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Abstract
The European Parliament is often presented as a success story regarding women’s
representation. Yet, recent studies observe gendered patterns in parliamentary behaviour.

This article contributes to this scholarship by studying gender differences in MEPs’ parlia-
mentary behaviour on ‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ policy domains. Analysing 136,787 parlia-

mentary questions over 25 years (1994–2019), the study reveals moderate gender

differences in MEPs’ behaviour. Moreover, gender differences are influenced by seniority

and women’s numerical presence in the European Parliament’s political groups. Gender-
stereotypical policy foci are more pronounced among newcomers and disappear for

experienced MEPs. In political groups with fewer women, seniority is key for women
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MEPs seeking engagement in masculine policy domains. Overall, our findings underscore

the interplay between gender, seniority, and women’s presence in shaping MEPs’ parlia-
mentary behaviour within the European Parliament’s gendered context.

Keywords
Content analysis, European Parliament, gendered parliamentary behaviour, legislative

studies, written parliamentary questions

Introduction
The European Parliament (EP) is often presented as a ‘success story’ regarding women’s
representation (see Frech, 2025a): the descriptive representation of women MEPs has
grown from 15.2% (1979) to almost 40% in the latest European elections (2019). On this
account, the EP surpasses almost all national parliaments (Dingler and Fortin-Rittberger,
2022; Frech, 2025b; Kantola, 2010) – with a few rare exceptions (e.g. Sweden, Belgium).
The so-called ‘EU exceptionalism’ is even more striking when considering the access of
women members of the EP (MEPs) to positions of influence in the supranational assembly:
recent studies confirm that the allocation of ‘mega seats’ (e.g. committee chairs and influential
rapporteurships) to women has been increasing, along with the growing delegation of women
elected to the EP (Dingler and Fortin-Rittberger, 2022). In other words, even though the EP
has not yet achieved a state of gender parity, an unmistakably gradual trend towards this goal
has been observed since 1979.

Yet, another research strand shows that shifts in the composition of a parliament may not
necessarily alter the underlying ‘rules of the game’ (Chappell and Waylen, 2013: 599).
Parliaments as ‘gendered institutions’ (Lovenduski, 2005) often reproduce gender norms, stereo-
types, and hierarchies. Such gendered arrangements do not only shapewho is elected but also set
behavioural norms and expectations for men and women in the institution (Krook andMackay,
2011; Lowndes, 2020), influencing patterns of parliamentary behaviour through a ‘gendered
logic of appropriateness’ (Krook and Mackay, 2011; Lowndes, 2020). In theory, the EP’s
achievements in descriptive representation provide a promising context wherein gender-
stereotypical divisions of labour in parliamentary behaviour could diminish or disappear. Yet,
recent studies also reveal gender biases in its institutional arrangements and practices (Ahrens
andRolandsen, 2019;Ahrens et al., 2022).Notably,womenMEPs are underrepresented in influ-
ential committees linked to ‘masculine’ policy domains, establishing a gendered divide between
‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ politics (Dingler and Fortin-Rittberger, 2022). This raises questions
about women MEPs’ opportunities to engage in gender non-conforming and non-stereotypical
parliamentary behaviour, beyond their mere presence.

This article contributes to this debate by examining gendered patterns in parliamentary behav-
iour in the EP through the content analysis of 136,787 written parliamentary questions (WPQs)
over 25 years (1994 to 2019). Based on automated imputation of a newly created EU policy dic-
tionary, our quantitative analysis determines the policy fields of WPQs and whether gendered
patterns emerge. We study whether gender differences exist in MEPs’ parliamentary questions
on ‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ policy domains (Krook and O’Brien, 2012), and whether these
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align with traditional gender-stereotypical divisions of labour (i.e. women MEPs asking fewer
questionson ‘masculine’policydomains andmorequestionson ‘feminine’policydomains com-
pared tomenMEPs).Moreover,we investigate theconditionsunderwhichpatternsofparliamen-
tary questioning change or weaken, hypothesising that shifts in women’s presence and their
increased seniority in the EP alter gender-stereotypical divisions of labour.

Overall, this articlemakes a triple contribution to the understanding of the EP as a gendered
institution, and to how ‘Gendered European Careers’ (Frech, 2025a) play out in this context.
First, by examining gendered patterns in MEPs’ parliamentary questioning on ‘masculine’
and ‘feminine’ policy domains, the article complements other studies on gender in the EP
that have either adopted an institutional outlook (e.g. Ahrens and Rolandsen, 2019; Ahrens
et al., 2022), or have analysed committee allocations (e.g. Dingler and Fortin-Rittberger,
2022) or women’s representation (e.g. Däubler et al., 2022; Gouglas et al., 2025; Synnøve
and Hermansen, 2025). Unlike studies on descriptive and substantive representation, our
article does not study whether women MEPs are present or whether they act on behalf of
women, but rather explores whether MEPs conform to gender-stereotypical divisions of
labour, offering insights into gendered logics of appropriate behaviour in the EP. Our results
confirm that gender differences exist in MEPs’ parliamentary questioning, but that they are
(only)moderate, lending some support to theEP’s gender exceptionalism.Second, by studying
how MEPs’ seniority and women’s numerical strength moderate gendered parliamentary
behaviour, our article contributes to the evolving research on how M(E)Ps’ gendered careers
shape their parliamentary work (Bailer et al., 2022; Frech, 2025a; Hargrave, 2023). We find
that seniority significantly impacts MEP’s behaviour, with gender-stereotypical policy foci
beingmore pronounced amongnewcomers.AswomenMEPsgain seniority, they increasingly
focusonmasculine policydomains, thereby convergingwith theirmale counterparts.This con-
vergence is less evident for feminine policy domains, which suggests that men MEPs have
limited incentives to adopt a feminine policy focus in gendered institutions. Lastly, our
results show that the interaction between seniority and women’s numerical strength signifi-
cantly affects women MEPs’ focus on traditionally masculine policy domains. Notably, in
European Parliament groups (EPG) with a low share of women, seniority emerges as a
crucial asset for women MEPs seeking involvement in masculine policy domains. Overall,
our findings underscore the interplay between gender, seniority, and women’s presence in
shaping MEPs’ parliamentary behaviour within the EP’s gendered context.

In what follows, we first present the analytical framework and develop hypotheses on
why MEPs focus on ‘masculine’ versus ‘feminine’ policy domains. Then, we present our
methodology and research strategy for a quantitative content analysis. Next, we present
the empirical results based on descriptive statistics and multivariate hierarchical models.
Finally, we discuss the implications of our empirical results for the gendered functioning
of the EP and its broader impacts for legislative studies.

Gender patterns in MEPs’ parliamentary activities and policy
focus in the EP
Since the pioneer studies of Raunio (1996), Proksch and Slapin (2010) and Jensen et al.
(2013), there has been a growing interest in the use and focus of (written) parliamentary
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questions by MEPs (Brack and Costa, 2019). Explaining what MEPs do in the EP and
how they specialise in certain policy fields is of direct interest for legislative scholars.
Indeed, ‘the use of parliamentary questions may be considered an especially interesting
indicator of how the elected understand their role as representatives’ (Wilberg quoted in
Raunio, 1996). These roles are impacted by the broader opportunities structure in which
legislators operate: the institutional and political settings explain differences between
MEPs in terms of activity as well as policy specialisation in the use of WQPs. The litera-
ture highlights the impact of the electoral system (Chiru, 2022; Koop et al., 2018; Sozzi,
2016), the size of EPGs (Brack and Costa, 2019; Navarro, 2019; Sorace, 2018), the pos-
ition towards European integration (Proksch and Slapin, 2010), committee membership
(Navarro, 2019; Sozzi, 2021) as well as government-opposition dynamics (Jensen et
al., 2013; Kaniok and Kominkova, 2019; Proksch and Slapin, 2010). In addition, the indi-
vidual dimension such as the MEPs’ personal and political background has been identi-
fied as a determining factor in legislative specialisation (Sozzi, 2021). Surprisingly, the
effects of other individual descriptive characteristics – such as gender and race that
have been largely studied in national legislative assemblies (see infra) – is relatively
missing in the study of MEPs’ parliamentary behaviour. In most studies on WPQs in
the EP, gender is merely included as a control variable without proper theoretical frame-
work to explain gendered patterns (e.g. gender is statistically significant in Sozzi’s (2021)
result, but the reasons for this gendered pattern are not developed further).

Despite earlier positive accounts that the EPmight be more ‘gender-friendly’ than national
politics,1 studies are less optimistic when it comes to gendered patterns of divisions of labour
in the EP. The sharp increase in women’s political representation has not (yet) led to a rise in
women occupying positions of power. Women MEPs remain underrepresented in the EP’s
most powerful and prestigious committees (Beauvallet and Michon, 2013). Women are
also less likely to be appointed to political leadership positions, including EP presidents
and EPG leaders or deputy leaders (Dingler and Fortin-Rittberger, 2022). They are also
less likely to be appointed as (vice-)chairs of committees, especially when it concerns power-
ful or prestigious committees (Dingler and Fortin-Rittberger, 2022). Moreover, Dingler and
Fortin-Rittberger (2022) find that women as committee chairs are more often assigned to
committees that are seen as ‘feminine’ and dealing with ‘feminine’ policies.

Even though recent studies have questioned the presence of gendered patterns in par-
liamentary behaviour in the EP, it remains currently largely unanswered. This contrasts
with the well-established scholarship on gendered patterns in parliamentary activity at
the national level. These studies find that there are differences in how men and women
members of national parliaments ‘consider’ and ‘do’ politics. While gender differences
may vary in size depending on the focus or context of the study, they nevertheless
signal that gender structures the policy preferences and behaviour of members of parlia-
ment (MPs). Several studies identify gender differences in parliamentary activities on
social issues, including social welfare, education, work-family, and care (Catalano,
2022). Wängnerud (2000) finds that women politicians in Sweden pursue gender equality
policies and social welfare policies more often than men in their campaign work. Going
beyond these initial differences in ‘feminine’ policy domains, some recent studies report
gender differences in parliamentary activities in relation to security, defence, trade, and
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environmental policies (Ramstetter and Habersack, 2020; Sundström and McCright,
2014). Itzkovitch-Malka and Friedberg’s (2018) analysis of private member bills and par-
liamentary questions in the Israelian Knesset documents that women MPs engage less
with national security issues compared to men MPs. Bäck et al. (2014) find that
women MPs give fewer speeches in parliament than men when debates deal with ‘mas-
culine’ policy domains such as macroeconomics, energy, transportation, banking/finance,
and space/science/technology. To explain why these gender differences appear, the extant
scholarship usually refers to two theories that we present below.

The politics of presence

A first set of studies links gender differences to the notion of a ‘politics of presence’
(Phillips, 1995). Women and men MPs’ distinct priorities and activities in parliament
are said to result from MPs’ gendered life experiences and social positioning. Catalano
(2009: 56) for instance argues as follows: ‘Women MPs may see health care as a
women’s issue because of the traditional caretaking role of women, because nearly all
women go to the hospital to have children, and because women take their children and
others they care for to the hospital’. Because women MPs share some descriptive charac-
teristics withwomen in society, they aremore likely than their men colleagues to pay atten-
tion to women’s interests, engage women in the representative process, and articulate
policy issues that are important to women. The latter may also encourage women to some-
times pursue different policy specialisation or becomemembers of different parliamentary
committees than men (Bækgaard and Kjaer, 2012). If the politics of presence is not rea-
lised, this is seen as being the result of individual preferences of women and men (Celis
and Erzeel, 2015; Olofsdotter Sensota, 2020); or institutional and party constraints that
may dissuade women from ‘making a difference’ (Childs and Krook, 2008).

Gender stereotyping and gender roles

Yet, gender differences in parliamentary behaviour do not only result from differences in pri-
orities or experiences; they are also related to explicit or implicit understandings of which pol-
icies are ‘best’ addressed bymen orwomen.A second set of studies, therefore, focuses on how
patterns of parliamentary behaviour are shaped by expectations and norms regarding gender
roles (which may exist in the minds of parties, voters, and MPs themselves). Parliaments are
gendered institutions operating according to distinct gendered rules, norms, and practices.
Members who enter parliament (need to) adapt to these rules and ‘fit’ into the gendered
logic of appropriateness of the institution, as feminist institutionalism argues (Chappell and
Waylen, 2013; Erikson and Josefsson, 2022; Krook and Mackay, 2011).

Moreover, this gendered logic is not specific to parliaments, but reflects and interacts
with social norms on what constitutes appropriate roles and behaviour for men and
women. Hence, these studies refer to theories on gender stereotyping and gender role con-
gruity to explain why women act on issues that are considered ‘communal’ and ‘femin-
ine’ – because they receive strong incentives to display gender-conform behaviour which
aligns with ‘communal traits’ such as ‘concern with the welfare of other people – for
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example, affectionate, helpful, kind, sympathetic, interpersonally sensitive, nurturant,
and gentle’ (Eagly and Karau, 2002: 574). Men, on the other hand, are more often asso-
ciated with ‘agentic’ and ‘masculine’ traits such as a ‘assertive, controlling, and confident
tendency – for example, aggressive, ambitious, dominant, forceful, independent, self-
sufficient, self-confident, and prone to act as a leader’ (Eagly and Karau, 2002: 574).
These traits are seen as fitting with ‘masculine’ and more prestigious policy domains.

