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As we have seen, administrative structures aredesigned to address par-
ticular problems in particular contexts. This has meant that they are usually
set up to address problems other than women’s issues, in contexts that tend
not to feature sexual inequality. According to Staudt (1997, 10), “Gender is
a social construct that differentiates men and women in ways that become
embedded and institutionalized in the political and bureaucratic authority
of the state. Women rarely have voice in conceptualizing such institutional
forms.” Thus, women’s general powerlessness at key historical moments of
institutional design partially accounts for the survival of an administrative
structure that obscures their concerns.

We noted above that neoinstitutionalists emphasize that institutions are
organizations, and that the framework in which new problems are ap-
proached will likely be determined largely by the usual way of organizing
and approaching things. In her discussion of policies on domestic violence,
Busch (1992) similarly argues that the form of policy response to domestic
violence depends partially on which problems existing institutional struc-
tures already address. For example, if a health policy bureaucracy already
exists, then the problem will be understood as a health problem. In the
United States, where there is a highly developed criminal justice system, Vi-
olence against women is taken up as a criminal justice problem. We can ex-
tend her argument by observing that in European countries, where the
social-distributive apparatus is more developed, violence-against-women
policy will tend to focus more on provision of services to victims and less on
criminal justice response. Busch explains that this feature of bureaucratic

response precludes a comprehensive policy to address violence against

women because the problem will necessarily be fragmented and the re-
sponse uncoordinated—and probably partial—as it is taken up by one or

another of these administrative structures. Hoskyns (1996) argues that the
efforts of the women’s bureau of the EU to raise the issue of racism against
migrant workers were partially thwarted by the absence of any administra-

tive unit that could take primary responsibility for the problem (an obser-
vation to which I will return in later chapters). Thus, it is clear that the

current administrative structure of many states lacks the policy capabilities E

required to address feminist issues effectively.

This suggests that altering the administrative structure of the state will ,.
improve policy responsiveness. Introducing new categories, such as admin-
istrations that focus on women and permit coordination of policies across 3
existing administrative categories, can facilitate the formulation of policies E
to promote the status of women. Where women’s movements have intro- |
duced women'’s issues as categories of the administrative structure of state 3
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and policy, we would expect political institutions to be more effective in im-
plementing feminist policy.

' Indeed, such a rationale lies behind the creation of many women’s pol-
icy agencies. Hoskyns (1996, 122) notes that efforts in Ireland and Ger-
many to implement gender equality directives adopted by the EU led to “an
increase in the bureaucratic structure around equality policy, and to facili-
ties which at a certain level at least made it easier for women’s issues to be
articulated.” In Germany, the Arbeitsstab Frauenpolitik (working group on
women’s issues) of the Federal Ministry for Youth, the Family, and Health
was increased in size and given both cross-departmental authority and re-
sponsibility for funding women’s projects and disseminating information.
In Ireland, the Employment Equality Agency, an office focusing more nar-
rt.)wly.on employment equity, was established in 1977 in response to the EU
directives. Similarly, some governments originally created their gender of-
fice or women’s bureau to help prepare for international women’s rights
conferences.

Women’s policy agencies are one way of creating state institutions that
reﬂect women’s perspective, as defined in chapter 3. A women’s policy ma-
chinery can address issues of concern to women (such as violence) without
segmenting such problems into their health, criminal justice, and other as-
pects. Thus, women’s policy machineries introduce the category “women”
as a legitimate subject—indeed, a priority—of policy. It follows that vio-
lence against women will be more effectively addressed where there is a

¢ women'’s policy machinery.

Virtually all of the countries in this study had created a women’s policy

machinery of some kind by 1994. There is great variety of form among

these institutions: some are women’s desks stationed in lowly subdepart-

‘ ments, as in Botswana; other policy machineries, such as those in Canada
and Belgium, consist of a complex array of advisory bodies and agencies fo-

cused dfrectly on service provision. Some policy machineries, such as that in
Australia, include mechanisms through which women’s movement activists

