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Does Feminist Policy Matter in Post Industrial Demaracies?

A Proposed Analytical Roadmap

Amy G. Mazur
(Washington State University/ Sciences Po Paris)CEE

ABSTRACT

The goal of this paper is to draw on research ith eminist and non
feminist policy studies to propose a roadmap feeasing what happens to
explicitly feminist policies after they are formalimade in the highly
complex, yet crucial “post adoption” phases — impatation, evaluation
and outcomes. The paper makes a case for studystensatically feminist
policy post adoption, reviews existing work to itgn some of the
foundations for and gaps in studying feminist pglimaps out the post
adoption process, presents a list of factors foririest policy success and
proposes concrete steps to study feminist posttadop
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Introduction *

With over 40 years since women’s movements in piostustrial
democracies first began to articulate demands éamirfist government
action and since governments began to make politciessponse to those
demands, it is important to take stock in whetlhessé new multi-faceted,
transversal and highly complex policies have bagmessful. That is, has
the policy agenda coming out of the second wave evosnmovement in
Western democracies to promote gender equalitynaomden’s rights been
achieved in society and if so, what are the ingnedi for that success?
Simply put, does feminist policy matter and why?

Despite the development of complex policy tools ardertise for gender
equality policy assessment and a highly active sunmtessful community
of scholars engaged in the comparative study ofrfistrpolicy, little work
has systematically solved the feminist policy pazaf whether, to what
extent and why the wide array of government actwith explicitly
feminist intent has actually achieved the complealg of gender equality
and improved women’s rights. Moreover, three gedrm s of policy
implementation research outside of an explicitlyifést purview, have
basically ignored gender equality policy as anieall terrain as well as the
significant body of scholarly work that has studied

! The ideas in this paper come out of the collatimmain my work on feminist policy and
state feminism over the years: the members of #se&ch Network on the Gender Politics
and the State, undergraduate students in my camrsgomparative Public Policy, and the
participants of the ECPR Workshop in 2012 on “TinigkBig About Gender Equality.
Special thanks go to the editors of this propossdd, whose work in particular has been
inspirational. A version of this article is forthoing in theJournal of Women, Politics and
Policy.

2 The core meaning of feminism used here coverspthenotion of women'’s rights and
status, in the context of the intersectional coxifiss of women as a group, and efforts to
reduce gender and sex-based hierarchies in thee@rta private realms.
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The goal of this paper is to draw on research ith beminist and non
feminist policy studies to propose a roadmap fdwisg the feminist policy
puzzle that focuses on assessing what happenslitiepaafter they are
formally made in the highly complex, yet crucialo§t adoption” phases —
implementation, evaluation and outcomes. The prposadmap includes,
clear conceptualization of the different stages tlbése downstream
processes as terrains to assess, a menu of optiomseasuring policy
success, a list of potential ingredients for exphaj that success and
suggested research steps. The central argumemitisetsearchers need to
be systematic and clear about which part of the @dsption process they
are studying, their indicators for success andr tbeplicit research goals.
These clearly defined concepts can then be usegttheories in empirical
analysis about the extent to which the full ran§éeminist policies have
been successful, the drivers and ingredients fugeltsuccess (and failures)
and to design more effective and meaningful pdiciehe hope of this
paper is, therefore, to contribute to ongoing éffdo generate systematic
knowledge about the feminist policy puzzle andamd so to help advance
feminist and non feminist policy studies alike fmactitioners, scholars,
and activists.

The case for studying systematically feminist padption is made in the
first part of the paper. Next, work in Feminist Guamative Policy and non
feminist implementation studies is reviewed to iffgnsome of the
foundations for and gaps in studying feminist gakbption. The following
section maps out post adoption as a “dependerablatiin terms of its
different processes and the menu of potential atdis for analyzing

® The new international group, Gender Equality Bolin Practice Project (GEPP),
comprised of nearly 80 researchers has begun &lafea research design to conduct such a
large-scale study. It aims to submit funding pr@®sand launch the study in 2016. The
construct proposed here will be considered by i as a point of departure in this
planning processhftp://www.csbppl.com/gepp/A planning workshop was held thanks to a
public grant overseen by the French National Rebedgency (ANR) as part of the
“Investissements d’Avenir” program within the frammrk of the LIEPP center of
excellence (ANR-11-LABX-0091, ANR-11-IDEX-0005-02)"
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success and failure. The final section turns to like of key factors
(“independent variables”) that have been identiffed feminist policy
success and how they might be put to the test psthgses in future
studies of feminist post adoption. The conclusiomg to the concretes
steps researchers might take to study systematieatiinist post adoption.

The Case for the Systematic Study of Post Adoption

As assessments of research on gender and poliapgna&ve shown (e.g.,
Blofield and Haas 2013; Lombardo, Meier and Ver28d3; Mazur 2002),
Western postindustrial democratic governments sineesarly 1970s have
adopted a dizzying number of feminist policies asra broad range of
policy sectord. Gender mainstreaming policies that seek to sydteatig
insert gender equality across all sectors of gowent action have also
been actively pursued since the late 1990s in \Westiemocracies,
particularly in Western Europe through the impeitithe European Union
(e.g., Lombardo et al. 2013). Increasingly, manmifaest policies have
brought in other vectors of inequality based on; &xample, race,
ethnicity, religion, sexuality and/or age, throwgh“intersectional (Weldon
2008; Krizsan et al. 2012)” approach and “gendeombardo et al. 2013)”
policies. Areas of government action that do nkétan explicitly feminist
approach also have important implications for cln@pgender relations in
the public and private spheres to address sex lasqdality between men
and women, particularly with regards to social aedf policies. In
addition, governments at the national and inteonali level as well as
nongovernmental groups and individual gender eggeve developed and
used sophisticated tools for implementing and assgsmpacts of gender

4 Mazur (2002), for example, identifies the follogisub sectors of feminist policy: blueprint;
political representation, equal employment, redatiwn, family law, reproductive rights, and
sexuality and violence.

® For a review of scholarship on gender implicatiofisocial policy see Sainsbury (2008).

4
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equality policy; to name a few, gender audits, genagudgeting, gender
impact assessments, gender performance indicaggader equality
indexes, and gender trainings (Lombardo et al. 2@&l&field and Haas
2013 and Lombardo, Meier and Verloo 2009; Walby®00

As Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) first showed im ttase of
environmental policy in Berkeley, California in thearly 1970s and
students of policy implementation have asserteddsimhat occurs after a
policy is formally adopted by government can shortuit the original

intent of the formal policy statement. Given theeex to which feminist
policies inherently seek to challenge the status afigender relations, this
caveat is about implementation is even more afdgkcaAs many feminist
studies have shown, governments may not seek tovelctand

authoritatively implement such controversial pagithat challenge long
held established patterns of behavior on the path® powerful; rather
they may systematically pursue “symbolic (Edelm&@64)” measures,
formal policy statements, with no “policy outputsf results (Cobb and
Elder 1983: 22).As a consequence, for practitioners, activistssatmblars

interested in determining whether these highly dempand often

contentious feminist policies and instruments dbtuaromote women'’s
rights and gender equality, the stages of femmidicy development after
the formal decision must be assessed in relatiothdopre-adoption and
adoption phases (e.g., Blofield and Haas 2013; laydi et al 2013 and
Mazur and Pollock 2009). Moreover, common and clgandards for
success and failure need to be developed, includitention to policy
outcomes and impacts as well as formal programroatiouts.

® For reviews of the non feminist policy implemeitdatliterature see for example, Matland
(1995); De Leon and De Leon (2002); O'Toole (20@3etren (2005 and 2011).

" See, for instance, Mazur's (1995) analysis of sylinbreform in the case of equal
employment policy in France. Anderson (2006:15-@6jJines symbolic versus material/
concrete/ authoritative reform more generally fobl policy analysis.
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Developing an approach and conceptual tools tesically study post

adoption will enhance understanding of the dynaraitd the determinants
of successful feminist policies as well as sugdest to design more

successful policies, when policies fall short. Sackystematic focus on
post adoption will also more generally allow aneassnent of whether
governments in post industrial democracies havealygt responded to

demands for gender justice and equality and wheatleguities between the
sexes have been reduced. Thus, being systematict alost adoption

addresses both policy oriented questions of deaigh best practices as
well as more theoretical questions of democratiéopmance, governance
and inclusion that place gender politics at thetererof democratic

processes.

Feminist Comparative Policy (FCP): Setting the Ageda for Post
Adoption Research

The FCP Approach as a Foundation for Post Adoption Research

The approach to studying post adoption being preghbere comes out of a
relatively new area of feminist study, “Feminist mmarative Policy
(Mazur 2002).” In fact, as will be discussed intlfr detail at the end of
this section, focusing on the feminist post adapfoocess can be seen as
the next phase of the FCP research cycle. FCPsasshsw, why and to
what end the contemporary state in western posisindl democracies has
responded to demands for the advancement of womagtiss, gender
equality and striking down gender based inequitiessociety through
policies and structures. A wide range of stateaeses has been studied in
comparative perspective since the field first tsblape in the early 1980s.
This body of work studies feminist, gender-spec#icd gender-neutral
policies that affect gender relations, women’s @oliagencies, the
construction of gender and its impact in policynfiation, gender and
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welfare states, and women’s movements relatiortheostate. With over
100 practitioners active from nearly all of the \ées post industrial
democracies, a significant level of scholarship2@®1 over 400 published
works were identified, an established scientifitastructure- in 2010 there
were 9 major international research projects wittpniicant funding
(Mazur 2009), FCP has become a highly institutiaedl area of study.

The approach elaborated here to studying femirdst pdoption reflects
the following major features of FCP.

1)

2)

3)

4)

Gender as a relational concept is “the prime cajegb analysis
(Scott 1986)” through focusing on how feminist p@s that aim to
challenge gender-based hierarchies and promote memghts are
developed, implemented and evaluated.

Analysis takes an “integrated feminist approachZil&011)” that
combines empirical, post-modern and standpointtepisiogies;
studies are aimed to build empirical based thead/ta be used in
more applied policy settings.

The state is seen to be malleable and potentigyndo feminist
influence (Pringle and Watson 1992), rather tharresistant
patriarchal entity (e.g., MacKnnon 1989). The rese@uestion is
whether and how feminist interests can overcomeeelichd and
long established state patriarchies, gendered c%ogiof
appropriateness (Chappell 2006)" to actively impam
authoritative and meaningful policies.

Representation and democracy, emphasized by neeraininist
theorists are crucial (Squires 1999). The polioycpss, including
the processes after a policy decision is madesan as an arena for
“descriptive and substantive representation (Pitk®67)” where
gender specific policy actors like women’'s moverserdnd
women’s policy agencies are agents of representatlongside
elected officials (e.g., Celis 2012 and Weldon 2G.1).
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5) Given the common levels of political, social andomamic
development of post industrial democracies many peoative
small, medium and large ‘n’ analyses of feminisligyoformation
are made only in these countries (e.g., Weldon 201l McBride
and Mazur 2010) in large part to avoid “stretch{8artori 1970)"
concepts. Although there is an increasing call tmdouct a
“comparative politics of gender” that includes atluntries of the
world (Beckwith 2010), the roadmap for post adaptedaborated
here covers these most similar countries. It vellup to experts of
non western feminist policy to determine with thfproach can be
applied in other cultural, political and economattgigs outside of
Western consolidated democracies.

FCP Work on Post Adoption:
A Focus on Pre-Adoption, Adoption and Outputs

Although FCP analysts have not necessarily usedettme post-adoption,

many analysts have made calls to focus on the yhamd complex phases
of post adoption: implementation, evaluation, am# tassessment of
outcomes (Blofield and Haas 2013; Lombardo et 32 Mazur and

Pollock 2009 and Mazur 2009). Moreover, some ofdhsy literature on

gender and development looked at the design impl&atien and impact of
development policies to develop better policy assesmt tools and

eventually better policies (Lombardo et al.2013)65

Different aspects of post adoption have been siudlie western post
industrial democracies, but this is not represematf the bulk of studies
of feminist policy formation. As reviews of the vkoon feminist policy
making assert, post adoption has not been on theif policy studies
agenda until recently (Blofield and Hass 2013; Lando et al. 2013;
Mazur and Pollock 2009). An assessment of ninenteggernational
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research projects on feminist policy issues, faneple, shows that none of
the projects focused on implementation or impaatwation (Mazur 2009).
Rather the agenda setting, adoption phases of ypdtiomation were
examined with a particular focus on the conterpalicies, policy debates,
issue framing and problem definition with few coatens to the crucial
phases of post adoption. This attention to franwhgsues and content of
formal policies is echoed in much of the FCP litera (e.g.,Kantola 2010;
Lombardo and Forest 2010; Lombardo, Meier and \6ef0609; McBride
and Mazur 2010; Weldon 2011; Ferree et al. 200BusTas, Blofield and
Haas (2013) state,

While scholars have identified distinct patterns in types of
government policies, more research is needed that links different
policy frames to their adoption, implementation and outcomes
(694).

More recent research that does deal with post mEdofuicuses primarily on
administrative outputs, seldom providing the dstadf the “practice
(Montoya 2013)” of state and non state actors iplémentation and
evaluation. Similarly, the question of the impatpolicies is often left out
of the implementation equation. Some notable exespllustrate this
point. Zippel (2006) looks at the degree to whichpyers in Germany
and the USA put into practice new sexual harassmegntlation. Van Der
Vleuten (2007) assesses how EU member states ‘fingpid EU directives
in national laws. Haffner-Burton and Pollock (2008udy how gender
mainstreaming is put into place in EU governmentaighministrative
regulations or “outputs”. Krook (2009) focuses tie implementation of
guotas across the globe. Mazur assesses the impikgina and evaluation
of equal employment policy in France, the USA andds Britain (1995)
and the implementation of feminist policies in pirstustrial democracies
(2002). Montoya (2013) studies violence against @wmolicies in the EU
through primarily examining administrative outpuaad interest group
activities at the EU, national and local levels.
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Policy impact has been the major focus of the gemadel welfare state
literature, one of the major areas of FCP, buftéroexamines aggregate
outcomes of general social policy regimes in teohgatterns of gender
relations without looking at the specifics of thelipy process or at the
details of policy implementation (e.g., Sainsbuf02; O’'Connor, Orloff
and Shaver 1999). More recent feminist social pditdies have brought
in specific political actors (Morgan 2009) and spe@spects of child care
programs (Ciccia and Bleijenbergh 2012) to asskesdeterminants of
national level social policy. One area of femirstlicy studies that has
begun to tackle the complex connections betweencypotontent,
implementation and impact is the work on gendertagin elected office,
an important feminist policy, adopted in many cowst of the world
(Krook et al. 2012).

It is clear that one of the major reasons, femipdicy studies is just now
turning to the post adoption phases is that geedeality policies were

only placed on government agendas beginning irednly 1970s and some
of the more developed policies, like gender magastiing, were not put on
the books until the late 1990s. Thus, this turmpast adoption may very
well be a part of the research cycle in feministigyostudies that first

began by assessing how feminist policy issues plaeed on government
agendas and formulated into laws and policy detssi®e now have a
significant amount of time that has gone by to makesessing

implementation and outcomes meaningful in termghefdegree to which
these new policies have actually changed gendetiors and equality
between the sexes.

Another reason for the lack of attention to impletagion practices is the
time-consuming and costly nature of investigatimg $pecific activities of
policy actors, particularly in comparative crossior@al studies that include
many countries or in multi-level studies in the &pean Union where
practices need to be studied at the EU, nationdd;nsitional and local

10
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levels. At the same time, aggregate indicatorsutputs, like regulations,
administrative offices, training programs, etc. nmey capture what really
is happening in implementation, which is a messgiriess involving a
broad range of “stakeholders” compliant groupsniadstrative actors,
target groups, watchdog groups and individual ertsz The time is worth
it, however, to produce valid findings that actyalleflect what is
happening on the ground and hence whether poli@es being
authoritatively pursued after adoption.

A final obstacle to the systematic study of fentiqelicy formation after
adoption is how to develop a valid and reliable soeement of policy
success. Here, standards of what is considereachigrpilicy success must
be discussed and raised; an issue of potentiagrdisment given the
contested nature of feminist politics in many @gsclAs Blofield and Haas
(2013: 678) assert,

Even when there is agreement about the existence of a particular
form of gender inequality, disagreements inevitably arise over
the appropriateness and feasibility of possible policy solutions.

Indeed, much of the analyses of feminist policyt thaus on discourse are
premised on the notion that there are conflictirgvé and frames over the
goals and outcomes of feminist government actiog.,(€ombardo et al
2009; McBride and Mazur 2010; Walby 2009). In maages, as Anderson
(2006) and others have shown for all areas of ppligolicy goals
themselves may not be clear, hence, it may becditfto identify success
in terms of the intent of the original policy. Alsit is not always clear
whether a change in gender relations or womentsssia actually a result
of the policy or not; the reduction of gender-baskfterences may very
well be the result of other factor unrelated to guticy; what Anderson
(2006) calls the “difficulty of determining caudgli

11



2015/11

Non Feminist Policy Implementation Studies:
A Partial Roadmap

Clearly, non feminist policy implementation studig®vide an important
touchstone for developing a systematic approadertonist post adoption.
The general policy process approach that undethbaéapproach to feminist
post adoption proposed here initially came from h#Sed policy
scholarship. Anderson’s book on Public Policymakiogers well the US
literature in delineating the different stages ofiqy formation with their
complex processes and actors — “problem definitiagenda setting,
adoption, implementation and evaluation and pdheyact (2006)® Much
of the feminist policy studies literature uses ghiecess approach as well.
For instance, Blofield and Haas (2013) in theiriee~of feminist policy
work identify four stages of the policy processrgathese same lines
“issue framing, policy adoption, implementation apdlicy outcomes”.
Similarly the differentiation drawn between outputsvisible measures of
government activity (Dye 1992: 354 cited in Ibiddl6and outcomes —
“‘changes in society that are associated with measof government
activity (Dye 1992:35 cited in Ibid., 693)” is cedltto any understanding
of feminist post adoption processes.

A rich literature on policy implementation sincetbarly 1970s also brings
insights and concepts that are useful for studyaminist post adoption.
Despite assertions that policy implementation stsidiere dead after their
heyday in the 1980s, scholars of policy implemeorainore recently have
asserted this field is “very much alive and relavé®aetren 2005 and
2011).” They argue that European implementationolech have made
important recent contributions (O’ Toole 2000); anikrity with the

8 |t is important to note that not all policy schslaccept the process oriented approach to
policy development. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 3).9%r example, assert that policy
formation should be understood in terms policy neag within policy communities or
“advocacy coalitions”.

12
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cosmopolitan nature of the FCP community. Matlari®85 review of the
policy implementation scholarship, identifies a onaglivision between the
“top-down” and “bottom-up” schools. Top down appbes focus on how
centrally located administrative actors carry dug goals of the original
policy through enforcement on the target group. Bh#om-up approach
locates policy implementation at a more local, deadized level where
services are delivered and the concern is witHdbhver level policy actors
that are administering the policy, the target pafioihs and the full range of
stakeholders. Matland proposes an alternative ¢otto “models”, the

“ambiguity-conflict” model which accounts for thaghly contingent and
controversial nature of policy implementation asthighly context specific.

De Leon and De Leon (2000) take the bottom-upogsdown division and
argue that policy implementation studies need tugoon the bottom-up
part of implementation that emphasize more demicpaibcesses and the
understanding that policy implementation should deeountable to the
public with full participation. Such a shift, thegssert will bring a
renaissance in policy implementation studies thitreturn it to its original
vigor in the United States. Fischer (2012) and rstheve emphasized the
importance of more bottom-up processes as wellxamiing the policy
process in terms of “deliberative democracy” and di$course and
argumentation, similar to the “discursive turn” many FCP studies
particularly those being conducted by Europeansz(ia011). This focus
on democracy and top down vs. bottom up approagisemates with FCP’s
focus on representation and democracy mentionedeabnd is a central
focus of the analytical approach proposed in thisep. Thus, democracy is
an important theme for both feminist and non festipblicy scholars.

Despite the connections and similarities in alltli rich literature on
policy there is virtually no mention of gender pglior the feminist
scholarship that studies it. Saetren’s reviews ld implementation
literature in 2005 and 2011 further identify théaility of implementation

13
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studies across 7800 articles, books and chapter$hrD. dissertations —
7300 in the 2005 article published between 19330@3 and 500 articles
reviewed in his 2011 piece. The substantive categdre uses to classify
the literature do not include a gender categorglthe education, law,

environment and economics and there is no evidéhat any gender
specific policy studies were classified. Nonethgleghat Saetren identifies
as the “third generation of implementation studiesitches well with

current research developments in FCP and the agiprimafeminist post

adoption being proposed here.

Key variables must be clearly defined; hypotheses derived from
theoretical constructs should guide empirical analysis; more use of
statistical analysis using quantitative data to supplement
quantitative analysis; more comparison across different units of
analysis with the same policy sector; more comparison across
different units of analysis across different policy sectors; more
longitudinal analysis. (3)

Thus, the non feminist policy implementation litewa furnishes a partial
roadmap for studying post adoption. While there areas of overlap
between non feminist and feminist policy studiég tomplete silence on
gender specific policy studies means that thear@sing out of policy
implementation may not be fully accurate. The roagrthat is presented
below aims to address this gap by integrating sofrtee central concepts
from implementation studies and hence putting soofethe core
implementation theories to the test.

Being Systematic About Mapping Post-Adoption:
A Focus on Democracy, Representation and Symboliceform

The complex issues raised by both feminist andfaomnist analysts alike

warrant a careful conceptualization of the key izl components of the
feminist policy post adoption puzzle that may thbatter structure

14
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empirical analysis. As the rich literature on cgstcrmation in political
science shows, this attention to concept definiiod operationalization is
a crucial part of doing good science that prodwsmsid theory and valid
results (e.g., Goertz 2008).

The roadmap for studying feminist post adoption ppsed here is
expressed in terms of a dependent variable - abjettexplanation or
outcomes - and independent variables - driversigredients® The post
adoption phase can be seen as the dependent eamadgbped out in this
section, that researchers seek to explain and stader It shows how the
stages of the policy process unfold after adoptiod whether they lead to
policy success or failure. The next section tumsatpresentation of the
potential drivers or ingredients of policy succebat researchers have
considered. This roadmap can be used to assesadgmsion at all levels:
individual policy decisions, a set of more gengalicy decisions, the policy
sector, the national level, the international leMels important to note that
while this conceptualization of feminist post adoptproposes a systematic
roadmap, it does not provide a simple parsimongmlstion to the feminist
policy formation puzzle. Rather, it furnishes a mef options from which
researchers can choose, depending on the reseemtextc- theory building,
scholarly, impact assessment, action oriented, atd. the resources for
conducting research. As Goertz (2006) and othero wiork on
conceptualization show, the research context ist wdedermines how a
concept will be operationalized. As a result, ifiadamental that the first
step in conducting a study of feminist post adepi® to clearly state the

® For a discussion of issues of conceptualizatiogender and politics research as well as
individual treatments of key gender and politice@gpts by feminist scholars see Goertz
and Mazur (2008).

10 while the terminology of variables may be rejeddgdpost positive scholars and is often
associated with quantitative and statistical anglysis useful to use these constructs here
to differentiate between what is being explainedost adoption processes and outcomes
and the factors that explain those outcomes.

15
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research context and goals and from this the apptepmeasurements can
be selected.

Figure 1
Mapping “Post-Adoption” in the Policy Formation Process in Post Industrial
Democracies

Implementation ‘ ‘ Evaluation ‘ ‘ Outcomes

Outputs Outputs Direct
Instruments Formal and Informal Impact/Results
Structures Evaluation (E/e) Was the Problem Solved?
Programs Summative & Formative (May be determined in the
Funding evaluation process)
Court Cases Were group

. Practice interests/demands/discourse
Practice rveypee

Assessment of Instruments, reflected?
Structures, Programs, funding, (SR)
court cases and outcomes

Institutional Feedback (DR)
Stakeholders/actors/groups in
state and society mobilizing
around/participating in process.

Follow through activities
What is actually done?

Institutional Feedback (DR)
Stakeholders/actors/groups in
state and society mobilizing
around/participating in process.

Indirect
Attitude/Values/Norms Change
Public Opinion Change

Enhanced Participation (DR)
Representation and Democragy

Accountability Accountability

Actors/outputs need to be Actors/outputs need to be Feedback

accountable to publics and accountable to publics and Policy Change> Process startg
constituencies through process constituencies through process over (problem definition,

and mechanisms. and mechanisms. agenda setting, etc.)
Responsiveness (SR) Responsiveness (SR) New Stakeholders, Networks.
Were group interests/demands/ Were group interests/demands/

discourse reflected? discourse reflected?

Notes: SR- Substantive representation, DR- Descriptiver&amtation

Figure 1 presents post adoption in terms of thiferdnt phases and five

different dimensions. It suggests avenues for asggsuccess and policy
effectiveness in terms of descriptive and substan@&presentation and of
top-down and bottom-up approaches for each phasthid section, each

different stage is first presented. Then the d#fépotential measurements
of policy success in each stage in terms of the #ifferent dimensions

listed in Figure 1 are discussed.

16
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Unpacking Post Adoption:
I mplementation, Evaluation and Outcomes

It is important for feminist and non feminist steslialike to be precise about
the different stages of the post adoption procAssO’Toole (2000:266)
points out, studies of “implementation” often indtuthe act of carryingout
policy and the analysis of its effects and resoitémpact assessment. The
feminist studies that do focus on post adoptiorglé@mentation also mix-
up different aspects of this complex post decigwacess and misuse
notions of implementation. Here, we identify thidiferent parts of post
adoption, based in part on the stage-oriented m@dederson 2006) that
clearly differentiates between the political pra&sssof implementation and
evaluation and the actual outcomes of the poliog@ss, which may be the
object of the evaluation process, but also may &l by individuals not
active in that particular policy process -citizessholars, and activists- as
potential indicators of success for a particuldicyo

Implementation is the policy phase where state and non statersacto
carryout policy decisions through a wide range ofividies. Anderson
(2006), for example, identifies “rule-making, adpation, law enforcement
and program operations.” Implementation involvesniaiktrative actors,
compliance groups, courts and criminal justice esyst and target
populations. As such, this stage brings forwardmpmex constellation of
actors, or “stakeholders”, that will vary with ttyge policy and the level of
implementation (e.g., Matland 1995).

Evaluation is a separate process that is often carried othdgame set of
implementation actors. Maria Bustelo, in this votuprovides additional
valuable insights about this process from a ferhjpésspective. It involves
both formal and informal assessments of whetherivangpolicy was
successful or not, bige’ and smallte’ evaluation. Bige evaluation can be
both “summative” and “formative” as well (Andersd@006). Formal
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summative and formative evaluations can be buiti jpolicies from their
inception, often by the legislature or by requiretsefrom extra national
government organizations like the EU or the UN. Bneaevaluation
usually is conducted by nongovernmental organimatiout also sector
specific agencies, like women’s policy agenciesa gmart of the watchdog
process to monitor whether governments are follgwimough on political
promises. As such, policy evaluation is a crucialtpof democracy’s
critical processes. Evaluation also may lead tooigmt changes in policy
and placing issues back on government agendasn @ieeprevalence of
formative evaluation, implementation and evaluatiaonay occur
concurrently; thus they are not necessarily sedpleptocesses, although
formal summative evaluations can occur after pnograhave been
implemented. In addition, it is important to ndbe bften marginal position
of evaluators, i.e., policy experts, to the processl the degree to which
policy evaluations, particularly if they are formalogram evaluations can
reflect more the political goals of the group/ ingion that commissioned
than a specific evaluation (Anderson 2006). As suebearchers studying
the policy evaluation process need to identify ‘thesitionality” of the
evaluator in the political process (Lombardo e2a09).

As the non feminist policy literature has taught astputs, observable
government action, are not the same as outcomepolifies. Here
outcomesare clearly separated out in three different paetypes: direct,
indirect and feedback. The type of outcome thanhalyzed depends on the
context and the goals of the assessment, i.e. hehgtis being used in the
evaluation process of a given policy by the polegtors or whether
researchers outside of the policy process are ptiegnto determine the
success of the policy.Direct outcomesinvolve the impact of the policy

1 policy scholars can become policy actors throughldic demand for policy assessment and
expertise (Hoard forthcoming). At the same timdicyaesearchers can work outside of the
policy process and provide independent less paktit assessments of policy success and
failure to develop empirical-based theory for ptacter-oriented and scholarly communities,
depending on the context for the research product.
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on the target group or problem. An essential partietermining direct
impact is whether the problem was solved, but aisether the demands of
the groups and individuals who requested the patiahe first place were
met. Indirect outcomes include long term changes in public opinion,
norms, values and attitudes, potentially operative@ by a series of
indicators like public opinion, polls, voting patte or men’s and women’s
status indexé§ what Inglehart (1990) and other have referretctdture
shift.” The processes of implementation and evanatan also lead to
enhanced participation of excluded individuals awtbrs, like women in
the case of feminist policy formation, and hencehaste overall
democracy and representation. There are also mdieteconsequences or
“diffuse policy impacts (Anderson 2006: 272)" thatay harm other
groups. In feminist policy, it is clear that menagroup may become the
unintended losers in feminist policy formation;sthmay be an important
indicator of success or failure depending on thalyemt's perspective.
Feedback can also be an outcome of a given paawy tjelow).

A Menu of Optionsfor Measuring Success

The five dimensions of post adoption presented iguré 1, outputs,
practice, institutional feedback, accountabilitydaesponsiveness provide
the building blocks to assess policy success aildrda Outputs are
differentiated from practice (Montoya 2013)” in both implementation and
evaluation. That is, just because government progjrastructures,
instruments and funding were established does eotssarily mean that
there will be follow through. Thus, researchers chde identify the
administrative outputs that were established tolément and evaluate
policy and then determine whether the various godictors actually did
anything in practice. ldentifying outputs AND priaet is particularly
important in feminist policy formation where elettefficials may be

12 See Blofield and Haas (2013: 678-9) for a disaussif the available cross-national gender
indexes.
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willing to sign-off on a policy that promotes gendequality, establish
mechanisms to implement and evaluate, but lessostiyg of the potential
politically costly process of putting into actiohose policy instruments.
Therefore, promoting “concrete” activities, ratliean “symbolic” gestures,
may take more political will and bottom-up pressthian just setting up
administrative machinery (Anderson 2006, Edelma®41&nd Mazur
1995).

Identifying institutional feedback on a given policy decision is another
means of determining whether a policy goes beyoymdbslic reform
(Skocpol 1992 and Mazur 1995). Here, the bottomamg top down
approaches are combined. It is important to exarttieerange of actors
that comes forward to mobilize around implementatazross all of the
stakeholders, state and non state actors, implemsentegal actors,
compliant groups or target groups. The institutidieedback component
indicates whether there is follow through on therfal outputs that are set-
up. Although higher levels of institutional feedkado not necessarily
mean policy success - compliant groups like busegsan be active in the
process to block implementation as well. “Descviptirepresentation”,
operationalized by FCP scholars from Pitkin's araditypology, can also
be determined in the institutional feedback dimemsdf post adoption.
Where formerly excluded groups have the potentiabe included in the
process. Feedbacks can be identified in evaluamsh implementation
processes and can also be used as indicatorseassufor the outcome of a
policy through policy change, new networks and gpolactors and new
mechanisms to make the process accountable. Simitae development
of new networks and groups in the processes of @mehtation and
evaluation can indicate that a policy has enhanegmesentation of
women’s interests.

The notions ofaccountability and policy responsiveness, coming from
feminist and non feminist democratic theory (eQglis 2012) and work on
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deliberative democracy (e.g., Fischer 2012), as® glotentially crucial
dimensions of assessing feminist policy successe,Hthe democratic
context for policy adoption is fundamental; polipyocesses and actors
need to be accountable to the public and constitasrthat are represented
in that policy. Thus, policy implementation and kexion is not just a top-
down administrative procedure removed from thetijgali realm, it is
actually at the center and an object of contestadind deliberation in the
full messiness of the democratic process. Thishsres Schattschneider’'s
(1960) and others notion that policy is the resfltthe struggle over
meaning comes to the fore. In such a deliberatreegss, different groups
will come forward and express their interests; @minist policy it is
important to develop mechanisms that assure teal¢imands for women’s
rights and change in gender relations are met esgonded to. Women'’s
policy agencies, government agencies set-up toragvavomen’s rights,
are potential accountability mechanisms, but theplemis here is on
meaningful accountability. Thus, representativethim process need to be
in touch with constituency interests and demand&nocoming from
women’s movement actors and then the process nssstrea that these
voices are heard and responded to. The responsiwdnefeminist and
women’'s movement demands is the outcome of thighetakive and
accountable process; often the “policy discourseduis an indicator of
that outcome (Lombardo and Forest 2012; Lombardoalet2009).
Researchers can then determine whether the pofiogegs reflects the
target group/ women’'s movement demands; in otherdsvavhether
women’s interests were substantively represented.

The notion of symbolic versus concrete (authoritative or materigl
reform is a useful tool, expressed in a continuum whieeetivo concepts
are ideal types and cases are lined up in betwieem tor in interval
variable form on a given scale with 0 being the tneysnbolic and 10 for
example the most concrete. The different dimensibrssiccess can then be
used to determine symbolic and authoritative pdspton. An ideal type
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of symbolic post adoption might include outputsnalmn evaluation and
implementation, no practice and hence no feedbackpuntability or
responsiveness or even results. An ideal type n€rebe or authoritative
policy would be high levels of outputs and folldwdugh, with meaningful
accountability mechanisms, responsiveness andutistial feedback in
implementation and evaluation and clear directiadatect result that show
improvement in the targeted problem and long temange in attitudes and
enhanced participation in the process. Of coutsgretcould be different
authoritative outcomes depending on the contentséading point of the
original policy. For example a concrete outcomelade the redesign of a
new policy. In this context, the post adoption msx is looked at in its
entirety and in fact it is important to do so frenscholarly perspective of
systematically answering the question of does fesnipolicy matter and
why. Examining policy implementation and evaluatialone, would not
necessarily produce the same results as studymgrbcesses and their
outcomes.

At the same time, researchers, depending on theands context, may
choose to look at one stage of the policy process,the outcomes for
instance, or focus on one or a combination of s for success;
accountability mechanisms, responsiveness, or septation. Another
issue to be considered are the indicators useduttcess, particularly for
the accountability and responsiveness dimensionthentwo processes.
Much feminist scholarly attention has been paidd&dining women’s
interests as a group in terms of its full diversityd intersectional attributes
(e.g., Schwindt-Bayer and Taylor Robinson 2011;d&el2008Lombardo
et al 2009; Lombardo and Forest 2010; Kirzan e2@12). Researchers, as
a result, need to be watchful about which interast$ demands are being
used to determine policy responsiveness and oveualiess, particularly
given the debate over gender equality among fetract®rs themselves.
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The selection of indicators for the success of ggolbutcomes will be
crucial in producing valid and reliable results eTduestion of whether the
policy outcome responded to the goals of the aaigipolicy is very
different from whether the policy responded to dedsaexpressed in the
process of policy formation, particularly given fiamst policy measures
tend to dilute feminist demands (Mazur 2002). Thigio of the impact
indicators needs to be clearly stated as well — thiey come from
politicized sources or more independent and radistdurces; how were
they constructed? are they comparable across d@iff@ontexts? These are
just some of the questions researchers need toearssithey are selecting
indicators for assessing the impact of policieds ltmportant to keep in
mind feminist standards for success; both in tesmshat feminist groups
were asking for and also what feminist experts seiftblars determine as
successful outcomes and results, particularly whigrking about assessing
the impact of feminist policie$.

Putting the Theory in Studying Post Adoption:
A Search for the Ingredients for Success

Once policy success has been measured in a gigenocastudy, the final,
yet crucial step, is to identify the ingredients feminist policy success in
empirical analysis; that is, how to empirically dhiee which explanations
for feminist policy success are the most importdf€P scholars have
already shown the highly case-specific and contihgature of successful
feminist policy formation and the often shiftingnabination of factors that
come together at different times in different sgi to produce feminist
successes (e.g., Htun and Weldon 2012; Weldon 20&2yr and McBride
2010; Mazur 2002 and 2003; Walby 2009). This coxiplehas also been

13 See Bustelo in this volume for more on feminisileation standards and Lombardo et al.
(2009) and Blofield and Haas (2013) for critiquémwat gender indexes and mainstream
impact assessments of gender equality policy.
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noted by non feminist implementation scholars (lstadl 1995). Thus, there
appears to be no magic bullet for feminist poliogeess. At the same time,
researchers can systematically accumulate knowlatigat the drivers of
successful feminist policy post adoption by drawimgn previous work to
identify the potential ingredients for success ggotheses to be tested in
their studies and research projects. In this wagearchers can develop
sound theories for feminist policy success thatkath reliable and valid
and take into consideration all of the potentiavehs. Some of the most
prominent hypotheses are listed here. A centraktiure for research is
whether the notion of contingency and complexitycatisal factors that
were found in other feminist research contexts walflo apply to feminist
post adoption success when it is systematicallgistutoo. Moreover,
additional factors not listed here may be salientekplaining feminist
policy successes in post adoption once these mesesre formally put
under the microscope.

H1. Policy Sector over Country or Region - Studiase shown that less
than the overall institutional design or cultursdke-up of a given country
or a group of countries feminist policy successliwen associated with the
structural constraints of a specific policy secte.g., employment,
reproductive rights etc. In other words, sectod anpolicy type, appear to
matter more in feminist policy successes than cgtlatel or regional
trends (e.g.,Armstrong et al. 2009; Kriszan and hardo 2013; McBride
and Mazur 2010; Htun and Weldon 2012 ). SaetrediR@lso indicates
the importance of sector in non feminist implemé&atastudies.

H2. The Content of the Original Policy Decisionhelactual content of the
original policy decision may also play and impottesie in post adoption.
Both feminist and non feminist scholarship identifie formal content of
policy as being a crucial factor in policy impleneion and outcomes
(Blofield and Haas 2013; O'Toole 2000). At the satnee, studies show
that much progress can be made in the implementptiacess, particularly
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when the original policy decision was highly dildteand symbolic.

Implementation politics can also be a formidablestable to achieving
feminist goals; thus, the importance of policy @emttshould be considered
as a potential factor and a question for reseanchimvestigation rather
than a given.

H3. Political Opportunity Structure, Veto Pointastitutional Design - A
wide range of scholarship has pointed to the ingpme of the structure of
the state and access for interests to influencieypak a factor in policy
outcomes, “veto points (Stephens and Huber 2003yicial movement
research has also pinpointed the Political Oppdstutructure, usually at
the national level, as an important constraintsfocial movement influence
(e.g., McAdam et al. 1996; Ferree et al 2002). Epecific studies of
feminist policy dynamics, the structure of the sybtem and access points
has been a major factor; in sectors where the gsters is closed and
hierarchical women’s movement actors have a hard ihfluencing policy
debates and outcomes, in areas where the sub systepen they have
more success (McBride and Mazur 2010). The teraitalivision of power
of a given country and the level of decision-makiog a specific policy
issue can make a difference as well (Haussmane¥8cand Sawer 2010).
Studies have shown how changes in state configmsatt different levels
affect feminist activity as well (Banaszak et &03).

H4. Party in Power/ Influence of the Left - The itichl ideology of the
party in power has been a favored explanation @dicy outcomes. Both
feminist and non feminist policy work have idergdileft-wing majorities
as important factors in policychange (Kittiison 800_.ombardo et al.
2013). However, FCP studies put into question howial the presence of
left-wing governments are for feminist policy susseidentifying cases of
feminist policy failure under left-wing majoritieend successes under the
Right (Mazur 2002; McBride and Mazur 2010).
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H5. Cultural Influence: Gender Norms and Religidiere, the factors under
consideration are related to the cultural make4up given population and
the dominant cultural traditions about gender iatat types of active
religions and levels of religiosity, all factors ish can be important
impediments to the development of feminist polickesr example, research
has looked to the salience of religion as an ingsarexplanation between
reproductive rights policies in the USA comparedBurope (Outshoorn
1996). When dominant gender norms do not fit feshirsipproaches to
gender relations feminist demands tend to be bthcke

H6. Gender Policy Regimes - The gender and welfate literature
categorizes welfare states according to the degreghich national-level
social policy allows women and men to choose ware &amily options
through the promotion of “... familialism versus mven’s employment” and
“...the ways in which gender differentiation andnder ideologies are
reflected in regime arrangements (Orloff 2002: T9pically, there are three
categories of gender policy regimes forwarded: Feéaaner’ regimes
(Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden), “genemalilfasupport” policy
regimes (Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Irelatite Netherlands,
Spain) and “market oriented” countries (Australizanada, Japan, New
Zealand, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and thdtedl States). The
hypothesis here to be assessed is whether patfei@®inist policy success
will occur in countries that have more feministemied policy regimes like
the Nordic countries.

H7. Economic Climate - A healthy and growing ecogdras been identified
as an important factor for favoring the adoptionferinist policies. In

many countries, in periods of economic growth, goweents have been
more favorable to policies that bring women inte thork force and help
them reconcile family and work obligations (Jensblagen and Reddy
1988). Similarly, more money may be available fpeafic programs and
structures that promote women'’s rights. As Jen2f0&) shows, recent
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trends toward government downsizing have also kiestrumental in
shifting overall policy frames. The salience of eomic climate can be
determined by looking at the particular timing efrfinist policy success.

H8. Public Opinion - General public opinion on iksue at hand has also
been identified by feminist and non feminist aneyas a potential factor in
policy success (Kittiison 2008 and Soroka and Vle2010) at least for
the content of policies. Here, the hypothesis & the policy actors will
support the implementation of policies that haverenfavorable public
support.

H9. State Feminism/Strategic Partnerships/Femihilstocacy Coalitions -
The dynamics between the various actors that nzebdround a given sub
area has also been identified as an important diegre for feminist policy
success. FCP studies have assessed whether a l@ri@hgNomen’s
Empowerment (TOWE) (Vargas and Wieringa 1998) betwiemocrats in
women’s policy agencies, women in parliament andhe's groups are a
crucial force in feminist successes in policy saehgiip on state feminism
(e.g., Mazur 2002, Weldon 2011; Lovenduski and @gathi 2010).
While the need for a strict three-way alliance hasshown to be salient,
some form of strategic alliance between feminigbacin the state and
society favors more feminist outcomes; thus, legqdsome feminist
analysts to apply the notion of an “advocacy cumalit(Sabatier and
Jenkins-Smith 1999)” to understanding feminist @obuccess ( e.g., Abrar
et al. 2000). When the participants of a sub systhare feminist values
and understanding for a policy, there is more Jikelbe a positive feminist
outcome.

H10. Critical Actors/ Policy Entrepreneurs/Maleiéd - Coming out of the
work on women'’s representation which shows thaividdals playing
critical roles tend to be mornportant than a critical mass of female
representatives in determining outcomes (Celis @hilds 2008), this
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hypothesis points to the importance of individugkercy. Other policy
research has also highlighted the pivotal role rmfiviiduals as “policy
entrepreneurs (Kingdon 1995)” and “policy brokeBsifjatier and Jenkins-
Smith 1999)". The FCP literature has found thatpsupfor feminist causes
by powerful men and women who do not formally spéak women’s
interests, “male/female allies” has been an imporitagredient for success
as well (e.g., Mazur 2002, 2003). FCP researchalsmsshown the role of
experts to be quite important as well in produdeginist policies (e.g.,
Hoard forthcoming).

H11. Influences Beyond the National Level - Europzation, the United
Nations women’s policy process, particularly th®3Beijing conference,
and other policy initiatives from the UN like gendeainstreaming (True
and Mintrom 2001) as well as the development ofdmnational social
movements and advocacy networks (Ferree and Tpf)zhave also been
shown to be important catalysts, if not driving des in compelling
governments to take on feminist demands.

Conclusion: Next Steps and Implications

Analyzing and theorizing about the crucial postgaim phases of feminist
policy formation is an essential step in ultimatelpviding a definitive
answer to whether feminist policy matters and whypiost industrial
democracies. Developing an empirically based answethe feminist
policy formation puzzle will move feminist policytuglies forward for
practitioners and academics alike through the dgwveént of sound and
systematic theories about how to pursue effectivee rmaeaningful feminist
policy and the ingredients for that success. Thipep has attempted to
systematically map out the different aspects oft pa®ption in terms of
both feminist and non feminist scholarship, has ettped potential
indicators for post adoption success and has filshthe major hypotheses
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that should be studied in future studies about Hi&shipolicy success.
Researchers should consider the following stepsotwretely apply this
roadmap in future empirical studies of post adaptio

1. Use Secondary Analyses and Reports First, thesigh New Studies -
There are already a wealth of studies that havestxt to some degree on
feminist post adoption in western post industriaemdcracies- albeit not
systematically; some have been mentioned herealditian, interest groups
and governments have conducted evaluations of fethpnlicies over the
years. It would be useful to make a systematiceng\of already published
research and use the information about post adopigonstruct a new set
of policy adoption cases for analyisThis should be the essential first
step prior to designing new studies of feministt ga®ption™®

2. Specify the Unit/Level of Analysis - The issuentere post adoption is
being studied is an important one. In most of #rihist policy formation
literature discrete government decisions are asdess the gender and
welfare state literature the policy of entire coyng examined. It is useful
to think of different levels of analysis; macro,ssm-wide, national,
international or sub system/sectoral levels. Theaathge of looking at
discrete policy decisions, i.e. laws, court decisjcexecutive orders, rather
than policy implementation at a more macro levelthiat researchers can
determine the importance of national versus sulbsdgatterns and also
drill down into the crucial details of policy poatioption. No matter what
the unit/level of analysis being used, researciséiauld be clear about
where they are observing post adoption dynamics.

14 Comparative policy studies that have used secgnsanrce data, generally look for
confirmation across three different sources (M2002 2003 and Feick 1992).

15 A new group is forming under the direction of Jawivenduski and Amy Mazur who
brought together scholars at the recent Europearfe@mce on Gender and Politics to
discuss the feminist post adoption agenda. An &iffdbeginning to conduct such a review.
For more information on the group contact Amy Maatmazur@wsu.edu
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3. Do Multi Level Studies - Policy formation occuas all levels of the

government system: local, sub-national, nationdl extra-national. A more
bottom-up approach to policy implementation thatues on democratic
processes implies the analysis of implementatidovbéne national level at
the sub-national and local levels. For feminisiqyolssues, international and
supranational governments and organizations hawwided important

incentives for the development of feminist polidp. European Union

countries many feminist policies in the memberestatre made to comply
with EU directives. Thus, it is important that pasioption studies focus on
all levels of the policy process in their analyses.

4. Do Comparative Analyses - Given the causal ceripes of feminist
policy post adoption and the issue of whether polignamics follow
patterns in certain sectors or in certain countriegroups of countries, it is
important to use comparative, cross-national am$scisectoral analysis.
Even if single case studies are being conducteddae be set-up in terms
of the propositions that come out of larger comipegaanalyses. At the
same time, the preference is to conduct studigshiénee more than one
observation across sectors, countries, levels eérgonent or time periods,
so that the cases themselves can be used to tasthkges through the use
of the Comparative Method (Rihoux and Ragin 2008).

5. Use a Mixture of Methods - It is also importaot use combined
methodological approaches and tools either in glesistudy or across
studies. On one hand while the actual researclostf gdoption processes
and outcomes takes a detailed qualitative approacbh as “process
tracing (George and Bennett 2005)” or discoursdyarsa(e.g., Lombardo
et al. 2009), on the other hand, analyses that seé#entify patterns in
post adoption dynamics and determinants, need tddsed on larger
number of observations. Thus, researchers shouldsider using
quantitative statistical analysis or qualitativenparative analysis (QCA).
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QCA in particular, based on “equafinality” whereth are several different
paths to success and configurational analysis shatvs combination of
factors, is particularly useful for assessing tieasinics and determinants of
post adoption (Rihoux and Ragin 2008). In additishen direct policy
results are being assessed in terms of impact odegeelations, many of
the official gender indeces are in numerical foBmilarly, some of the
key ingredients for success are best expressegtnmstof numbers rather
than nominal indicators, e.g., the economy andipuiginion. Thus, the
process of moving toward a theory of feminist pplost adoption can be
facilitated by bringing together the different aytmlal leverage each
methodological approach has to offer.

In of itself, this exercise has contributed to imgttfeminist post adoption
more firmly on the analytical agenda of feminisligostudies and to compel
non feminist policy studies to finally place gengeticy scholarship on its
analytical radar. Although the proposed roadmap designed to assess
feminist policies, which includes equality + podisj it may very well be
useful for analyzing all forms of policy implemeta, particularly give the
degree to which it incorporates the lessons ledinogd the more generalized
policy implementation literature. Moreover, thel ¢at being systematic and
clear about the analytical constructs, indicatorsl aesearch contexts
resonates with the pursuit of good science morergéin speaking. Placing
democracy at the analytical core of the analysisoutih the
operationalization of post adoption and post adopsiuccess, contributes to
the ongoing process of making stables democraaiee democratic as well
through theory and practice.

Clearly, there is much to be done in this new afemquiry. At the same
time, this proposal has hopefully provided someptutlsuggestions and
guidelines for making sense of and eventually shglypne of the most
crucial, yet highly complex, contested and contigeprocesses of
democracy.
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