Hence, while studies in the ‘politics of presence’ tradition focus more on women’s desire
or willingness to advance women’s issues, theories of gendered institutions, gender stereotyp-
ing, and gender role congruity emphasise the element of coercion which may ‘force’ women
(and men) MPs to behave in certain gender-conform and ‘gender-appropriate’ways in parlia-
ments. These studies also emphasise that women and men may be or feel pushed by their
peers, parties, voters or other gatekeepers (like the media) towards policy domains that
conform to gender stereotypes. Deviating from gender-stereotypical behaviour may lead to
comments, ridicule, or interruptions (Kathlene, 1994) or may affect MPs’ career prospects
(Bäck and Debus, 2018; Boussalis et al., 2021). Women and men furthermore also internalise
these norms and adapt their behaviour accordingly. For example, Itzkovitch-Malka and
Friedberg (2018: 17) find in their study of the Knesset that while women are less likely
than men to engage with national security issues, this is for both ‘involuntary’ and ‘voluntary’
reasons: ‘women are either pushed very far away from these cardinal issues by the male
majority, who attempts to own them, or make a strategic decision to avoid them, as they
know they will have to fight the gendered stereotypes ruling this domain’.

A focus on the EP: Gendered patterns in MEPs’ behaviour (WPQs)

Many of the above studies have focused on the national level of politics. As such, it
remains unclear whether they also hold at the European level. However, given that gen-
dered divisions of labour, practices, and norms seem to unfold in the EP,2 we formulate in
line with studies on national politics the following baseline hypothesis:

H1: Women MEPs ask fewer questions on ‘masculine’ policy domains and more
questions on ‘feminine’ policy domains compared to men MEPs.

The moderating effects of individual position and political
contexts
While we expect to find gender differences in policy domain focus in parliamentary question-
ing, we do not expect the size of this gender gap to remain static. After all, the EP as a (gen-
dered) institution has witnessed several significant institutional and political changes over
time, not the least in relation to its gender composition, which may have impacted the
gender gaps in parliamentary behaviour. Moreover, opportunities for women and men
MEPs to act in certain ways depend on their individual position in the institution, in particular
their seniority (Bailer et al., 2022; Hargrave, 2023). We, therefore, consider the moderating
effects between MEPs’ seniority and women’s numerical strength in the institution.
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MEPs’ seniority is key for understanding their position in the institution, as it matters for
their assignment to certain committees (McElroy, 2006; Yordanova, 2009) and positions of
parliamentary leadership (Chiru, 2022; Daniel and Thierse, 2018). In addition to being an
important resource, seniority also shapes the content of, and conditions for, parliamentary
behaviour. Studies on gender in national parliaments, for instance, show that newness influ-
ences how women and men operate in gendered institutions (Bailer et al., 2022; Beckwith,
2007; Childs, 2004; Hargrave, 2023). Newcomer women are found to focus more on issues
traditionally associated with women, for personal reasons (because they have personal experi-
ence and expertise on these issues) and/or strategic reasons (because it supports their credibility
as junior MPs) (Bailer et al., 2022; Hargrave, 2023).

Newness shapes the behaviour of newcomers who must learn the (gendered) institutional
rules and practices, but also the behaviour of incumbents who are socialised in these rules and
practices and respond to newcomers in particularly gendered ways. According to Beckwith
(2007: 43), newness is ‘characterized by a range of uncertainties and unpredictabilities: uncer-
tainties among newly elected women about their capacity for legislative influence and uncer-
tainties among incumbents about the (not yet) predictable (in party and parliamentary terms)
behaviour of the newly elected’. As a result, gendered divisions of labour which may already
exist in parliament, will be heightened among the group of newcomers. Newcomers – and
newcomer women in particular – will receive incentives to not go against the party or
against parliamentary practices, and to conform to ‘gender-appropriate’ forms of behaviour
(Beckwith, 2007). To the extent that newcomer women (or men) may want to ‘do politics
differently’, they have less institutional wiggle-room to pursue their preferences, or go
against gendered divisions of labour or committee membership allocations. The latter has
consequences for their policy focus when these issues are discussed in more powerful com-
mittees, as membership to these committees are more likely granted to experienced and senior
MEPs. Incentives to act in gender-conform ways, however, may diminish with seniority. As
their experience and credibility grows and diversifies, ‘seniority affords politicians greater
freedom to act in a way they individually choose, and champion the sets of policies that
align with these choices without fear of backlash from colleagues and their party’
(Hargrave, 2023: 8). Hence, we can expect that the initial baseline gender differences in
policy focus (H1) will be larger among newcomers than among more senior MEPs. With
increasing seniority, more opportunities for ‘gender non-conforming’ behaviour may occur.

H2: Gender differences in policy domain focus (with women MEPs asking more
questions on feminine policy domains and fewer questions on masculine policy
domains compared to men MEPs) are largest among the group of newcomers but
decrease with individual MEPs’ seniority.

Gender gaps in MEPs’ policy focus will also be shaped by the numerical presence of
women in the EP. The percentage of women MEPs over time has grown from a ‘token’
presence of 15.2% in 1979, to an almost ‘gender balanced’ presence of 39.3% in
European elections in 2019. Increases in women’s presence are also witnessed at the
level of the political groups (Lühiste and Kenny, 2016). These changes may shape
MEPs’ policy focus in different ways, leading to contradictory hypotheses.

Dodeigne et al. 121



On the one hand, andwithout assuming any direct or immediate effects that would hint at a
‘critical mass’ effect (see Childs and Krook, 2008), there are indications that a larger women’s
presence beyond a token presence can change institutions in a non-gender-stereotypical way
(Kanter, 1977; Rudman and Phelan, 2008). When women’s presence is low, there is a
higher likelihood that hegemonic gender stereotypes are reinforced, leading to role entrapment
and pressures on token women to behave in stereotypical ways (Kanter, 1977: 980). Hence, in
such a context we might witness larger gender differences in MEPs’ policy foci, in a gender-
conformway.Whenwomen’s presence increases beyond a token presence, pressures to adapt
to or accept stereotyped rolesmaydecrease.Especiallywhen this is accompaniedby changes in
gender roles and in the ‘gendered logic of appropriateness’, more womenmay decide to act on
‘masculine’ issues andmore menmay decide to act on ‘feminine’ issues. This would lead to a
decrease in gender differences in policy focus:

H3: Gender differences in policy domain focus (with women MEPs asking more
questions on ‘feminine’ policy domains and fewer questions on ‘masculine’ policy
domains compared to men MEPs) decrease with women’s numerical strength.

On the other hand, gender differences may not (fully) disappear with increasing numbers
of women. Studies show that women’s increased presence in parliaments, especially when it
is perceived as threatening by the dominant group, may lead to increased resistance towards
women, limiting their opportunities to act on certain topics (Bäck and Debus, 2019; Kathlene,
1994). The latter may again reinforce gender role confinement and gender-stereotypical pat-
terns of parliamentary behaviour. At the level of the political party groups, changes in the
gender composition can also relate to gendered divisions of labour in relation to ‘women’s
issues’ specifically (Erzeel, 2015; Kroeber, 2023). Höhmann (2020), for instance, finds
that in the German Bundestag, men decrease the intensity with which they represent
women’s interests when the number of women in the Bundestag increases. The author
labels this a ‘specialisation effect’: when women’s presence increases, men refrain from
representing women’s interests because they consider it ‘a function that should be fulfilled
by women MPs’ according to norms of ‘appropriate gendered behaviour’ (Höhmann,
2020: 32). In this case, men may no longer feel responsible, competent, or credible to
represent policy domains that are, according to traditional gender norms, considered
‘women’s domains’ (see also Kroeber, 2023). So, with increasing numbers, men do not
becomemore involved in ‘feminine’ issues which remain a prerogative of women colleagues.

H4: Gender differences in policy domain focus (with women MEPs asking more
questions on ‘feminine’ policy domains and fewer questions on ‘masculine’ policy
domains compared to men MEPs) do not decrease with women’s numerical strength.

Finally, we seek to analyse how H2 and H3 interact with one another. In line with
Beckwith’s (2007) work on newness and numbers we expect that women’s numerical
strength will interact with seniority. Pressures to conform to the gendered logic of appro-
priateness will be largest among women (and men) newcomers (see H2). However, chan-
ging contexts, such as those generated by a larger women’s numerical strength (H3), may
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create opportunities for all M(E)Ps to ‘do politics differently’ and act in gender non-
conforming ways, including newcomers who experience less institutional flexibility in
contexts where they have only a token presence.

H5: The effect of seniority on gender differences in policy domain focus decreases
with women’s numerical strength.

Data and methods

Dependent variable: The use of written parliamentary questions in the EP

The rich variety in the forms of parliamentary questioning (Sanchez and Wiberg, 2011),
and the fact that it is used in all legislatures, make it an interesting scrutiny instrument to
study. Rozenberg and Martin (2011) argue that the analysis of parliamentary questions is
an adequate method to collect additional information about MEPs’ policy preferences and
behaviour. Parliamentary questions in the EP serve several functions: they are used as an
information-seeking tool as well as to control the European Commission, the Council and
more recently, the European Central Bank. Other authors highlight the role of questions
as a form of obstruction (Jensen et al., 2013) and a tool to promote MEPs’ reputation
among relevant groups (i.e. constituency, interest groups, national party or the EPG,
see Martin, 2011; Sozzi, 2016). Finally, parliamentary questions are described as a
two-way information channel (Raunio, 1996), as they can also be used to send informa-
tion to the executive (Rozenberg and Martin, 2011). In line with other studies on gender
differences in parliamentary questions (e.g. De Vet and Devroe, 2023; Höhmann, 2020),
we study parliamentary questioning as an indicator of parliamentary activity and special-
isation, without making a difference in MEPs’ parliamentary goals for tabling questions.

The focus of this article is on WPQs. First, WPQs are the most popular form of question-
ing in the EP. Their number has constantly been on the rise between 1979 and 2014, with a
peak during the 2009 to 2014 legislative term. For the period covered in this contribution, our
comprehensive datasets cover 163,709 WPQs over the last five legislative terms (LT)3:
13,100 WPQs during LT4, 18,723 WPQs during LT5, 30,292 WPQs during LT6, 55,742
WPQs during LT7 and finally, 45,852 WPQs during LT8. As some questions are tabled
jointly by multiple MEPs and/with multiple policy focus (see below), we restrict our analysis
to WPQs tabled by a single author and with a clear dominant policy focus (n = 136,787
WPQs). Second, as underlined by Navarro (2009; see also Brack and Costa, 2019), the pro-
cedure for WPQs in the EP is the most stable one (at least until 2014),4 which allows com-
parison over time. Defined in Article 130 of the EP’s Rules of Procedure, there exist two
subtypes of written questions: non-priority (E) and priority (P) questions. While the
number of priority questions is limited to one question per month per MEP (until the 8th legis-
lative term), there is no limit regarding the number of non-priority questions an MEP could
table.5 Finally, WPQs permit to specifically analyse individual parliamentary behaviour
because they are (a) accessible at the individual level and require little parliamentary effort
or skills; (b) relatively independent of control from the party leadership; and (c) MEPs
face few institutional constraints to use them (except for 8th legislative term).
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Classification of masculine, feminine, and neutral policy domains

We develop a two-steps procedure to classify WPQs with ‘masculine’, ‘neutral’, ‘femin-
ine’, policy domains. First, we associate each of the WPQs to a unique EU policy domain.
We rely on Winzen et al.’s (2022) analytical framework which covers 22 policy
domains.6 This policy classification is highly congruent with typologies of policy
domains used in other comparative projects (e.g. the Comparative Agenda Project).
The main advantage of Winzen et al.’s classification is that it was specifically developed
to cover European policy-making domains. The coding of the 22 policy domains is con-
ducted via an automated imputation of policy domains based on a policy dictionary iden-
tifying the 22 EU’s policy areas in each WPQ. Our original policy dictionary covers 9117
words based on EuroVoc thesaurus7 and completed with existing policy dictionary (i.e.
mostly from the Comparative Agenda Project, but also from Laver et al., 2003).8 This
approach allows us to identify at least one policy domain for 99.2% of all the 163,709
WPQs (1364 WPQs cannot be classified, see the Online appendix for all details).

Second, we create our main dependent variable by establishing a categorical variable
that labels each of 22 policy domains as ‘masculine’, ‘feminine’ or ‘neutral’ (see Table 1).
Our categorisation is built upon Krook and O’Brien’s (2012) analytical framework for the
study of gendered patterns in parliamentary behaviour. This classification has been used
in recent studies of gendered parliamentary questioning in national contexts (De Vet and
Devroe, 2023; Dingler and Fortin-Rittberger, 2022). In Krook and O’Brien’s (2012) tax-
onomy, the distinction between ‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ policy domains is based on
two elements: (a) whether the domain relates to concerns that link to the public sphere
(politics and economy) or private sphere (home and family); and (b) whether the
policy domain is ‘historically associated’ with men or women (Krook and O’Brien,
2012: 844). Hence, the taxonomy considers the public/private nature of the issue com-
bined with what domains ‘signified normatively in relation to traditional views on
men’s and women’s roles’ (Krook and O’Brien, 2012: 844). ‘Masculine’ domains are

Table 1. Classification of the 22 EU policy areas by masculine, neutral, and feminine domains.

Masculine policy domains Neutral policy domains Feminine policy domains

Policy domains • Agriculture

• Budget & Taxes

• Defence

• Economic regulation

• External trade

• Finance

• Fishery

• Foreign affairs

• Justice & home affairs

• Religion

• Research & Industry

• Transport

• Consumer

protection

• Energy

• Enlargement

• Environment

• Institutions

• Justice & rules of law

• Not applicable (N.A.)

• Culture & Sports

• Education

• Health

• Social policy &

employment
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policy areas that are linked to the public sphere and are traditionally associated with
men’s roles. These include agriculture, budget and taxes, defence, economic regulation,
external trade, finance, fishery, foreign affairs, justice and home affairs, transport, reli-
gion, and research and technology. ‘Feminine’ policy domains are linked to the private
sphere and are traditionally associated with women’s roles. These cover culture and
sports, education, health, and social policy and employment. Policy domains that do
not clearly correspond with one or both elements of the taxonomy are classified as
‘neutral’ (i.e. consumer protection, energy, enlargement, environment, institutions,
rules of law as well as the non-applicable category). We have, furthermore, verified
the robustness of our automated classifier by manually coding a sample of 2145 WPQs
(i.e. 10 series of about 200 to 220 WPQs randomly selected on the 22 policy
domains). The coding procedure included two coders specifically trained for the task.
The coders’ labels are controlled and validated by the team of the Evolv’EP project
(the principal investigator and two senior researchers). Overall, the policy dictionary clas-
sifier manages to reproduce 78.3% of the manual coding for our three categories of inter-
est (masculine, neutral, and feminine policy domains). By comparative standard, this is a
high achievement score, especially considering the difficulty of the task (for the 2145
WPQs sample, the average Cohen’s kappa score between our trained coders was of 0.64).

A gendered use of parliamentary questions in the EP?
We start our empirical analysis with descriptive statistics about policy domain focus by
gender. First, and in line with previous studies (Sorace, 2018), we do not observe gender
differences in the quantity of activity in the EP: men and women MEPs use parliamentary
questions in relatively similar proportions, respectively, 40.5 WPQs and 36.1 WPQs are
tabled by men and women MEPs (ANOVA, F(1,3388) = 1.7, p = 0.19). This means that
if we find gender differences in the policy areas of WPQs, these are not driven by gen-
dered differences in activity rates.

Figure 1 shows the distribution of policy domain focus between men and women
MEPs in the WPQs they tabled in the EP. Gender differences occur in relation to only
a few policy domains. As per our baseline hypothesis (H1), women MEPs tend to
focus substantially more on feminine policy issues such as social policy and employment
as well as health (nearly 5 percentage points higher than their men colleagues). Likewise,
men MEPs focus on average more on masculine policy issues such as in finance and
transport. Yet, other findings in Figure 1 contradict our baseline hypothesis (H1). Not
only are gender differences absent in key policy domains (e.g. home affairs or education),
but some gender differences also contradict H1. For instance, women MEPs present a
higher percentage of WPQs in masculine policy domains such as agriculture as well as
rules of law than their men colleagues. Overall, our descriptive statistics shows that
gender differences exist, but that they are limited in terms of magnitude: men MEPs
present a slightly higher percentage of WPQs on masculine policies than women
MEPs (respectively, 53.1% and 47.4%), a difference that is statistically significant
(ANOVA, F(1, 3388)= 34.35, p < 0.00). Likewise, women MEPs ask slightly more
WPQs in feminine policy areas than men MEPs, respectively, 19.8% and 16.2%
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(ANOVA, F(1, 3388) = 23.64, p< 0.00). Finally, the gender differences are the smallest
for WPQs in neutral policy arenas, respectively for men and women MEPs, 30.8% and
32.9% (ANOVA, F(1, 3388) = 5.67, p = 0.02). Overall, while gender differences are
relatively limited in terms of magnitude, a distinct gendered divergence in parliamentary
behaviour is unmistakably present, following expected patterns across all three categor-
ies: masculine policy domains are predominantly addressed by men MEPs, whereas fem-
inine policy questions are more often tabled by women MEPs. Neutral domains exhibit
the lowest and least significant gender differences. The descriptive statistics provide evi-
dence for validation of H1.

Second, our empirical results are even more nuanced once we consider changes over
time. Figure 2 shows the evolutions of masculine and feminine policy domain focus over
time (from the 4th legislative term from 1994 to 1999 until the 8th legislative term from
2014 to 2019). On the one hand, Figure 2 shows that the gender gap, despite fluctuations,
remains relatively limited in terms of magnitude throughout the entire period of analysis.
During the 4th legislative term (1994 to 1999), WPQs with masculine policy domains are
more often raised by men with a difference of almost 9 points. These differences have
increasingly eroded over time, with a gap limited to 2.7 points in the 6th legislative
term. Interestingly, during the 7th and 8th legislative terms, the gender gaps widen
again to reach up to 6 points of difference with men MEPs focusing more on masculine
policy domains than women MEPs. Although the gender gap is substantially smaller than
in the 1990s, it is noticeable. In addition, our descriptive statistics show that gender

Figure 1. Distribution of policy domains in WPQs by gender (1994–2019).
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Figure 2. Evolution of masculine and feminine policy domains in WPQs by gender (1994–2019).
(a) Evolution of masculine policy domains in WPQs by gender (1994–2019). (b) Evolution of

feminine policy domains in WPQs by gender (1994–2019).
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differences show some ups and downs for feminine policy domains where women MEPs
ask a higher ratio of their WPQs than their men colleagues (respectively 20.0% and
17.0% in the latest legislative term). This gender gap is wider in the late 2000s and
2010s than what it used to be in the 1990s and early 2000s. Overall, our goal in the
next section is to test whether this gender gap is significant when considering all other
intervening factors (be they individual, political, or institutional).

Multivariate hierarchical models
Multivariate hierarchical models allow us to assess the gender effects ‘all other things
being equal’, but also to develop interactive effects between gender and other factors
as suggested by our hypotheses. For that goal, the empirical analysis is based on the com-
bination of our original dataset on WPQs (n = 136,787 WPQs) merged with MEPs’ bio-
graphical information and career orientation from the Evolv’EP project. The latter
includes information on all 2219 MEPs having served in the EP during our period of ana-
lysis (from 1994 to 2019). Our dependent variable is the percentage of masculine, fem-
inine, and neutral policy domains in the total number of WPQs tabled by MEPs (see
above). Our main explanatory factors are gender (H1), seniority (H2) and the percentage
of women in the EPG (H3 and H4).

For gender (H1), we observe thatmenMEPs are represented in larger numbers in the EP
(70.5% of our dataset). This situation, however, greatly varies across EPGs with a distinct-
ive GAL/TAN cleavage (i.e. Green, Alternative, Libertarian versus Traditionalist,
Authoritarian, Nationalist). On average, hardly a fifth or a quarter of women are repre-
sented amongst the Conservatives, European People’s Party (EPP) and Eurosceptics
group; by contrast, women MEPs represent more than a third (Socialists group and
radical left) or even more than 40% amongst the Greens. Percentages of women MEPs
in the EP (H3 and H4) represent a steady increase over time (see Figure 2 above). For seni-
ority (H2), we include MEPs’ experience in the EP (operationalised in number of months
served). The average duration of service is about 1.5 terms (92.5 months), albeit with large
variation (std= 61.5 months while the median duration is hardly one term, i.e. 59 months).
In line with previous studies (Proksch and Slapin, 2010; Sozzi, 2021), we furthermore
control for multiple individual, institutional, and political factors. On the one hand, at
the individual level of MEPs, we control for social and political background in terms of
age at the first office in the EP (mean being of 46.2 years) and MEPs’ experience in com-
mittees with masculine/feminine policy domains (while a few MEPs conduct their entire
career in such committees, the average profile of MEPs serves about one third of their
time in committees related to masculine policies). On the other hand, we control for vari-
ation across countries, EPGs, and electoral systems. Regarding EPGs, we included a
dummy variable for each EPG to test whether group affiliation is a relevant factor in
shaping parliamentary behaviour as well as to see whether MEPs from Eurosceptic
groups behave differently (i.e. Eurosceptic model of Proksch and Slapin, 2010). We
also control for variation across member states: on the one hand, we distinguish member-
ship pre- and post-2004 enlargement; on the other hand, we include an index of gender
parity by country (i.e. Public Gender Egalitarianism from Woo et al., 2023). Finally, we
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control for the impact of the electoral system used at European elections (COMEPELDA
by Däubler et al., 2022 ), as former studies underline the importance of electoral motiva-
tions in parliamentary behaviour (Chiru, 2022; Koop et al., 2018; Navarro, 2019; Sozzi,
2016).

Because those MEPs are elected in as many as 28 countries, and they serve over multiple
legislative terms while they belong to various EPGs, our models account for the hierarchical
structure of our dataset. We fit a linear model with fixed and random effects to predict the per-
centage of masculine, feminine, and neutral WPQs introduced byMEPs. In these models, the
2219 MEPs’ specialisation in WPQs is measured multiple times over time. In theory, this
model could include as many as 11,095 observations (i.e. 2219 MEPs’ policy specialisation
measured five times for each legislative since 1994). Because most MEPs serve only one
term in the EP (Dodeigne et al., 2024), most MEPs present only a single observation
though. The total number of observations is, therefore, 3390 repeated measurements of
policy specialisation (level I) for 2219 MEPs (level II). The main advantage of this model is
to be able to include time-varying covariates (e.g. policy specialisation is measured in each
legislative term for MEPs while we can assess the effects of MEPs’ seniority increasing
over time). Finally,wealso include a randomeffect for the172distinctEPGsnested in28coun-
tries (level III) (Table 2).

In Table 3, Model 1 is a baseline model that estimates the effect of gender (H1) upon
MEPs’ percentage of specialisation in masculine policy domains. Table 4 provides the
same regression models for feminine policy domains. The results being highly conver-
gent, we mostly discuss the results for masculine domains for the sake of parsimony.
Model 2 andModel 3 test our first four hypotheses (H1, H2, H3 and H4) while controlling
for other individual biographical variables as well as political and institutional control
factors. Model 4 tests H5 by including an interactive effect amongst the three factors
(gender, seniority and percentage of women MEPs in the EPG). Finally, Model 5 and
Model 6 are estimated as robustness checks with subsamples of MEPs (see details
below). The models’ total explanatory power is moderate (marginal and conditional
R-square oscillates between 0.26 and 0.33 across models). Within these three models
(except for Model 2), the effect of gender is always statistically significant and negative,
confirming H1. In other words, we observe that gender has a statistically significant effect
on MEPs’ parliamentary behaviour, verifying that women MEPs ask fewer questions on
masculine policy domains than men MEPs. In Model 1 (Table 3), we observe on average
a gender gap of 6 percentage points (CI 95%: −0.04; −0.08). All other things being equal,
women MEPs table 46% of their WPQs in masculine domains, while men MEPs table
52%. Likewise, models in Table 4 confirm that women MEPs table more WPQs in fem-
inine domains than men MEPs. While this gender gap remains limited in terms of mag-
nitude, those effects are consistent across all models.

Furthermore, we observe that interactive effects have statistically significant effects.
These results confirm that gender effects in policy focus are moderated by seniority as
well as by the percentage of women in the EPG. We cautiously indicate to the reader,
that even though the interactive variables are not reported as significant on Table 3,
the correct interpretation is that gender interacts significantly with seniority and presence
of women in EPG. This is a common issue for models with interactive effect (as in Model
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2 between gender and percentage of women in EPG). As stated by Brambor et al. (2006:
76), it is possible to observe statistical marginal effects that are different for substantively
relevant values of the interactive variable but not for others. This information cannot be
simply assessed via coefficients reported in regression tables. Their protocol permits to
provide ‘substantively meaningful estimates of marginal effects and their standard
errors’ (Brambor et al., 2006: 81). Therefore, we implement their procedure which visua-
lises the marginal effects of gender across the distribution of values of the interactive vari-
able (see the Online appendix). The Online appendix shows that the variable gender has a
statistically significant negative effect for most observations.

In line with H2, figure in the appendix shows that the coefficient is negative and the
largest among the group of newcomers (least experienced MEPs). For the sake of clarity,
we plotted the predicted values for masculine policy domains (Figure 3(a)) and feminine

Table 2. Presentation and descriptive statistics for the dependent and independent variables.

Variables Operationalisation Descriptive statistics

Dependent variables Written Parliament Questions (n = 136,787 for the 1994–2019 period)

Policy domains Continuous variable

(MEPs’ percentage)

Masculine: median (0.50), mean (0.51),

std (0.27) Neutral: median (0.29),

mean (0.31), std (0.24) Feminine:

median (0.12), mean (0.17), std (0.20)

Explanatory individual MEP factors (n = 2219 unique MEPs for the 1994–2019 period)

Gender Binary variable 1532 male MEPs (ref.) 687 female MEPs

Age (1st office) Continuous variable

(number of years)

Min-max (21–80 years old), mean (46.2),

std (9.7)

Seniority in the EP Continuous variable

(number of months)

Median (59.0), mean (92.6), std (61.5)

Control variables (institutional and political factors)

Committee membership

(related masculine

domains)

Continuous variable

(MEPs’ percentage)

MEPs’ percentage of time of service

vis-à-vis duration of the legislative

term in a committee related to

masculine policy domains. median

(0.19), mean (0.34), std (0.38)

EPGs Categorical variable Conservatives (ref.), EPP, Eurosceptics,

Greens/EFA, GUE/NGL, Liberals,

Technical, Socialists

Electoral systems

(COMEPELDA)

Categorical variable Closed (n=1746), Flexible (n=641),
Open (n=912), STV (n=91)

Countries’ public gender

egalitarianism

Continuous variable (PEG

index)

Median (0.62), mean (0.64), std (0.07)

Size of national delegation Continuous variable

(percentage of seats)

Median (0.07), mean (0.08), std (0.07)

Legislative terms Binary variable Dummy for each legislative term in

which MEPs served

EU membership Binary variable Dummy for adhesion pre- and

post-2004 enlargement
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policy domains (Figure 3(b)). These figures clearly show that – compared to men MEPs (in
red) – newcomers women MEPs (in blue) are less likely to focus on masculine policy
domains while they are more likely to focus on feminine policy domains. Yet, as MEPs
gain seniority, the gender gap increasingly reduces to fully vanished for the most experienced
MEPs (at least 10 to 12 years of experience). Furthermore, our results indicate that the largest
presence of women has a significant negative effect on masculine policy focus. This suggests
that H3 should be discarded at the benefit of H4. The results are presented in Figure 4.

Finally, in Model 4, we observe that the triple interactive effect is significant for gender,
seniority, and percentage of women in EPG. For the sake of interpretation, in Figure 5, we
plot the predicted percentages of policy specialisation for women and men MEPs according
to seniority and women’s presence in EPGs (at 21%, 31% and 40%). The results establish
clear interactive effects between these factors. Figure 5 shows that men MEPs are extremely
consistent in their ‘masculine’ policy focus – irrespective of the percentage of women in their
EPG or their own experience (the red line is almost always horizontal in all configurations).

Figure 3. Predicted percentages of masculine and feminine specialisation by gender and seniority

(model 4 –Table 3; model 4 –Table 4). (a) MEPs’ specialisation in masculine areas; (b) MEPs’
specialisation in feminine areas.

Figure 4. Predicted percentages of masculine and feminine specialisation by gender and

percentage of women in their EPG (model 4 –Table 3; model 4 –Table 4). (a) MEPs’ specialisation
in masculine areas; (b) MEPs’ specialisation in feminine areas.

Dodeigne et al. 135



By contrast, we observe that newcomer women MEPs are much less likely to focus on mas-
culine policy domains but that such effects vanish as seniority increases in the smallest pres-
ence of women. When the numerical presence of women is the highest (i.e. 40%), gender
differences are no longer connected to seniority. Interestingly, we observe almost the exact
reversed picture for feminine policy domain focus for women newcomers present in EPGs
with low percentages of women in Figure 6. In other words, our results strongly suggest
that gender and seniority are key factors to understanding the gendered logic of appropriate-
ness, and that these effects are stronger when the presence of women is the smallest (H5).

Before concluding, we report a couple of robustness checks. First, because of the
extreme specialisation of MEPs in some policy domains (about 20% of all MEPs
tabled WPQs exclusively in feminine or masculine domains), our dependent variable is
not well distributed (especially for feminine policy domain focus in Table 4).
Consequently, this could undermine the reliability of our empirical findings in the light
of the diagnosis of residuals of the models (the distribution of residuals is not as problem-
atic for masculine policy domain focus in Table 3). Therefore, we replicate our models
with subsamples of MEPs excluding those with 0% and 100% specialisation (Models
5 and 6 in both Tables 3 and 4). These models indicate that while gender is significant
in the baseline model, it is not anymore significant in these additional models (which
is also confirmed when implementing Brambor et al.’s (2006) protocol analysis). In add-
ition, we thus conduct an analysis including only MEPs who exclusively specialise in
masculine domains in the Online appendix (i.e. 552 individual MEPs, about one sixth
of the dataset – the model is a logit regression with random effect where the binary

Figure 5. Predicted percentages of masculine policy areas by seniority, percentage of women in

the EPG, and gender (model 4 –Table 3).
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outcome being ‘full specialisation or not’ in masculine domains). The results are reveal-
ing about the gendered behaviour observed in the EP (Figure 7): this extreme profile of
MEPs with exclusive specialisation seems to be the main drivers of our results. While it
does not undermine the overall results found for the entire population of the EP, these
results strongly suggest that future research should more specifically focus on extreme
profiles of MEPs explaining most of the variance observed.

Second, we conduct additional robustness checks to verify the reliability of our results
across the diversity of policy domains, identifying the most influential policy domains
regarding the EP’s policy-making capacity. For that goal, we rely on a classic distinction
of the influential policy domains in the EP (see Chiru, 2020; see the Online appendix). In
these models (see the Online appendix), our results are extremely consistent with our
other previous models establishing a clear gender effect (interacting with seniority) for
masculine policy domains covering the most influential EP powers. Although the
effects are slightly weaker, they are very consistent for the triple interactive effects
(see the Online appendix).

Conclusion
This article contributes to our understanding of the EP as a ‘gendered institution’ by
studying gender differences in parliamentary questioning on ‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’
policy domains. It examines (a) whether women and men MEPs differ in the proportion
of written questions tabled on ‘masculine’ versus ‘feminine’ policy domains; and (b)

Figure 6. Predicted percentages of feminine policy areas by seniority, percentage of women in

the EPG, and gender (model 4 – Table 4).

