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Abstract

This paper studies the causal impact of female political representation on legislative
behavior, social attitudes, and gender-based crime. Using a regression discontinuity
design based on close mixed-gender electoral contests, we compare electorates that
narrowly elected female versus male candidates. We link computational text analysis
of parliamentary debates, roll-call votes, post-election survey responses, and admin-
istrative police records from 2010 to 2022 in Australia. We document three main
findings. First, female MPs devote significantly more attention to gender-related is-
sues in parliamentary speech and are more likely to support gender-related legislation,
including measures addressing gender-based violence, with no evidence of differential
voting absence. Second, exposure to a narrowly elected female MP shifts constituent
attitudes toward greater support for women’s rights. Third, electorates that narrowly
elect a female MP experience a statistically and economically meaningful decline in
gendered crime rates during the subsequent term. Together, the results indicate that
female representation can shape policy priorities, social attitudes, and downstream
gendered outcomes, even within a disciplined party system.
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1 Introduction

Gender-based inequality in political representation and policy outcomes remains a central
concern even in advanced democracies. Across OECD countries, women occupy roughly
one-third of seats in national lower or single legislative chambers as of 2025, an increase
from about one-quarter in the early 2010s, yet still far from gender parity (OECD, 2025).
When representation is uneven across groups, policymakers’ identities may systematically
differ from those of the electorate, making it an empirical question whether descriptive rep-
resentation affects policy choices.1 Canonical models of electoral competition predict policy
convergence toward the median voter (Downs, 1957), whereas citizen-candidate frameworks
allow policymakers’ characteristics to influence legislative outcomes (Alesina, 1988; Osborne
and Slivinski, 1996; Besley and Coate, 1997). A growing empirical literature tests these
predictions, documenting in some contexts that female politicians affect policy priorities
and resource allocation (Chattopadhyay and Duflo, 2004; Clots-Figueras, 2011; Bhalotra
and Clots-Figueras, 2014; Brollo and Troiano, 2016), while evidence from advanced democ-
racies is more mixed (Ferreira and Gyourko, 2014; Bagues and Campa, 2021; Hessami and
da Fonseca, 2020). Much of this work relies on fiscal aggregates, leaving open whether
identity shapes the substantive content and impacts of legislative agendas.

We examine whether electing a female legislator causally affects legislative attention, voting
behavior, and downstream gender-based outcomes in Australia, a highly institutionalized
parliamentary democracy with strong party discipline (Weller, 2004; McAllister, 2005).
This setting provides a stringent test of whether descriptive representation translates into
substantive change in a policy domain central to women’s safety. Australia is an especially
informative setting for three reasons. First, despite mature legal systems, gender-based
disparities persist in social and economic outcomes (World Economic Forum, 2024), making
representation potentially consequential. Second, the institutional structure, characterized
by party-centered competition and disciplined voting, differs markedly from presidential
systems such as the United States, where much recent evidence on women policymakers and
gender-based violence (GBV) has been generated (Frisancho et al., 2025). Third, Australia
provides comprehensive, publicly accessible parliamentary transcripts, enabling systematic
measurement of legislative attention. These features allow us to examine whether the
identity of legislators shapes not only policy outputs, but also the agenda-setting process

1Descriptive representation refers to the extent to which elected officials share demographic character-
istics with the populations they represent, whereas substantive representation concerns whether officials
advance the policy interests of those groups (see, e.g., Pitkin, 1967).
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itself within a parliamentary system.

Our empirical approach combines a mixed-gender regression discontinuity design in close
elections (Lee, 2008; Calonico et al., 2014) with textual analysis of parliamentary debates
to examine whether electing a female legislator affects attention to gender-related issues
and downstream outcomes. We examine two key domains of impact: the Policy Domain
and the Social Domain. These domains capture distinct but potentially complementary
pathways through which descriptive representation may translate into substantive change.

In the policy domain, we first analyze legislative behavior using the full corpus of parlia-
mentary speeches from Hansard. We apply an unsupervised topic model (LDA), follow-
ing standard preprocessing and validation procedures (Gentzkow et al., 2019; Lippmann,
2022a), to identify speech content related to gender-related topics, including GBV. Female
legislators are approximately 4 percentage points more likely to speak on these topics.
At the legislator-year level, electorates represented by women exhibit a 2.6 to 4.5 per-
centage point higher share of speeches devoted to gender-related topics and deliver 1.6 to
3.5 additional such speeches per term. These differences are tightly concentrated within
gender-related topics and do not reflect broader differences in overall speech volume or
participation, consistent with identity-driven agenda setting rather than differential effort.

We next analyze roll-call voting on gender-related legislation, including bills addressing
gender-based violence (GBV). Female legislators are 12 to 30 percentage points more likely
to vote in favor of such legislation and substantially less likely to vote against it. We find
no differences in voting absence rates, indicating that the results reflect substantive voting
behavior rather than attendance. Together, the speech and voting results are consistent
with a policy channel linking representative gender to issue-specific policymaking in a highly
disciplined parliamentary system.

In the social domain, using individual-level survey data, we examine a role model mech-
anism. Prior work shows that female leaders can shift aspirations and norms (Beaman
et al., 2009, 2012) and affect reporting behavior in gendered domains (Iyer et al., 2012).
We show that exposure to a narrowly elected female representative increases support for
women’s rights and reduces agreement with statements that gender equality has “gone too
far”. Because these survey responses are measured shortly after the election and before any
substantial legislative changes could plausibly take effect, the results are consistent with
symbolic and norm-based channels operating independently of formal policy change.

Building on these legislative and attitudinal patterns, we examine whether representation
is associated with changes in gendered outcomes. Given that the parliamentary speech
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analysis shows that keywords associated with gender-based violence load prominently on
the gender-related topics, we focus on sexual assault as a core gender-based violence out-
come. Sexual assault disproportionately affects women, who account for the vast majority
of recorded victims in Australia (approximately 85-90 percent, depending on jurisdiction)
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2023), making it a direct and policy-relevant measure of
the issues reflected in debate. Our findings show that while there are no significant reduc-
tions prior to the election, electorates narrowly electing a female legislator later experience
a statistically and economically meaningful decline in sexual assault rates in the one to
three years of the elected term. Overall, the patterns are consistent with representation
influencing gendered outcomes through channels that may include both legislative activity
and broader social effects. Our design does not allow us to disentangle the relative contri-
bution of these mechanisms, and the results should therefore be interpreted as reflecting
their combined effect.

Our paper contributes to the literature on the political economy of representation and pol-
icymaking. Early work in political science documented systematic gender differences in
legislative priorities and behavior (Thomas, 1991; Thomas and Welch, 1991), though these
studies often could not separate the influence of legislators’ identities from constituent
preferences or party environments. Subsequent work has sought to identify the causal ef-
fect of politicians’ gender, beginning with experimental and quasi-experimental approaches
(Chattopadhyay and Duflo, 2004). Much of this literature relies on spending patterns or
aggregate policy indicators (Chattopadhyay and Duflo, 2004; Clots-Figueras, 2011, 2012;
Bhalotra and Clots-Figueras, 2014; Brollo and Troiano, 2016). However, a majority of the
evidence comes from developing-country settings or institutional contexts shaped by formal
gender quotas. Moreover, aggregate fiscal measures may obscure issue-specific legislative
priorities, particularly in domains such as gender-related policy that are debated rather
than financed directly.

We advance this literature in three ways. First, we provide causal evidence on how leg-
islator gender shapes the substantive content of parliamentary debate in a high-income
parliamentary democracy. By combining a mixed-gender regression discontinuity design
(Lee, 2008; Calonico et al., 2014) with large-scale textual analysis (Gentzkow et al., 2019)
of the full Hansard corpus, we move beyond spending-based outcomes to measure directly
how identity affects issue salience in lawmaking. Second, we examine whether differences
in legislative attention translate into voting behavior and downstream gendered outcomes,
linking speech, roll-call votes, attitudes, and crime within a unified empirical framework.
This integrative design provides a more complete picture of how descriptive representation
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may operate through both formal policymaking and broader social channels. Third, by
studying Australia, a mature parliamentary system characterized by strong party disci-
pline and non-quota close elections, we demonstrate that identity effects are not confined
to quota-driven settings (Lippmann, 2022a) or presidential systems (Frisancho et al., 2025),
but can arise even in institutional environments that are often viewed as constraining in-
dividual legislators.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows: Section 2 describes the data, while Section
3 contextualizes the setting and discusses descriptive patterns. Section 4 outlines the
empirical methodology, and Section 5 presents the empirical findings. Section 6 concludes.

2 Data

2.1 Parliamentary Records

One of the primary data sources for this study is the official transcript of parliamentary
debates (Hansard) from the Australian Federal Parliament.2 Hansard records provide a
verbatim account of all proceedings in both chambers – the House of Representatives and
the Senate – and are publicly accessible online.

Two formats exist for this data. First, PDF transcripts are available from 1990 onwards.
Second, structured XML files have been released since 1998, containing machine-readable
information on debate and speech content and speakers. Given their structure and meta-
data richness, we use the XML files as the main source for analysis.

We downloaded a total of 2,999 XML files, comprising 1,607 for the House of Representa-
tives and 1,392 for the Senate. After inspecting the XML schema, we found that files prior
to July 2011 use inconsistent tagging conventions. We therefore restrict the core analysis
to the July 2011 to December 2023 period, for which the data are structurally consistent
and complete.

These XML files were parsed to extract relevant information from each speech, including
the date, timestamp, the chamber in which the speech occurred (House of Representatives
or Senate), the debate title, the speaker’s name, speaker’s electorate, party affiliation of
the speaker, the full text of the speech transcript, and the interjections recorded while the
speaker was talking. Hansard generally records the content of an interjection when it is

2https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Hansard
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spoken by a person, but non-verbal signals (for example cheering or jeering by the chamber)
and some informal or off-microphone reactions are not consistently captured; consequently,
the dataset permits measurement of both the frequency of interruptions and, in many
cases, the verbal content of those interruptions, but it does not provide a consistent record
of non-verbal reactions or all forms of audible audience response.