~ can be included in national policymaking processes. Only Nauru had no

women’s policy machinery at all.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, these diverse institutional measures do not ap-
pear to have had a uniform effect on policy responsiveness to violence

aga'inst women. Indeed, the very fact that nearly every country has such a
policy machinery should suggest to us that its mere existence will not have
much explanatory power. As Malloy (1999) notes, “conventional bureau-
4 t':ratic wisdom dismisses most agencies as peripheral to actual decision-mak-
P ing and irrelevant except as external political symbols” (Malloy 1999, 268).
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As we have noted, In order to improve polidy responsiveness, the
women’s policy agency must have sufficient power to coordinate policy
across a variety of sectors. The mere presence of a women’s policy machin-
ery may not be as important as having an effective women’s policy machin-
ery. A token advisor at 2 low level in the department of sports and tourism
should not be expected to have the same effect on policy as a women’s of-
fice that has strong support from and interaction with women’s movements,
considerable resources, and a mandate to use those resources to comment
across departmental divisions on a wide range of government policy issues
of concern to women. Indeed, we should not expect minimal, superficial re-
forms to have any effect at all, but we should expect a major institutional
reform to have some effect. But how can we determine which reforms are
likely to be effective and which are not?

Source: Stetson and Mazur 1995, 277

c;te:pa‘ln is included lnltf‘\e original figure but is not shown here because it is considered a contrasting case
and thus is not part of the initial development of the typology of state feminist offices.

Fig. 5-1. Stetson and Mazur’s Comparative Typology of State Feminist Offices
THE EFFECT\VENESS OF WOMEN'S POLICY AGENCIES

Mazur and Stetson (1995) have developed a typology of women’s pol-
icy machineries based on their cross-national analysis of women’s policy
machineries and equal employment opportunity policy in twelve countries
(fig. 5-1). For each women’s policy machinery, they ask whether the institu-
tion has the capacity to influence policy outcomes and whether it provides
access to women’s advocacy organizations. Having categorized the agencies
according to these criteria, Mazur and Stetson ask what determines these
two features of women’s policy machineries. They examine the impact of
organizational forms, political culture, politics of establishing the agency,
and the form of the women’s movement. Since we have already discussed
the last three, let us stay focused here on the first explanatory factor, orga-
nizational form. Mazur and Stetson observe thata women’s policy machin-
ery is more effective when it has broad, cross-sectoral responsibility than 1
when it has a primarily advisory capacity or is at a subdepartmental level,
as is, for example, the Women’s Bureau in the U.S. Department of Labor.
While this is an interesting finding, Mazur and Stetson do not offer a theo- 1
retical account of why this is so. ]

The women’s policy offices that Mazur and Stetson judge to be generally 1
effective in influencing policy appear to have had some positive impact on
government response to violence against women. Effective women’s policy '7
offices in Australia and France were apparently important in developing a 1
response to violence against women. Indeed, in France, the main policy ini-
tiatives in this area seem t0 have stemmed from the work of the feminist ac-
tivists who staffed the Ministére des Droits de la Femme (MDF) until 1986. 3

Mazur (199 5b) charts the ministry’s influence as declining after 1985. But it
was between 1980 and 1985 that the largest number of policy initiatives on
v1olen.ce against women were adopted in France. Similarly, in Australia, the
est'abllshr'nent of the Women’s Affairs Section in the Department of’ the
Prime Minister and Cabinet in 1974, the expansions of the Section in 1975
and 1977 and, finally, the establishment of the Office of the Status of
Worn’en in 1982 preceded, and may have facilitated, the Australian govern-
* ment’s response.

.Mazur and Stetson develop their assessments of effectiveness based on
their measures of the impact of women’s policy offices on equal employ-
@ent pol’icy. This study of violence-against-women policies suggests that the
dlfferer?tlal outcomes observed by Mazur and Stetson may be an artifact of
the policy issue they chose to examine (John and Cole 2000). For example

Elmgn (1995) notes that the Swedish policy agency ]émstélldhetsenheten,
or ]AMO (The Equality Affairs Division in the Ministry of Public Adminisz
tration), was “conspicuously absent” from the development of policies to
1 addres§ violence against women. Similarly, the Norwegian Equal Status
. Council, categorized as a high-access, high-policy-impact agency by Mazur
and S.tétson, has had little impact on policymaking with respect to abortion
or crisis centers, two issues that have been very important to the women’s

movement (Van Der Ros 1994). Conversely, Canada’s “low-influence”

' women’s policy machinery played a critical role in developing policies to

ddress violence against women. In Ireland, the women’s policy machinery.

' although fragmented and somewhat haphazard, successfully promoted the,:






