 

decades have commented that “Where power is, women aren’t” (Vallance 1979 cited in Davis 

1997: 28; also see Putnam 1976; Randall 1987; Liddle and Michielsens 2000).  We asked in 

Chapter 1, “Is gender integration occurring at the top levels of the executive branch, even with 

parity still absent?  Or does gender inequality persist not just in numbers, but also in differential 

access to specific types of posts, and in treatment by peers so that the now more numerous 

women effectively continue in their previous role as tokens rather than equals?”  Our findings in 

this book do seem to indicate that male standards for credentials still are the accepted norm for 

getting into the cabinet.  Do women still have to be “surrogate men” to obtain top executive 

branch posts and real power in government?  An empirical answer to that question is difficult to 

provide, though our findings that so few of the women in our dataset have links to women’s 

groups implies that reaching out to women may not be a winning strategy for getting a seat in the 
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cabinet.  Yet we have found diverse evidence that women now are part of the decision-making 

process in the executive branch, that presidents are appointing women who have PCRs that 

should enable them to work with and compete against powerful men and be power players 

themselves in the cabinet.  In 1995 King wrote that, “While it is encouraging to see more women 

in leadership positions … many women are required to ‘act like a man’ in order to succeed” 

(p.67; also see Duerst-Lahti 2005: 234).  The types of data we use here to measure minister 

success do not tell us whether women had to “act like men” to succeed.  But these data provide 

evidence that the women appointed to these cabinets are succeeding at their job even if the 

evidence from Part I also suggests that they “look like men”.  This book provides many types of 

evidence of gender integration, which may mean that women are finally truly breaking many of 

the highest glass ceilings in executive politics. 
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Figure 1: Typology of Minister Background and Treatment/Effectiveness in Cabinets 
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Table 1: Overall Treatment Scores -- Comparison of Means for Women and Men in Different Types of Posts

Category of Posts: Mean  (sd) N Mean  (sd) N Mean  (sd) N p-value

Economics 3.19 (1.45) 163 3.16 (1.46) 28 3.20 (1.45) 135 0.89

Social Welfare 3.40 (1.39) 120 3.52 (1.39) 45 3.33 (1.39) 75 0.47

Central 3.15 (1.44) 133 3.15 (1.56) 23 3.15 (1.42) 110 1.00

Stereotypical Policy Domain:

Masculine 3.18 (1.43) 323 3.22 (1.48) 59 3.17 (1.42) 264 0.81

Feminine 3.44 (1.42) 106 3.48 (1.40) 45 3.41 (1.45) 61 0.80

Post visibility before appointment:

High Visibility 3.15 (1.48) 134 3.22 (1.45) 25 3.13 (1.49) 109 0.78

Not High Visibility 3.29 (1.41) 295 3.37 (1.45) 79 3.25 (1.40) 216 0.52

Initial Ministers 3.43 (1.50) 227 3.68 (1.46) 60 3.34 (1.51) 167 0.13

Replacement Ministers 3.04 (1.32) 201 2.86 (1.30) 44 3.09 (1.32) 157 0.31

By Country:

Argentina 3.09 (1.41) 88 3.28 (1.41) 16 3.04 (1.41) 72 0.54

Chile 3.04 (1.44) 94 3.00 (1.36) 33 3.06 (1.49) 61 0.85

Colombia 3.08 (1.51) 77 3.26 (1.52) 17 3.03 (1.52) 60 0.58

Costa Rica 3.14 (1.33) 97 3.00 (1.40) 24 3.18 (1.32) 73 0.57

United States 4.01 (1.25) 73 4.80 (0.66) 14 3.81 (1.28) 59 0.01

Dataset overall 3.24 (1.43) 429 3.33 (1.44) 104 3.21 (1.43) 325 0.46

All Ministers Women Men
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Figure 3: Comparisons Across Portfolio Categories  
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Figure 4: Comparison between Stereotypically Masculine vs. Feminine Policy Domains 
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Figure 5: Comparison of High Visibility Posts and not High-Visibility  
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Figure 6: Comparison of Original and Replacement Posts  
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Figure 7: By Country Analysis 
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