Dodeigne et al. 137

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/14651165241299115
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/14651165241299115
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/14651165241299115


whether they are related to individual characteristics of MEPs (seniority) and context
factors (the numerical presence of women). For that goal, we analyse an original
dataset of 136,787 WPQs tabled by 2219 MEPs over 25 years of European legislative
politics (from 1994 to 2019).

Our empirical findings paint a mixed picture. On the one hand, gender differences are
unmistakably observed in MEPs’ behaviour. Confirming our baseline hypothesis (H1),
women MEPs ask more questions on feminine policy domains (such as social policy,
employment, and health) than men MEPs, and men MEPs ask more questions on mascu-
line policy domains (such as finance and transport), which hints at a gender-stereotypical
specialisation in the EP. On the other hand, gender differences remain limited in terms of
magnitude, and they fluctuate somewhat between issues and over time. This may lend
support to the idea that in the EP gender-stereotypical divisions of labour may be in tran-
sition, and that the EU’s gender exceptionalism may also apply to MEPs’ behaviour
(although not for all MEPs evenly, see below).

Our results furthermore show that gender differences in parliamentary questioning are
moderated by seniority and women’s numerical presence. In line with H2, we find that
gender-stereotypical divisions of labour are most prominent among newcomers, and
that they diminish and even disappear for the most senior women MEPs. This effect is
largely driven by changes in women MEPs’ behaviour. With increasing seniority
women MEPs ask more questions on masculine policy domains, thereby converging

Figure 7. Predicted percentages of exclusive specialisation in masculine by gender and seniority

(sub-sample of MEPs) (model 5 – see regression table in Online appendix).
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with men MEPs in their masculine policy focus. This convergence does not occur for
feminine policy domains. We conclude that men MEPs may have few incentives to
adopt a feminine policy focus in gendered institutions, and this regardless of women’s
presence in the institution. The effect of seniority also interacts with women’s numerical
strength in the political groups. In line with H4 (and contrary to H3), gender differences
do not disappear as such with increases in women’s presence. Rather, women’s numerical
strength in the political groups interacts with seniority (confirming H5). Notably, within
political groups characterised by a low share of women, seniority exerts a more pro-
nounced influence on women MEPs’ opportunities to engage in traditionally masculine
policy domains. Consequently, within such contexts, seniority emerges as a crucial
asset for women MEPs seeking involvement in these domains.

What are the broader implications of our findings? First, the fact that gender differences are
smaller for experiencedMEPs than newcomers suggests a pattern of convergence as seniority
increased. This could indicate that experienced women MEPs have overcome gender stereo-
types and/or have altered their policy focus for career advancement purposes (see Bailer
et al., 2022). Pressures to conform to gender stereotypes will be the strongest for newcomers
in the institution; seniority changes the institutional position of MEPs and more opportunities
to alter prevailing stereotypes may occur. Some earlier studies on national parliaments also
show that women MPs increase their activities on specific ‘masculine’ issues that are
deemed highly salient, with the intention of building a reputation on these issues (Swers,
2007). Having said this, our study does not allow us to disentangle whether (senior) MEPs’
policy domain focus is primarily driven by extrinsic motivations (such as career or electoral
prospects, see e.g. Bailer et al. (2022)) or intrinsic motivations (such as inherent satisfaction).
Both can be strongly intertwined, and future research is needed on this topic (e.g. surveys
asking MEPs about their intrinsic or strategic considerations).

Second, feminine policy domains unmistakably remain policy areas that are taken up
by (newcomer) women MEPs and overlooked by men MEPs. And, contrary to some evo-
lution for masculine policy domains, this does not change over time (the gender gap is
wider in the 2010s than in the 1990s). Our data do not allow us to assess whether new-
comer women MEPs are ‘pushed’ or ‘pulled’ to these feminine domains; for this, succes-
sive research is needed on MEPs’ policy domain preferences before they enter the EP,
and on their perceptions of the gendered rules, role expectations, and incentives in the
EP (Ahrens et al., 2019; Bækgaard and Kjaer, 2012). Future work may also find it inter-
esting to study the reasons why men MEPs overlook feminine policy domains. Here too,
studies on national parliaments offer a source of inspiration (e.g. Celis and Erzeel (2015)
on men’s electoral incentives to act on behalf of women and Höhmann (2020) on men’s
policy specialisation in relation to ‘women-specific’ issues).

Finally, the changes over time show that understanding MEPs’ behaviour requires
unpacking temporal evolutions as well as moderating and enhancing effects of other institu-
tional and political factors. Future research can tap into the role of parties and the extent to
which they control MEPs’ policy specialisation (Ahrens et al., 2022; De Vet and Devroe,
2023), and the role of committees. Studies can also further explore differences within the
larger categories of ‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ policy domains, for example, by considering
the role of issue salience (Swers, 2007).
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Notes
1. This is illustrated for instance by the sharp increase in women’s presence in the EP and the

overall attention paid to gender equality as a norm.
2. Studies indicate that gendered divisions of labour are evident in gendered committee allocations,

with women being systematically underrepresented in influential committees (Beauvallet and
Michon, 2013) and more often assigned to committees focused on ‘feminine’ policy domains
compared to men (Dingler and Fortin-Rittberger, 2022). Gendered norms, practices, and expec-
tations also exist in the workings of party groups (Kantola and Miller, 2022). Interviews with
women MEPs reveal that they feel hindered to discuss gender equality and sexism openly
within their party groups and are discouraged from pursuing leadership roles or ‘striving too
high’ (Kantola and Rolandsen Agustín, 2019: 775). Notions of competence are equally
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influenced by gender stereotypes, with women MEPs’ expertise being questioned in policy areas
regarded as ‘masculine’ domains (Kantola and Rolandsen Agustín, 2019).

3. See the Online appendix.
4. Given the important increase in the number of questions tabled, modifications were introduced in the

EP’s Rules of Procedure during the 8th legislative term (Brack and Costa, 2019). From July 2014 to
December 2016, MEPs could ask a maximum of five questions per month. This number changed a
second time during the 8th legislative term (EP’s Rule of Procedure of December 2016). The ‘new’
limit was set to 20 questions over a period of 3 months (i.e. 80 per year).

5. Priorityquestions shall be answeredwithin a3-weekperiodandnon-priorityquestionswithin sixweeks.
6. See the Online appendix for more details.
7. EurVoc is available online: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/browse/eurovoc.html?locale=fr, accessed 18

July 2024.
8. Our goal is to offer a ‘ready-to-go’ policy dictionary for the wider research community, includ-

ing a full lemmatisation of the policy vocabulary (n = 13,693 words).
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