We cleaned the extracted data to remove procedural notes and non-textual artifacts, then
restructured it into a speech-level long format. Each observation represents a single speech
delivered by a Member of Parliament (MP) within a given debate. We saved the processed
dataset in machine-readable formats (CSV and Parquet) for further analysis.

Identifying the Topics of Parliamentary Speeches To classify the content of
speeches, we employ unsupervised topic modeling, which identifies latent themes in text
without relying on predefined categories. We systematically evaluated several modeling ap-
proaches to assess their suitability and performance for parliamentary text, including key-
word or dictionary-based methods, Bag-of-Words models such as Latent Semantic Analysis
(LSA), probabilistic models such as Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA), embedding-based
clustering methods like BERTopic, zero-shot classification models such as BART-large-
MNLI, and Large Language Model (LLM)-based classification.

Following Lippmann (2022b) and Ash et al. (2025), and results from initial testing, we
adopt Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) as a proof-of-concept model (Blei et al., 2003).
LDA treats each document – in this case, each speech – as a mixture of latent topics and
each topic as a distribution over words. This framework allows us to estimate both the set
of topics present in the corpus and their prevalence across all speeches.

Preprocessing follows standard natural language processing (NLP) steps designed to ensure
comparability and reduce noise in the text data. We load English stopwords from both the
Natural Language Toolkit (NLTK) corpus combined with a domain-specific list. NLTK
is a widely used Python library for working with human language data, and its corpus
provides standard linguistic resources such as lists of common English stopwords, which
are words like the, and, or of that appear frequently but carry little substantive meaning.3

We combine these standard stopwords with a custom list to capture context-specific terms
that should also be removed. After this, we tokenise and lowercase all words, removing
numbers and tokens beginning with digits, then stemming with the Porter stemmer to

3See https://www.nltk.org/ for further details.
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both speech tokens and stopwords to attempt to reduce words to their root form. We then
remove stemmed stopwords and all single-character tokens, exclude highly frequent terms
appearing in more than 40 percent of speeches, and drop rare terms that appear in fewer
than five speeches or fewer than fifty times overall.4 These steps collectively prepare the
text for topic modeling by reducing noise and ensuring that the model focuses on words
that meaningfully distinguish topics. This produces an ordered list of word tokens per
speech in the corpus to generate a topic model from.

We then estimate the topic model using the Gensim implementation of LDA (Rehurek and
Sojka, 2010), specifying a fixed number of topics (e.g., 40 in the preferred model). The
resulting model yields, for each speech, a probability distribution over topics, indicating how
strongly each topic is represented in that speech. We treat speeches – rather than debates
or sentences – as the unit of analysis, as this level best captures the main substantive focus
of an MP’s contribution while minimizing contamination from unrelated interjections.

For each speech, the final dataset is structured to enable detailed comparisons of topic
distributions by combining several layers of information. Specifically, it includes the es-
timated topic probabilities derived from the topic model, speaker-level metadata such as
gender, party affiliation, and parliamentary chamber, and debate-level identifiers including
the date, policy area, time of day, and whether the speech constituted an interjection. In
addition, the dataset contains a computed measure capturing the number of interjections
received during each speech, allowing for analysis of interactive dynamics within parlia-
mentary debate.

Table B1 summarizes the top keywords for each of the K = 40 topics and the correspond-
ing labels we manually assigned based on the output produced by the Latent Dirichlet
Allocation (LDA) model.

Validity of the Topic Model To assess the validity and interpretability of the LDA
model, we performed a series of pre- and post-estimation checks following standard valida-
tion strategies used in text-analytic research (Basha Gutierrez and Nakai, 2016).

Before estimating the model, we conducted pre-estimation checks by manually reviewing
a subset of speeches to ensure that preprocessing had not removed meaningful tokens
or distorted the text. We also examined word-frequency distributions and co-occurrence
patterns across the corpus to verify that there was sufficient topical variation for reliable

4See Appendix Table B2 for the full list of stopwords.
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modelling.

After estimation, we examined the top words associated with each topic (typically the 10
most probable terms) and assigned each topic a descriptive label (e.g., “economic policy,”
“education,” “foreign affairs,” “health and aged care,” “gender equality,” etc.). Topics that
were too general (e.g., dominated by procedural language such as “motion,” “question,” or
“committee”) were identified and, where necessary, excluded from interpretive analysis.

To assess interpretability, we conducted a qualitative validation exercise. Human reviewers
manually coded a random sample of 500 speeches and compared their assessments to the
model’s dominant topic classifications. The model’s predictions were generally in close
agreement with human judgment, reinforcing confidence that the topic structure captures
substantively relevant themes rather than statistical noise.

2.2 Election Data

We compile constituency-level election data for the Australian House of Representatives
(Lower House) from official releases of the Australian Electoral Commission (AEC). The
AEC provides detailed candidate-level vote counts, preference distributions, party affilia-
tions, and final two-candidate-preferred (TCP) outcomes for each federal electorate. The
winning margin is calculated by subtracting the TCP vote share from the winning thresh-
old of 50%. These data allow us to construct precise measures of electoral competitiveness
and candidate characteristics for all Lower House contests over the study period.

Our analysis focuses on single-member electorates under Australia’s preferential voting
system. For each election, we identify the winning candidate, gender of candidates, party
affiliation, vote shares, and the margin of victory defined using the final TCP vote share.
These measures form the basis for constructing mixed-gender close elections used in the
regression discontinuity design described in the main data section. Specifically, we identify
races in which the final contest occurs between a male and a female candidate and where
the margin of victory falls within predefined bandwidths around zero.

We restrict the sample to Lower House elections because members of the House of Rep-
resentatives are elected in geographically defined constituencies and therefore allow clear
linkage between electoral outcomes, local characteristics, and administrative data.

We merge election results with additional contextual information, including demographic
and geographic characteristics of the electorates from the Australian Bureau of Statistics
(ABS) and publicly available election reporting datasets.
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2.3 Supplementary Data

Parliamentary Divisions on Family, Domestic and Sexual Violence We use roll-
call voting data on divisions in the Australian Federal Parliament obtained from the pub-
lic database maintained by the Open Australia Foundation through the They Vote For
You platform (OpenAustralia Foundation, 2026). Parliamentary divisions refer to formally
recorded votes in which individual members’ voting positions (e.g., yes, no, absent) are pub-
licly documented. Unlike voice votes or procedural agreements, divisions provide observ-
able individual-level voting behaviour and therefore allow systematic analysis of legislative
decision-making.

The dataset covers divisions in the House of Representatives and Senate across multiple
parliamentary terms and includes detailed information on vote timing, legislative context
(bill, motion, or amendment), voting outcome, and individual member participation. We
restrict the sample to Lower House legislators to align with our analysis of electoral com-
petition and constituency representation. The database aggregates official parliamentary
records and presents them in a structured format suitable for empirical analysis, enabling
linkage with legislator characteristics, election outcomes, and speech data.

Relevant divisions are identified through a combination of keyword searches and topic clas-
sification procedures applied to division titles, focusing on legislation and motions address-
ing family violence, gender-based harms, women’s rights, and related social policy domains.
These data are then aggregated at the legislator-election-year level to construct outcome
measures capturing the proportion of votes cast in each category among women-related
divisions. This approach allows us to examine gender differences in legislative behaviour
while accounting for variation in exposure to relevant votes across parliamentary terms and
individual MPs.

Australian Election Study (AES) Data Data on individual attitudes are drawn from
the Australian Election Study (AES), a nationally representative post-election survey ad-
ministered after each federal election. We use repeated cross-sections from the 2010, 2013,
and 2019 waves, which provide detailed information on respondents’ political preferences,
socio-demographic characteristics, and attitudes toward gender equality and social policy.
The AES includes geographic identifiers allowing respondents to be matched to federal
electoral divisions (House of Representatives electorates), which constitute the level of
treatment assignment in our empirical design.

Electoral outcomes are obtained from official Australian Electoral Commission (AEC) re-
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leases, which provide candidate-level vote totals and final two-candidate-preferred (TCP)
margins for all Lower House contests. Australia’s single-member preferential voting system
produces a well-defined final margin between the two leading candidates, which we use
to construct the running variable in the regression discontinuity (RD) design. For each
election, we identify the gender of winning candidates and construct an indicator for elec-
torates represented by female Members of Parliament (MPs). Close contests are defined as
elections in which the absolute TCP winning margin is below 6 percentage points, following
the institutional definition of marginal seats used by the AEC and prior literature.

AES respondents are merged with electoral outcomes using electorate identifiers and elec-
tion year. Individual-level attitude measures are constructed from survey questions cap-
turing views on gender equality, abortion rights, and support for preferential treatment
policies. For balance tests, individual responses from the prior survey wave are aggregated
to the electorate level to match the level at which treatment is assigned. The final analyt-
ical sample consists of respondents residing in electorates that experienced mixed-gender
close contests during the study period, allowing identification from quasi-random variation
in MP gender among closely contested races.

Crime Statistics Administrative crime data are obtained from state-level police statis-
tical releases, which provide either monthly, quarterly, or yearly counts of recorded offences
disaggregated by postcodes and offence categories. The dataset includes detailed classifi-
cations covering violent crime, property offences, drug offences, and public order incidents.
For the analysis of gender-based violence (GBV), we focus on the specific category of sex-
ual assaults and sexual offences, the only category of gendered violence that is consistently
defined across states over the reporting periods. Summary statistics for each offence type,
reported in percentage terms, are presented in Appendix Table B3.

3 Institutional Context and Descriptive Patterns

Our analysis leverages the full universe of House of Representatives Hansard transcripts be-
tween 2011 and 2023, disaggregated at the transcript fragment (“cell”) level. Parliamentary
debate is highly structured but interactive: speeches unfold sequentially within debates,
frequently involving questions, responses, and interjections, and individual topics may be
introduced at any point within a speech rather than exclusively at its outset. This structure
allows us to study not only who speaks about gender-based violence (GBV), but also how
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such discussions are initiated, triggered, and framed within parliamentary deliberation.

Gender-based violence constitutes a relatively small but non-trivial share of parliamentary
discourse. The classification capturing gender, violence, and abuse as the primary topic
accounts for approximately 1.8 percent of all transcript cells (4,715 cells). Among these,
over half (54.6 percent) simultaneously reference both violence-related and gender-related
language, indicating that parliamentary discussion of this topic is not merely abstract
but substantively engages with gendered dimensions of violence. Using a more restrictive
keyword-based definition of GBV, including domestic and family violence, sexual violence,
coercive control, and related harms, around 10.7 percent of all speeches contain explicit
references to GBV.

Who initiates Gender discussions? A key feature of parliamentary interaction is
agenda setting: the introduction of a topic at the first instance within a speech. Focusing
on the earliest fragment within each speech where the gender topic appears, we distinguish
between initiation, raising GBV at the start of a speech, and later mentions that arise in
response to prior discussion.

Women play a central role in initiating gender discussions. In the baseline year of our
sample, women initiate approximately 44 percent of speeches that introduce the gender
topic, despite being numerically underrepresented in Parliament. Over time, this share
increases markedly: by 2022-2023, women initiate nearly two-thirds of all speeches on
gender. This pattern demonstrates that women are not marginal participants reacting to
issues raised by male colleagues. Instead, they are primary agenda setters in parliamentary
discussions of gender and violence, a role that has strengthened substantially over the past
decade.

We then test whether women’s initiation of gender discussions is systematically triggered
by the subject matter of the immediately preceding contribution within the same debate.
To do so, we identify the first gender mention in each debate and relate it to the topic
discussed just prior, allowing for interactions with speaker gender. Across a wide range of
parliamentary topics, we find no robust evidence that women are more likely to introduce
gender issues in response to any particular preceding topic. This suggests that women’s
agenda-setting on gender issues is not driven by conversational cues or by reactive en-
gagement with specific policy areas. Rather, gender issues are introduced proactively and
independently of the immediate debate context.
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How do women frame gender issues? Beyond agenda setting, women and men differ
in how they frame discussions of gender and violence. Restricting attention to the speeches
on the topic of gender, we classify framing along four dimensions: policy and legislation,
advocacy and social norms, rights-based discourse, and law enforcement or criminal justice.

Women are significantly more likely than men to frame gender issues in terms of policy
design, advocacy, and rights. Their speeches more frequently reference legislation, govern-
ment programs, institutional reform, public awareness campaigns, and international human
rights frameworks. By contrast, men and women are statistically indistinguishable in their
likelihood of framing gender issues in terms of policing, prosecution, and criminal justice
responses.

This divergence in framing suggests that women emphasize systemic, preventive, and nor-
mative approaches to addressing gender issues, while men’s contributions are comparatively
more concentrated on enforcement-oriented narratives. Importantly, the similarity in en-
forcement framing indicates that women’s greater emphasis on policy and advocacy does
not come at the expense of engagement with criminal justice concerns, but rather reflects
an expansion of the policy space through which GBV is discussed.

These patterns depict a parliamentary process in which women play a disproportionate
role in elevating gender-based violence onto the legislative agenda, strategically linking it
to broader policy debates, and shaping the narrative toward institutional reform and social
change.

4 Empirical Methodolody

To examine gender differences in the policy preferences of Lower House legislators in the
Australian Federal Parliament, we employ a regression discontinuity design based on mixed-
gender close elections. In contests where a woman competes against a man, narrowly
won races generate quasi-random variation in which candidate is elected. Near the zero
vote-margin cutoff, electoral outcomes can be interpreted as as-if random, since small and
unpredictable shocks determine victory (Lee, 2008). The running variable is the vote margin
between the female and male candidate in the final round of the election. Under the
standard RD assumptions of continuity of potential outcomes at the cutoff and no precise
manipulation of the vote margin, this design identifies the causal effect of electing a female
legislator.
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Our main empirical specification is as follows:

Yit = α+ βFemaleit + δf(Marginit) + γFemaleit · f(Marginit) + ϵit (1)

where Marginit is the running variable, representing the winning margin of the incumbent
i in election t. Noted that since our sample only includes the winner in election t, we recode
this running variable such that it takes negative values for male incumbents (i.e., 50 percent
minus TCP vote share). The dummy variable Femaleit equals one if a female won the seat.
In our preferred specification, we estimate f using a local linear fit with a triangular kernel
function. The reference bandwidth is selected using the approach of Calonico et al. (2014)
based on the vote margin. Standard errors are clustered at the electorate level. We show
that the results remain robust after including electorate and year fixed effects, applying
different bandwidth selection methods, and using various kernel functions.

The main outcome of interest, Yit, is defined differently across empirical analyses as follows:

Section 5.1: Gender Differences in Policy Priorities. Yit captures two complemen-
tary measures of an incumbent’s focus on gender-based issues in parliamentary speech.
First, it is defined as the percentage of an incumbent’s speeches in an election year that
pertain to gender issues, including domestic violence (DV) and GBV. Second, it is defined
as the frequency of speeches on gender issues delivered by the incumbent in that election
year.5

Section 5.1: Parliamentary Action on Family, Domestic and Sexual Violence
Related Bills and Motions. Yit is the percentage of an incumbent’s votes on DV-related
bills and motions that are cast as “yes”, “no”, or absent. Formally, this is the number of
such votes divided by the total number of gendered issues-related votes in the election year.
These measures capture the incidence and direction of participation in legislative actions
on gender-based issues, including GBV.

Section 5.2: Constituent Attitudes on Gender Issues. Yit represents the prevalence
of specific attitudes in the post-election survey. We construct the following outcome mea-
sures as percentages of respondents who express supportive views: (i) Equal Opportunities:

5To maximise the statistical power of our tests, we also estimate a modified version of equation (1) in
which the dependent variable, Ysit, is a binary indicator equal to 1 if speech s delivered by incumbent i at
time t pertains to a specified topic (e.g., gender issues) during the incumbent’s term, and 0 otherwise. In
this specification, standard errors are clustered to account for within-candidate and speech-date correlation.
Regressions include party, ministerial, and speech-type fixed effects. Results are reported in Figure 4 and
Table B6.
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Not Enough: the share of respondents who believe there are insufficient equal opportu-
nities for women; (ii) Abortion Should Be Allowed : the share supporting legal access to
abortion; (iii) Preferential Treatment for Women: the share agreeing that women should
receive preferential treatment in employment.

Section 5.3: Impact on Gender-Based Crime. Yit is defined as the rate of sexual
offences and related crimes in each electoral division for each election year (Year 1, Year 2,
and Year 3 after election). This rate is calculated as the total number of reported offences
in a given election year divided by the electoral division’s total population. It allows
us to assess whether the presence of a female incumbent is associated with declines in
gender-based crime over the course of her three-year term.

Figure 1: Continuity of the Vote Margin Around the Zero Cutoff
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The identification strategy in a regression discontinuity design relies on two key assump-
tions. First, the running variable, vote margin, must not be manipulable around the win-
ning threshold (McCrary, 2008; Calonico et al., 2014). Second, all other determinants of
the outcome must vary smoothly at the cutoff, implying that pre-determined characteristics
of female and male parliamentarians are comparable in close elections.

Figure 1 presents evidence on the first assumption. Visually, there is no discontinuity in
the density of the vote margin at the zero threshold. Formal density tests (McCrary, 2008;
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Calonico et al., 2014) likewise fail to reject the null hypothesis of no manipulation.

Figure 2: Balance test: Characteristics of female and male politicians

0
.2

.4
.6

.8

-.06 -.03 0 .03 .06
Margin at t

 Men  Women

Government affiliation

0
.2

.4
.6

.8
1

-.06 -.03 0 .03 .06
Margin at t

 Men  Women

Labor party

-.2
0

.2
.4

.6
.8

-.06 -.03 0 .03 .06
Margin at t

 Men  Women

Minister

0
.2

.4
.6

-.06 -.03 0 .03 .06
Margin at t

 Men  Women

Other political experience
-2

0
2

4
6

8

-.06 -.03 0 .03 .06
Margin at t

 Men  Women

Years in office

.4
.6

.8
1

-.06 -.03 0 .03 .06
Margin at t

 Men  Women

Bachelor

0
.2

.4
.6

.8
1

-.06 -.03 0 .03 .06
Margin at t

 Men  Women

Redistribution

4
5

6
7

8

-.06 -.03 0 .03 .06
Margin at t

 Men  Women

% Informal Votes

6
7

8
9

10

-.06 -.03 0 .03 .06
Margin at t

 Men  Women

No Candidates

To assess the second assumption, we test for balance in observable characteristics around
the cutoff. Using equation 1, we examine whether female and male legislators differ in
predetermined characteristics when the vote margin is close to zero. We consider three
sets of variables: (i) individual characteristics, including party affiliation, ministerial ex-
perience, years in office, and education; (ii) district characteristics, including boundary
changes, informal vote shares, and the number of candidates; and (iii) electorate socioe-
conomic characteristics, including unemployment, income, housing costs, education levels,
demographic composition, migration, and population size. These variables capture the
main dimensions of voter concern in Australia, consistent with survey evidence on priority
issues.

Figures 2 and 3 show that none of these characteristics exhibit statistically significant
discontinuities at the zero-margin threshold. The balance results support the continuity

15



Figure 3: Balance test: Characteristics of female and male politicians’ electorates
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assumption underlying the design. Detailed estimates are reported in Tables B4 and B5.

5 Results

5.1 Policy Domain

Gender Differences in Policy Priorities As a starting point, we examine gender dif-
ferences in topic preferences using individual speeches by female and male MPs. Figure 4
visually plots the RD-robust estimates from equation (1), where positive coefficients in-
dicate topics more frequently discussed by female MPs, and negative coefficients indicate
topics more frequently discussed by male MPs. For clarity, coefficients are displayed in
ascending order. Standard errors are clustered at the individual-candidate and speech-date
levels, and all specifications include minister, party, and debate-type fixed effects.

Our results show that topics related to taxation, remembrance, healthcare, politics, the
legal system, legislative processes, and the consumer market are more likely to be discussed
by male politicians in parliamentary debates, as indicated by negative and significant co-
efficients. Meanwhile, topics related to law enforcement, infrastructure projects, foreign
affairs, international trade, immigration, arts, veterans’ issues, and gender-related topics,
including DV and GBV are more likely to be discussed by female politicians, as indicated
by positive and significant coefficients. Note that when the topics are sorted in ascending
order of the coefficient, the first and last rows represent the two extremes, indicating the
topics most frequently discussed by male and female parliamentarians, respectively. At
these extremes, speeches on taxation are 4.4 percentage points more likely to be delivered
by male parliamentarians, while speeches on gender-related issues are 4.1 percentage points
more likely to be delivered by female parliamentarians, respectively. The precise estimates
are presented in Table B6.

Since our main focus is to examine whether female MPs are more likely to discuss gender-
related issues in parliamentary debates, we re-estimate different versions of Equation (1) by
focusing primarily on the gender-related issues as the main topic. In Panel A of Table 1, we
present robust estimates from varying other parameters within the regression-discontinuity
framework, including the kernel function, fixed effects, polynomial order, and bandwidth.
Column 1 presents the baseline specification without fixed effects, using a triangular kernel
function and a first-order polynomial. Columns 2 and 3 vary the kernel function to uniform
and Epanechnikov, respectively. Columns 4-6 additionally include electorate and year fixed
effects. Columns 7 and 8 report estimates using higher-order polynomials. Across all
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Figure 4: Preference of topics discussed by female politicians
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Notes: RD coefficients upon running equation 1 at the individual speech plotted. Positive coefficients in-
dicate a significantly higher likelihood of a topic being discussed by female politicians. Negative coefficients
indicate a significantly higher likelihood of a topic being discussed by male politicians.
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specifications, the results consistently indicate that speeches on gender-related topics are
more likely to be delivered by female parliamentarians, with an estimated difference of
approximately 4 percentage points.6

Table 1: Gender differences in discussing gender-related topic in parliamentary debates

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Panel A: Probability that a speech’s main topic is gender-related

Female 0.044*** 0.035*** 0.044*** 0.041*** 0.026*** 0.040*** 0.038*** 0.042***
(0.011) (0.008) (0.011) (0.011) (0.009) (0.011) (0.010) (0.010)

N 75509 75509 75509 75509 75509 75509 75509 75509
Nhl

6756 7139 6422 6422 6322 6322 15370 27860
Nhr 6578 7165 5800 6578 5800 5800 12558 19052
hl 0.031 0.032 0.029 0.030 0.028 0.028 0.066 0.111

Panel B: Percentage of an incumbent’s speeches on gender-related topic in an election year

Female 0.045*** 0.039*** 0.043*** 0.026*** 0.028*** 0.026*** 0.029*** 0.035**
(0.013) (0.009) (0.013) (0.010) (0.009) (0.010) (0.011) (0.014)

N 796 796 796 796 796 796 796 796
Nhl

89 114 79 92 95 82 176 217
Nhr 90 119 90 96 96 90 163 193
hl 0.034 0.045 0.032 0.036 0.039 0.033 0.069 0.079

Panel C: Frequency of gender-related speeches per incumbent in an election year

Female 3.425*** 2.097*** 3.360*** 1.651** 1.927*** 1.682** 1.932** 2.264**
(0.946) (0.773) (0.920) (0.730) (0.450) (0.723) (0.952) (1.093)

N 796 796 796 796 796 796 796 796
Nhl

86 95 79 82 173 69 152 223
Nhr 90 96 87 90 154 84 143 199
hl 0.034 0.039 0.032 0.033 0.063 0.031 0.057 0.082
Polynomial 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 3
Kernel Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov Triangular Triangular
Fixed effects No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: In Panel A, the dependent variable is a dummy equal to 1 if a speech’s main topic is gender-
related and 0 otherwise. Standard errors are clustered to account for within-candidate and speech-date
correlation. Regressions include party, ministerial, and speech-type fixed effects where indicated. In Panel
B, the dependent variable is percentage of an incumbent’s speeches on gender-related topic in an election
year, which is calculated as the number of speeches on gender-related topic divided by the total number
of speeches delivered by each incumbent in a given election year. In Panel C, the dependent variable is
the number of speeches on gender-related topic per incumbent per election year. In both panels B and
C, standard errors are clustered at the electorate level, and regressions include electorate and year fixed
effects where indicated. Kernel denotes the weighting function used in estimation. Nhl

and Nhr
are the

effective sample sizes for the left- and right-hand side groups, respectively. Standard errors are reported in
parentheses. ∗p < 0.1, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.

6Other robustness tests are reported in Tables 7-10. In addition, the results stay robust when using
different K number of topics (50 and 60). Overall, we find robust evidence that, at the individual-speech
level, gender issues-related speeches are consistently more likely to be delivered by female MPs than by
male MPs.
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We then estimate our main specification in Equation (1) at the parliamentarian level. We
consider two outcome measures: (a) the frequency of an MP’s speeches on gender-related
topics including DV and GBV in an election year, and (b) the share of speeches devoted
to gender-related topics, defined as the number of gender-related speeches divided by the
total number of speeches delivered by the MP in that year. The corresponding results are
reported in Panels B and C of Table 1.

Consistent with the individual-speech analysis, the estimates indicate that female MPs
engage more intensively with gender-related issues than male MPs, both in terms of speech
frequency and speech share. Panel B shows that female MPs devote a larger proportion of
their speeches to gender-related topic across all specifications. In Column 1, the estimated
difference is 4.5 percentage points, and this effect remains statistically significant under
alternative specifications, with estimates ranging from 2.6 to 4.5 percentage points. Panel
C examines speech frequency and reveals that female parliamentarians discuss gender-
related issues more frequently than their male counterparts, by around 1.6 to 3.5 speeches
per election year. This suggests there is a significant gender difference in parliamentary
engagement with gender issues including DV and GBV.

In addition, Figures A1 and A2 show the likelihood of other topics being discussed in
speeches where the main topic is gender-related. In other words, they illustrate which
other topics are most frequently mentioned alongside gender-related issues in parliamentary
debates. For female MPs, our evidence shows that the top three co-occurring topics with
gender-related issues are economic development, the legal system, and rhetoric, whereas
for male MPs, the top three are the legal system, community, and rhetoric. This suggests
that while both genders often contextualize gender-related issues within institutional or
rhetorical frameworks, female MPs are more likely to link it to broader economic issues –
potentially reflecting an emphasis on enhancing women’s economic and financial capacity,
whereas male MPs place greater focus on community-related concerns.

Parliamentary Action on Family, Domestic and Sexual Violence Bills and Mo-
tions Having documented gender differences in the substantive content of parliamentary
speeches, we next examine whether similar patterns emerge in formal legislative decisions.
The names of all parliamentary divisions on family violence, gender-related issues, and
childcare legislation are summarized in Table 11, documenting divisions spanning 2010
to 2021. The divisions reflect sustained legislative attention to family violence, women’s
rights, childcare policy, and redress for institutional abuse across multiple parliamentary
terms, corresponding to the Australian Federal Lower House Parliament elected in 2010,
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Figure 5: Gender differences in discussing gender-related topic
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2013, 2016, and 2019.

To examine gender differences in voting behavior on legislation related to family, domestic,
and sexual violence, we estimate Equation (1) using three outcome variables: (i) the per-
centage of an incumbent’s votes on gender-related bills and motions, including those on DV
and GBV, cast as “yes,” (ii) the percentage cast as “no,” and (iii) the percentage recorded as
absent. The proportion of votes of a given type (“yes,” “no,” or absent) cast by a legislator
is calculated as the number of such votes divided by the legislator’s total number of votes
on gender-related bills and motions in a given election year. These outcomes capture both
the incidence and direction of participation in gender-relevant legislative decisions.

Figure 6: Voting behaviors - Motions and Bills on Family, Domestic and Sexual Violence
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The corresponding estimates are reported in Table 2. Panel A presents results for “yes”
votes, Panel B for “no” votes, and Panel C for absences. Again, Column 1 presents the base-
line specification without fixed effects, using a triangular kernel function and a first-order

22



Table 2: Voting behaviors - Motions and Bills on Family, Domestic and Sexual Violence

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Panel A: Percent Voting Yes

Female 0.123* 0.119** 0.118* 0.181*** 0.175** 0.174** 0.208*** 0.305***
(0.063) (0.057) (0.069) (0.066) (0.069) (0.073) (0.071) (0.110)

N 493 493 493 493 493 493 493 493
Nhl 95 88 73 76 54 64 155 95
Nhr 85 83 75 81 58 70 124 88
hl 0.058 0.056 0.048 0.051 0.039 0.044 0.090 0.060

Panel B: Percent Voting No

Female -0.245** -0.224** -0.225** -0.225** -0.159* -0.214** -0.247** -0.285**
(0.096) (0.100) (0.093) (0.088) (0.089) (0.088) (0.118) (0.125)

N 493 493 493 493 493 493 493 493
Nhl 59 54 67 67 67 70 81 119
Nhr 65 58 70 70 70 74 81 105
hl 0.041 0.038 0.046 0.046 0.046 0.047 0.052 0.075

Panel C: Percent Absent

Female 0.127 0.069 0.117 0.047 0.024 0.047 0.074 0.054
(0.104) (0.095) (0.105) (0.090) (0.088) (0.092) (0.104) (0.113)

N 493 493 493 493 493 493 493 493
Nhl 73 70 70 67 62 62 100 131
Nhr 75 72 74 70 70 67 88 111
hl 0.048 0.047 0.047 0.046 0.044 0.042 0.062 0.078

Polynomial order 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 3
Kernel Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov Triangular Triangular
Fixed effects No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: Dependent variable in Panel A: % voting Yes; Panel B: % voting No; Panel C: % Absent
on domestic violence bills/motions. DV motions/bills are divisions whose names women, violence, or
child (top three keywords of the DV topic identified by the LDA algorithm). Nhl

and Nhr
indicate

effective sample sizes for left- and right-hand side groups. Electorate and election-year fixed effects
are included where indicated. Standard errors are clustered at the electorate level and reported in
parentheses. ∗p < 0.1, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.
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polynomial. Columns 2 and 3 vary the kernel function to uniform and Epanechnikov, re-
spectively. Columns 4-6 additionally include electorate and year fixed effects, and Columns
7-8 report estimates using higher-order polynomials.

The results consistently indicate that female MPs are substantially more likely to support
family, domestic, and sexual violence-related motions and bills than their male counterparts.
Specifically, the estimates in Panel A indicate that female MPs vote “yes” on gender-related
bills and motions 12 to 30 percentage points more frequently than male MPs. Panel B shows
a corresponding pattern for opposition: female MPs are approximately 16 to 28.5 percentage
points less likely to vote “no” on such legislation. Panel C finds no statistically significant
gender difference in absence rates, suggesting that the observed voting patterns are driven
by differences in policy preferences rather than differential legislative attendance. This
greater support not only increases the likelihood of such policies being passed but may also
contribute to more effective implementation and enforcement, as well as broader societal
awareness and engagement on these issues.

5.2 Social Domain

Constituent Attitudes on Gender Issues Using survey data from the Australian
Election Study (AES), we exploit quasi-random variation in the MPs’ gender arising from
close electoral contests. We focus on electorates narrowly won by female versus male MPs,
defined as races with a winning margin of less than 6 percent according to the Australian
Electoral Commission. The analysis uses repeated cross-sections from 2010, 2013, and
2019 and includes electorate and year fixed effects, thereby identifying the effect of female
representation from within-electorate changes in MP gender over time. Standard errors are
clustered at the electorate level.

To validate the quasi-random assignment of MP gender in close contests, in addition to
pre-treatment electorate characteristics as presented in Section 4, we compare baseline
gender attitudes from the previous survey year between electorates narrowly won by female
versus male MPs. For baseline gender attitudes, individual responses are aggregated to the
electorate level to match the level of treatment assignment:

Ye,t−1 =
1

Ne

∑
i∈e

Yi,t−1

where Ne is the number of respondents in electorate e. Differences are examined using
the RD test as given by equation (1). Panel A of Table 3 reports the balance test. Non-
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significant differences indicate that electorates that are narrowly won by female and male
MPs are broadly comparable, supporting the identification assumption.

The main analysis estimates the effect of female MP representation on individual atti-
tudes using a regression discontinuity (RD) framework. We examine changes along three
dimensions of gender-related views, measured using binary indicators. The first captures
perceptions of gender equality, defined as Equal Opportunities: Not Enough, equal to one if
respondents report that there are insufficient equal opportunities for women. The second
measures support for reproductive rights, Abortion Should Be Allowed. The third captures
views on affirmative action, Preferential Treatment for Women, equal to one if respondents
agree that women should receive preferential treatment in hiring and promotions

The estimates are reported in Panel B of Table 3. Similarly to previous tables, in column
1 we present the baseline specification without fixed effects, using a triangular kernel func-
tion and a first-order polynomial. Columns 2 and 3 use uniform and epanechnikov kernel
functions, respectively. Columns 4-6 include electorate and year fixed effects, and Columns
7-8 report estimates using second and third-order polynomials.

Our findings consistently show that respondents in electorates narrowly represented by fe-
male MPs are less likely to report that equal opportunities for women have not gone far
enough, more likely to support legal access to abortion, and more likely to favor preferential
treatment for women in employment, relative to respondents in electorates narrowly repre-
sented by male MPs. In particular, they are 0.8 to 2.4 percentage points less likely to report
that equal opportunities for women “have not gone far enough” (Columns 1-3), 0.85 to 0.9
percentage points more likely to support legal access to abortion (Columns 4-6), and 0.94
to 1.0 percentage points more likely to agree that women should be given preferential treat-
ment when applying for jobs and promotions. These patterns suggest that female political
representation influences citizens’ attitudes on gender-related issues, which may contribute
to reduce in gender-based crimes in electorates represented by female parliamentarians.

5.3 Downstream Outcomes: Gender-Based Crime

Finally, we examine the impact of female MPs on gender-related crime using administrative
police records on sexual assault, sexual harassment, and related offences, estimated using
Equation (1) at the electorate level. The results are presented in Table 4. We first conduct a
balance test in the election year when the MP just got elected to assess whether crime rates
are comparable between electorates governed by female versus male MPs. We find that in
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Table 3: Female MP Representation and Attitudes toward Gender Equality

Equal Opportunities: Not Enough Abortion Should Be Allowed Preferential Treatment for Women

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Panel A: Balance Tests (Electorate Level)

Female 0.204 0.208 0.203 -0.033 -0.007 -0.022 0.278 0.217 0.269
(0.138) (0.127) (0.135) (0.061) (0.052) (0.059) (0.253) (0.217) (0.238)

N 113 113 113 113 113 113 113 113 113
Nhl

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Nhr 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
hl 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060

Panel B: Main Results (Electorate Level)

Female -0.069 -0.083 -0.088 0.091* 0.084* 0.092* 0.111 0.097 0.105
(0.077) (0.100) (0.083) (0.052) (0.051) (0.052) (0.083) (0.083) (0.083)

N 188 188 188 188 188 188 188 188 188
Nhl

39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39
Nhr 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38
hl 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060

Panel C: Main Results (Individual Level)

Female -0.016*** -0.008*** -0.024*** 0.090*** 0.085*** 0.089*** 0.102*** 0.100*** 0.094***
(0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

N 3221 3221 3221 3221 3221 3221 3221 3221 3221
Nhl

643 643 643 643 643 643 643 643 643
Nhr 650 650 650 650 650 650 650 650 650
hl 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060
Kernel Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov
Fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: Dependent variables are dummies capturing individual attitudes: Equal Opportunities: Not
Enough = respondents who believe there are not enough equal opportunities for women; Abortion
Should Be Allowed = support for abortion rights; Preferential Treatment for Women = agreement
that women should get preferential treatment in jobs and promotions. Balance tests are conducted
at the electorate level, while main results use individual-level data with standard errors clustered by
electorate. Data are drawn from the Australian Election Study (AES) for the 2010, 2013, and 2019
federal elections, restricted to electorates with winning margins below 6%, defined as close elections
by the AEC. Nhl

and Nhr
indicate effective sample sizes for left- and right-hand side groups. Spec-

ifications include electorate and election-year fixed effects. Standard errors (SE) are in parentheses.
Significance levels: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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Figure 7: Attitudes toward Gender Equality

Panel A: Equal Opportunities: Not Enough Panel B: Abortion Should Be Allowed

Panel C: Preferential Treatment for Women
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the election year (Year 0), the presence of a female MP has no measurable effect on sexual
crimes (Panel A). This suggests that any significant differences observed in subsequent
years are likely attributable to the efforts or influence of female politicians.

The corresponding estimates for subsequent years are presented in Panel B. These results
show that electorates represented by female MPs experience a significant reduction in sex-
ual offences, suggesting that female politicians may contribute to lowering crime in their
constituencies. This effect is robust to variations in bandwidth, kernel functions, and poly-
nomial order. For example, in Columns 1-4, electorates governed by a narrow female winner
exhibit an average 5 to 10 percentage points lower crime rate than those represented by
male MPs. When higher-order polynomials and different data-driven optimal bandwidths
are applied on either side of the cutoff, the estimated effect increases in magnitude, for
instance, to 15 percentage points in Column 5-while remaining positive and statistically
significant. Following the literature, we rely on a linear polynomial specification to estimate
the effect of female MPs on subsequent outcomes to avoid overfitting and extreme extrap-
olation that can arise with higher-order polynomials. Table 12 presents robustness checks
including ministerial and party fixed effects, confirming that the results remain consistent
across alternative specifications.

Table 4: Impact on Sexual Offences and Related Crimes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Panel A: Sexual Assaults and Sexual Offences – Election Year (At Year 0)

Female -0.063 -0.046 -0.023 -0.074 -0.104 -0.108 -0.094 -0.106
(0.071) (0.058) (0.051) (0.073) (0.097) (0.095) (0.146) (0.141)

N 127 127 127 127 127 127 127 127
Nhl

15 21 19 12 21 21 21 21
Nhr 20 21 24 17 26 30 29 33
hl 0.046 0.066 0.059 0.040 0.067 0.066 0.074 0.072

Panel B: Sexual Assaults and Sexual Offences – Main Outcome (At Year 1, 2, 3 of Elected Term)

Female -0.106** -0.067* -0.049* -0.104** -0.151*** -0.246*** -0.270*** -0.475***
(0.047) (0.035) (0.029) (0.047) (0.055) (0.061) (0.097) (0.090)

N 277 277 277 277 277 277 277 277
Nhl

18 33 37 18 33 27 39 35
Nhr 33 37 54 27 49 60 56 60
hl 0.030 0.048 0.054 0.029 0.048 0.041 0.056 0.050
Polynomial order 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3
Kernel Triangular Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov Triangular Triangular Triangular Triangular

Notes: Outcomes measure rates of sexual assault, sexual touching, sexual acts, and other sexual
offences in the electorate per election year (total offences divided by total population). Nhl

and Nhr

indicate effective sample sizes for left- and right-hand side groups. All specifications include electorate
and election-year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the electorate level and reported in
parentheses. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.1, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.
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6 Conclusion

This paper combines a mixed-gender regression discontinuity design in close elections with
large-scale text analysis, survey data, legislative voting records, and administrative crime
statistics to examine whether electing a female legislator affects policy attention, atti-
tudes, and gender-based outcomes in Australia. Focusing on a high-income parliamentary
democracy characterized by strong party discipline, we provide evidence that descriptive
representation has measurable consequences even in a highly institutionalized setting.

Using parliamentary speeches, we show that female MPs are systematically more likely to
discuss gender-related issues, including domestic and gender-based violence. These differ-
ences are concentrated within gender-relevant topics and are not driven by overall speech
volume. Roll-call voting analysis further indicates that female MPs are more likely to sup-
port legislation addressing family, domestic, and sexual violence, and less likely to oppose
it, with no evidence of differential absence. Together, these results document consistent
gender differences in issue-specific legislative behavior.

Turning to the social domain, we find that exposure to female representation is associated
with shifts in constituent attitudes toward gender equality and related policies. Because
these survey responses are measured shortly after elections, prior to the implementation of
new legislation, the results are consistent with changes in perceptions and norms accompa-
nying representation.

Finally, electorates that narrowly elect female MPs experience declines in recorded sexual
offences in subsequent years. While the design does not allow us to separately identify the
relative contribution of legislative action and social mechanisms, the combined evidence
suggests that representation may operate through multiple, reinforcing channels.

Methodologically, the paper contributes by integrating quasi-experimental variation in leg-
islator gender with computational text analysis and administrative data within a unified
framework. This approach enables direct measurement of issue-specific legislative behav-
ior and links it to downstream outcomes, moving beyond aggregate fiscal indicators that
dominate much of the existing literature.

Overall, the findings indicate that even in a party-centered parliamentary system, the
gender of elected representatives is associated with differences in agenda setting, voting
behavior, attitudes, and gendered outcomes. These results suggest that descriptive repre-
sentation can matter for the substantive content of policymaking and for domains central
to women’s safety, while leaving open important questions about the relative importance
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of policy versus norm-based channels in shaping these effects.
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Appendix

A. Additional Figures
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Figure A1: Likelihood of other topics discussed by female politicians when main
topic discussed is domestic violence
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Figure A2: Likelihood of other topics discussed by male politicians when main
topic discussed is domestic violence
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B. Additional Tables

Table B1: Topic Classification and Associated Keywords

Topic Keywords

Taxation tax, cost, labor, pay, promis, bill, live, cut, famili, increas, relief, price, multin, busi, elect,
higher, rise, profit, big, mortgag

Remembrance famili, mani, life, live, servic, love, serv, peta, nation, year, friend, lost, today, war, rememb,
first, never, home, acknowledg, stori

Healthcare health, medic, medicin, medicar, care, hospit, patient, doctor, gp, access, servic, clinic,
system, bulk, cost, healthcar, nurs, pharmaci, practic, treatment

Politics opposit, hous, parti, parliament, leader, labor, elect, vote, albanes, polit, senat, support, side,
today, issu, polici, nation, matter, liber, public

Legal system bill, legisl, law, issu, chang, concern, decis, case, court, mani, import, amend, process, system,
matter, reason, support, propos, clear, gener

Legislative process amend, bill, schedul, page, line, read, section, item, agre, act, omit, substitut, person, subsect,
relat, third, claus, insert, word, must

Economy budget, year, billion, labor, economi, last, econom, inflat, job, plan, million, rate, deliv,
increas, opposit, wage, cost, spend, crisi, cut

Indigenous affairs commun, voic, indigen, local, aborigin, first, island, elector, referendum, strait, council, torr,
cultur, constitut, mani, year, close, live, nation, area

Rhetoric countri, even, tri, everi, let, much, tell, sure, done, bit, start, fact, enough, give, absolut,
never, might, money, littl, noth

Economic development nation, import, invest, futur, opportun, develop, support, econom, sector, economi, world,
countri, challeng, industri, research, ensur, critic, technolog, build, new

Government affairs minist, prime, hous, treasur, warn, ceas, resum, leader, opposit, former, respons, cabinet,
refer, left, affair, discuss, assist, paus, manag, today

Superannuation hous, fund, incom, superannu, tax, measur, super, invest, retir, increas, year, money, system,
asset, million, afford, deduct, save, rental, levi

Consumer market market, price, product, consum, cost, suppli, hous, home, afford, busi, buy, competit, custom,
industri, regul, increas, compani, import, purchas, use

Disability scheme, disabl, support, ndi, insur, particip, servic, provid, live, nation, ipswich, fund, carer,
access, plan, redress, mani, inclus, life, famili

Governance committe, report, recommend, inquiri, parliamentari, respons, public, hous, review, chair,
joint, senat, parliament, present, appoint, commiss, depart, matter, consid, note

Regional development region, fund, program, provid, million, commun, support, care, facil, servic, age, deliv, rural,
area, local, new, includ, budget, across, addit

Tertiary Education skill, univers, educ, student, train, job, young, tafe, shortag, higher, support, studi, workforc,
help, sector, employ, provid, cours, fee, program

Public health donat, advertis, tobacco, ban, organ, smoke, donor, reform, harm, campaign, use, tissu,
transplant, packag, cigarett, gift, regist, addict, ad, increas

Border security morrison, labor, polici, border, fail, protect, failur, immigr, countri, detent, refuge, minist,
nation, safe, process, coalit, stop, secur, year, centr

Digital media servic, digit, onlin, media, platform, commun, mobil, content, nbn, connect, access, broad-
cast, rollout, technolog, phone, network, internet, radio, news, abc

Finance financi, bank, card, credit, reserv, corpor, loan, debt, financ, interest, servic, advic, governor,
royal, advis, account, majesti, cash, asic, mortgag

Continued . . .
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Topic Classification and Associated Keywords (Continued)

Topic Keywords

Commemoration gambl, war, branch, th, hugh, memori, anniversari, church, rsl, st, vietnam, museum, histori,
attend, commemor, aston, nation, anzac, librari, mark

Defence defenc, pacif, nuclear, forc, secur, capabl, submarin, nation, oper, flight, support, strateg,
base, intern, foreign, adf, aviat, airport, ship, gaza

Environment water, environ, environment, protect, land, natur, basin, project, plan, nation, wast, bio-
divers, commun, nativ, darl, river, manag, speci, ocean, marin

Legislation bill, amend, provid, act, requir, ensur, legisl, public, inform, review, servic, includ, regul,
reform, measur, transpar, improv, data, process, standard

Infrastructure road, citi, petit, transport, local, park, car, petition, region, area, albanes, infrastructur,
resid, hunter, rail, newcastl, elector, travel, vehicl, west

Community commun, local, club, support, volunt, sport, organis, help, servic, group, coast, elector, year,
mani, provid, team, across, chariti, young, event

Agriculture farmer, agricultur, anim, flood, farm, food, disast, industri, live, year, produc, biosecur,
region, bushfir, water, export, fire, welfar, new, sheep

Energy policy energi, climat, emiss, chang, ga, renew, power, electr, carbon, polici, price, target, fuel,
action, new, reduc, coal, reduct, zero, net

Social welfare care, famili, age, parent, support, home, live, child, payment, social, year, increas, afford,
mani, cost, paid, help, incom, pension

Higher education skill, univers, educ, student, train, job, young, tafe, shortag, higher, support, studi, workforc,
help, sector, employ, provid, cours, fee, program

Labor relations busi, worker, employ, small, wage, employe, union, pay, fair, industri, job, workplac, labour,
casual, paid, support, bill, hire, mani, economi

Law enforcement commiss, royal, secur, law, crimin, protect, polic, nation, corrupt, crime, power, intellig,
commission, offenc, investig, agenc, integr, offic, safeti, seriou

Infrastructure projects project, fund, infrastructur, state, million, deliv, labor, feder, commit, new, invest, billion,
elector, elect, nation, build, coalit, upgrad, year, announc

Foreign affairs countri, nation, world, state, commun, human, unit, intern, democraci, israel, mani, must,
freedom, polit, faith, live, foreign, societi, parliament, year

Trade & industry industri, manufactur, job, trade, export, agreement, countri, mine, resourc, miner, busi,
creat, invest, free, compani, sector, support, economi, billion, market

Immigration visa, motion, hous, minut, migrat, request, hon, adjourn, accord, notic, migrant, statement,
next, may, consider, document, citizenship, given, continu, determin

Arts year, great, art, celebr, john, award, new, first, team, event, congratul, mani, last, game,
wonder, music, show, queen, proud, play

Veterans veteran, cancer, support, servic, safeti, affair, asbesto, serv, occup, compens, health, registri,
personnel, claim, defenc, breast, unpaid, famili, fire, firefight

Domestic violence women, violenc, children, famili, gender, support, health, year, domest, mental, young, live,
diseas, issu, nation, men, prevent, mani, equal, abus

Notes: This table presents the top keywords for each topic and the corresponding assigned labels, derived from topic
classification using a Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) model with K = 40 topics.
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Table B2: List of Stopwords

accord actual adjourn affair amend
answer ap approach ask averag
back bill cabinet call cent
chamber come committe debat deputi
determin document eight five follow
four get go got govern
happen hear inform inquiri interject
issu item know last like
line look make matter member
minut month motion move mr
must need nine note notic
number omit one opposit order
page parliament parliamentari peopl per
person point present prime promis
put question read refer regard
relat report request respons review
said say schedul seat second
section see seven shadow sit
six speak speaker statement subsect
substitut talk ten thank thing
think three time today treasur
two want week would yesterday
also australia australian
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Table B3: Summary Statistics by Offence Type

Offence Type Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Assault 465 0.9898 0.8377 0.0186 5.8150
Drug Offences 377 0.8526 1.0715 0.0133 5.1680
Homicide 381 0.0088 0.0149 0.0000 0.0747
Public Order / Miscellaneous 465 2.8756 3.5705 0.0055 16.4082
Robbery / Extortion 457 0.0493 0.0550 0.0000 0.4777
Sexual Offences 404 0.1224 0.0813 0.0016 0.3473
Theft / Burglary / Property Damage 465 3.4744 2.7134 0.2209 14.7619
Weapons Offences 377 0.1490 0.1025 0.0008 0.5259
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Table B4: Characteristics of female and male politicians: Balance test

Panel A: Without Fixed Effects
Government ALP Coalition Minister Other pol Years in Office Education

Female -0.080 0.157 -0.358 -0.223 0.002 -0.842 0.077
(0.272) (0.292) (0.274) (0.221) (0.245) (1.539) (0.274)

N 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
Nhl

47 46 46 50 50 39 52
Nhr 45 45 45 47 47 41 47
hl 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.059 0.060 0.049 0.061
Panel B: With Electorate and Year Fixed Effects
Female -0.033 0.126 -0.365 -0.166 0.043 -1.423 0.066

(0.253) (0.295) (0.275) (0.243) (0.238) (1.550) (0.272)
N 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
Nhl

47 44 46 50 54 41 52
Nhr 45 44 45 46 48 43 47
hl 0.056 0.054 0.056 0.058 0.063 0.052 0.060

Notes: Standard errors are shown in parentheses. Significance levels: * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table B5: District Characteristics: Balance test

Panel A: Without Fixed Effects
%Unemploy Pers. Inc. Rent Mortgage %High school grad %Need Assist.

Female 1.200 30.498 19.087 -56.082 -0.008 0.001
(0.915) (90.850) (41.795) (183.158) (0.009) (0.007)

N 246 246 246 246 246 246
Nhl

43 61 64 51 37 49
Nhr 45 58 60 48 41 47
hl 0.055 0.076 0.078 0.063 0.049 0.060

%Female %Migration Population Redistribution %Informal Votes Nocandidate
Female -7.700 0.037 2.254 0.058 1.086 0.858

(6.917) (0.029) (9.801) (0.291) (1.003) (1.046)
N 246 246 246 250 250 250
Nhl

42 40 46 54 58 54
Nhr 43 43 46 48 57 50
hl 0.053 0.052 0.058 0.065 0.073 0.067
Panel B: With Electorate and Year Fixed Effects

%Unemploy Pers. Inc. Rent Mortgage %High school grad %Need Assist.
Female 1.072 -14.734 21.240 -60.956 -0.013 -0.002

(0.920) (80.078) (40.210) (183.800) (0.008) (0.006)
N 246 246 246 246 246 246
Nhl

47 51 51 48 33 47
Nhr 46 50 48 47 37 47
hl 0.058 0.067 0.064 0.060 0.044 0.059

%Female %Migration Population Redistribution %Informal Votes Nocandidate
Female -8.138 0.031 -1.795 0.021 1.189 0.896

(6.488) (0.029) (9.215) (0.301) (0.966) (1.041)
N 246 246 246 250 250 250
Nhl

42 45 47 54 65 54
Nhr 44 45 46 48 58 51
hl 0.053 0.056 0.058 0.063 0.076 0.069

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table B6: Gender differences in topic preference

Topic
Coefficient SE Nhl

Nhr

Taxation -0.044*** (0.010) 6248 4893

Remembrance -0.038*** (0.012) 9682 9657

Healthcare -0.037*** (0.010) 6322 5658

Politics -0.014* (0.007) 17000 15000

Legal system -0.008** (0.004) 8142 7620

Legislative process -0.013** (0.006) 13000 11000

Economy 0.002 (0.004) 12000 11000

Indigenous affairs -0.012* (0.006) 9048 10000

Rhetoric -0.011 (0.010) 12000 11000

Economic development -0.010 (0.007) 7139 6871

Government affairs -0.009 (0.015) 6756 6578

Superannuation -0.009* (0.005) 13000 11000

Consumer market -0.008** (0.004) 11000 11000

Disability -0.008 (0.004) 11000 11000

Governance -0.004 (0.008) 5992 4691

Regional development -0.002 (0.006) 6422 6578

School education 0.000 (0.002) 12000 11000

Public health -0.001 (0.002) 12000 11000

Border security -0.001 (0.005) 13000 11000

Digital media -0.001 (0.007) 6322 5800

Finance 0.000 (0.002) 12000 11000

Commemoration 0.001 (0.002) 11000 11000

Defence 0.001 (0.004) 6322 5658

Environment 0.002 (0.004) 15000 13000

Legislation 0.002 (0.008) 7779 7165

Infrastructure 0.003 (0.005) 8224 7620

Community 0.004 (0.006) 12000 11000

Agriculture 0.004 (0.004) 15000 13000

Energy policy 0.005 (0.005) 12000 11000

Social welfare 0.006 (0.006) 11000 11000

Higher education 0.008 (0.006) 11000 9921

Labor relations 0.008 (0.008) 7779 7620

Law enforcement 0.009** (0.004) 6422 6578

Infrastructure projects 0.015** (0.006) 5992 4691

Foreign affairs 0.017*** (0.005) 7292 7165

Trade & industry 0.018*** (0.006) 7292 7165

Immigration 0.023* (0.012) 6322 5658

Arts 0.033*** (0.011) 15000 12000

Veterans 0.035*** (0.008) 5711 4691

Continued . . .
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ender differences in topic preference (Continued)

Topic Coefficient Std. Error Effective N
(Left)

Effective N
(Right)

Domestic violence 0.041*** (0.011) 6422 6578
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Table 7: Gender Differences in Discussion of the Domestic Violence Topic (Unit of Ob-
servation: Speech)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Female 0.045*** 0.044*** 0.043*** 0.041*** 0.038*** 0.038***

(0.010) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.009) (0.010)
N 75509 75509 75509 75509 75509 75509
Nhl

6422 6756 6422 6422 15370 15370
Nhr 6578 6578 5800 6578 12395 12558
hl 0.030 0.031 0.029 0.030 0.064 0.066
Polynomial order 1 1 1 1 2 2
PM exclusion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Party fixed effect No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Minister fixed effect No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Debate-type fixed effect No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
SE Robust Cluster Robust Cluster Robust Cluster

Notes: The triangular kernel function assigns higher weights to observations closer to the cutoff
in the regression discontinuity design. Positive coefficients indicate a significantly higher likelihood
of a topic being discussed by female politicians. Negative coefficients indicate a significantly higher
likelihood of a topic being discussed by male politicians. Nhl

and Nhr indicate effective sample
sizes for left- and right-hand side groups. Robust standard errors (HC0) are heteroskedasticity-
consistent and allow for non-constant variance in the residuals. Clustered standard errors adjust
for correlation of observations at the level of individual candidates and speech dates.
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Table 8: Robustness: Gender Differences in Discussion of the Domestic Violence Topic
(Unit of Observation: Speech)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Female 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.026*** 0.029*** 0.034***

(0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009) (0.011) (0.012)
N 75509 75509 75509 75509 75509 75509
Nhl

6422 7139 6248 6322 9682 9210
Nhr 5800 7165 5275 5800 9657 8767
hl 0.029 0.032 0.027 0.028 0.046 0.042
Polynomial order 1 1 1 1 2 2
PM exclusion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Party fixed effect No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Minister fixed effect No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Debate-type fixed effect No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
SE Robust Cluster Robust Cluster Robust Cluster

Notes: The uniform kernel function assigns equal weights to observations closer to the cutoff in
the regression discontinuity design. Positive coefficients indicate a significantly higher likelihood of
a topic being discussed by female politicians. Negative coefficients indicate a significantly higher
likelihood of a topic being discussed by male politicians. Nhl

and Nhr indicate effective sample
sizes for left- and right-hand side groups. Robust standard errors (HC0) are heteroskedasticity-
consistent and allow for non-constant variance in the residuals. Clustered standard errors adjust
for correlation of observations at the level of individual candidates and speech dates.
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Table 9: Robustness: Gender Differences in Discussion of the Domestic Violence Topic
(Unit of Observation: Speech)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Female 0.045*** 0.044*** 0.043*** 0.040*** 0.037*** 0.037***

(0.010) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.009) (0.010)
N 75509 75509 75509 75509 75509 75509
Nhl

6322 6422 6322 6322 14047 14743
Nhr 5800 5800 5658 5800 11655 11749
hl 0.028 0.029 0.028 0.028 0.059 0.060
Polynomial order 1 1 1 1 2 2
PM exclusion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Party fixed effect No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Minister fixed effect No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Debate-type fixed effect No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
SE Robust Cluster Robust Cluster Robust Cluster

Notes: The epanechnikov kernel function assigns weights based on the distance of the observation
to the cut off point. Positive coefficients indicate a significantly higher likelihood of a topic being
discussed by female politicians. Negative coefficients indicate a significantly higher likelihood of
a topic being discussed by male politicians. Nhl

and Nhr indicate effective sample sizes for left-
and right-hand side groups. Robust standard errors (HC0) are heteroskedasticity-consistent and
allow for non-constant variance in the residuals. Clustered standard errors adjust for correlation
of observations at the level of individual candidates and speech dates.
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Table 10: Robustness: Gender Differences in Discussion of the Domestic Violence Topic
(Unit of Observation: Speech)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Female 0.033*** 0.032*** 0.033*** 0.027*** 0.028*** 0.028**

(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011)
N 75198 75198 75198 75198 75198 75198
Nhl

7542 7779 7542 7779 15370 15370
Nhr 6854 6854 6854 6854 12084 12084
hl 0.033 0.034 0.033 0.034 0.063 0.064
Polynomial order 1 1 1 1 2 2
PM exclusion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Party fixed effect No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Minister fixed effect No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Debate-type fixed effect No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
SE Robust Cluster Robust Cluster Robust Cluster

Notes: Observations very close to the cutoff (winning margin ≤ 0.001) were excluded. The
triangular kernel function assigns higher weights to observations closer to the cutoff. Positive
coefficients indicate a significantly higher likelihood of a topic being discussed by female politicians,
whereas negative coefficients indicate a significantly higher likelihood of a topic being discussed
by male politicians. Nhl

and Nhr
denote the effective sample sizes for the left- and right-hand

side groups, respectively. Robust standard errors (HC0) are heteroskedasticity-consistent and
allow for non-constant variance in the residuals. Clustered standard errors adjust for correlation
of observations at the level of individual candidates and speech dates.
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Table 11: Parliamentary divisions on Family, Domestic and Sexual Violence

Date
Division name

2010-11-23 Family Assistance Legislation Amendment (Child Care Budget
Measures) Bill 2010 - Second Reading - Read a second time

2011-05-30 Bills — Family Law Legislation Amendment (Family Violence and
Other Measures) Bill 2011; Consideration in Detail

2011-05-30 Family Law Legislation Amendment (Family Violence and Other
Measures) Bill 2011 - Consideration in Detail - Repeal of ‘friendly
parent’ provision

2011-06-15 Bills — Family Assistance Legislation Amendment (Child Care
Financial Viability) Bill 2011; Consideration in Detail

2011-08-25 Family Assistance Legislation Amendment (Child Care Budget
Measures) Bill 2010 - Consideration of Senate Message - Agree
to the amendments

2011-11-24 Bills — Family Law Legislation Amendment (Family Violence and
Other Measures) Bill 2011; Consideration of Senate Message

2012-06-18 Bills — Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Amend-
ment Bill 2012; Consideration in Detail

2014-06-18 Family Assistance Legislation Amendment (Child Care Measures)
Bill 2014 - Second Reading - Read a second time

2014-06-18 Family Assistance Legislation Amendment (Child Care Measures)
Bill 2014 - Second Reading - Decline to read a second time

2017-03-01 Social Services Legislation Amendment (Omnibus Savings and
Child Care Reform) Bill 2017 - Second Reading - Don’t agree with
bill’s main idea

2017-03-01 Social Services Legislation Amendment (Omnibus Savings and
Child Care Reform) Bill 2017 - Second Reading - Agree with the
bill’s main idea

2017-03-01 Social Services Legislation Amendment (Omnibus Savings and
Child Care Reform) Bill 2017 - Third Reading - Pass the bill

2017-03-01 Bills — Social Services Legislation Amendment (Omnibus Savings
and Child Care Reform) Bill 2017; Consideration in Detail

Continued . . .
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Parliamentary divisions on Family, Domestic and Sexual Violence (Continued)

Date Division name

2017-03-22 Family Assistance Legislation Amendment (Jobs for Families Child
Care Package) Bill 2016 - Second Reading - Speed things along

2017-03-22 Family Assistance Legislation Amendment (Jobs for Families Child
Care Package) Bill 2016 - Second Reading - Agree with main idea

2017-06-21 National Disability Insurance Scheme Amendment (Quality and
Safeguards Commission and Other Measures) Bill 2017 - Second
Reading - Royal Commission into Violence and Abuse

2018-09-11 Family Law Amendment (Family Violence and Cross-Examination
of Parties) Bill 2018 - Second Reading - Access to legal represen-
tation

2018-12-03 Motions - Morrison Government, Women in Parliament - Let a
vote happen

2018-12-04 Fair Work Amendment (Family and Domestic Violence Leave) Bill
2018 - Second Reading - Condemn Government

2019-11-25 Family Assistance Legislation Amendment (Building on the Child
Care Package) Bill 2019 - Consideration in Detail

2021-02-04 National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse
Amendment (Technical Amendments) Bill 2020 - Consideration
in Detail - 90-day reports

2021-02-04 National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse
Amendment (Technical Amendments) Bill 2020 - Consideration
in Detail - Focus on impact

2021-02-04 National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse
Amendment (Technical Amendments) Bill 2020 - Consideration
in Detail - Early payment scheme

2021-02-04 National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse
Amendment (Technical Amendments) Bill 2020 - Second Reading
- Keep text unchanged

2021-02-04 National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse
Amendment (Technical Amendments) Bill 2020 - Consideration
in Detail - Ensuring payment

Continued . . .
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Parliamentary divisions on Family, Domestic and Sexual Violence (Continued)

Date Division name

2021-02-04 National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse
Amendment (Technical Amendments) Bill 2020 - Consideration
in Detail - Name institutions

2021-02-04 National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse
Amendment (Technical Amendments) Bill 2020 - Consideration
in Detail - Prior payments

2021-02-04 National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse
Amendment (Technical Amendments) Bill 2020 - Consideration
in Detail - Stop MP for Fadden from speaking now

2021-03-18 Family Assistance Legislation Amendment (Early Childhood Ed-
ucation and Care Coronavirus Response and Other Measures) Bill
2021 - Consideration in Detail - Waive fees during lockdowns

2021-08-05 Family Assistance Legislation Amendment (Child Care Subsidy)
Bill 2021 - Consideration in Detail - Hourly session fees

2021-08-05 Family Assistance Legislation Amendment (Child Care Subsidy)
Bill 2021 - Second Reading - Comment on childcare affordability

2021-11-23 National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse
Amendment (Funders of Last Resort and Other Measures) Bill
2021 - Second Reading - Support and redress

Notes: This table lists parliamentary divisions related to Family, Domestic and Sexual
Violence.
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Table 12: Impact on Sexual Offences/Assaults: Robustness

Panel A: Sexual Assaults and Sexual Offences – Election Year (At Year 0)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Female -0.049 -0.036 -0.050 -0.040 -0.122 -0.130 -0.149 -0.196
(0.064) (0.055) (0.055) (0.063) (0.091) (0.095) (0.146) (0.135)

N 127 127 127 127 127 127 127 127
Nhl

17 21 17 16 21 21 21 21
Nhr 22 22 22 21 27 34 30 38
hl 0.051 0.067 0.052 0.048 0.072 0.063 0.075 0.070
hr 0.051 0.051 0.052 0.048 0.072 0.087 0.075 0.102
Polynomial Order 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3
Kernel Function Triangular Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov Triangular Triangular Triangular Triangular
Fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Panel B: Sexual Assaults and Sexual Offences – Main Outcome (At year 1, 2, 3 of elected term)
Female -0.146*** -0.069** -0.058* -0.133*** -0.145*** -0.352*** -0.502*** -0.565***

(0.043) (0.033) (0.031) (0.043) (0.049) (0.072) (0.098) (0.108)
N 277 277 277 277 277 277 277 277
Nhl

18 31 23 18 35 23 37 33
Nhr 23 35 37 23 49 58 51 58
hl 0.027 0.045 0.039 0.027 0.050 0.039 0.053 0.049
hr 0.027 0.034 0.039 0.027 0.050 0.063 0.053 0.063
Polynomial Order 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3
Kernel Function Triangular Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov Triangular Triangular Triangular Triangular
Fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: Outcomes include rates of sexual assault, sexual touching, sexual acts, and other sexual offences
in the electorate by election-year. All specifications include electorate, election-year, party and minister
fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the electorate level and reported in parentheses. ∗p < 0.1,
∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.
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Table 13: Robustness: Female MP Representation and Attitudes toward Gender Equality

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Panel A: Not Enough Equal Opportunities for Women (Dummy)

Female -0.071*** -0.055*** -0.076*** -0.037*** -0.019*** -0.045***
(0.001) (0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001)

N 3225 3225 3225 3225 3225 3225
Nhl

643 643 643 643 643 643
Nhr 650 650 650 650 650 650
hl 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060

Panel B: Abortion Should Be Allowed (Dummy)

Female 0.112*** 0.111*** 0.110*** 0.091*** 0.089*** 0.092***
(0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

N 3225 3225 3225 3225 3225 3225
Nhl

643 643 643 643 643 643
Nhr 650 650 650 650 650 650
hl 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060

Panel C: Preferential Treatment for Women in Jobs (Agree Dummy)

Female 0.208*** 0.209*** 0.189*** 0.097*** 0.083*** 0.089***
(0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)

N 3225 3225 3225 3225 3225 3225
Nhl

643 643 643 643 643 643
Nhr 650 650 650 650 650 650
hl 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060

Polynomial order 1 1 1 1 1 1
Kernel Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov
Fixed effects No No No Yes Yes Yes
Notes: Outcomes are dummy variables measured at the individual-by-election-year level. Panel
A indicates whether respondents believe equal opportunities for women have not gone far enough.
Panel B indicates agreement that abortion should be allowed. Panel C indicates agreement that
women should receive preferential treatment in job applications and promotions. Data are drawn
from the Australian Election Study (AES) for the 2010, 2013, and 2019 federal elections, restricted
to electorates with winning margins below 6%, defined as close elections by the AEC. Specifications
include electorate and election-year fixed effects where indicated. Standard errors are clustered at the
electorate level and reported in parentheses. ∗p < 0.1, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01.
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