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Abstract 

 In 1960, women rights took a giant step with the election of Sirimavo Bandaranaike, the first woman chief executive.  Since then several other women have been elected as chief executives in India, Pakistan, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka. While women in other regions, such as Scandinavia, have also risen to the highest political office the United States has yet to see a woman president. This is a puzzling given the fact that the United States has had a strong women’s movement and generally women enjoy greater opportunities here compare to women in South Asia.  With a low representation of women in the United States congress and a handful of women governors the question arises how have the descendants of Alice Paul, Eleanor Roosevelt, and other female leaders not been able to elect a woman to be President or create greater opportunities for women to rise to the top in politics. The 2008 presidential election was the closest that a woman has ever been to the Oval Office. Hillary Clinton a senator from New York and former First Lady nearly won the Democratic primary for President.  


Linda Reynolds argues that there are deeper roots to why some women are incapable of reaching the highest seat in politics. There are four barriers that encompass all the reasons why women globally have more difficulty getting elected; they are culture/socioeconomic development, political culture, the nature of the state, and political institutions. While these barricades can be universal their severity or how they affect women can different for each country. On December 1, 1988, just one month after her first child’s birth Benazir Bhutto was elected to be Prime Minister of Pakistan. She was highly educated, came from a mythical family name with an almost Kennedesque reputation. Her father, the first popularly elected Prime Minister of Pakistan was hung by a military dictator and Benazir first imprisoned and then forced into exile. In 1988, she came back from exile and was elected twice in the 1990’s to the highest political office in Pakistan. Hillary Clinton, an educated mother, who comes from a political family and wealth, has similar characteristics as Benazir. However, the qualities that have played a role in the successful election of Benazir, were a stumbling point for Hilary Clinton. I will examine the role played by the political culture, the nature of the state and political institutions in the success of Benazir’s rise to power and the failure of Hilary Clinton in grabbing the Democratic nomination in 2009. My research uses life histories of Hilary Clinton and Benazir Bhutto in order to highlight the factors that inhibited or enhanced the chances for these two women to rise to the top. 


In leading up to Pakistan’s independence, leaders were concerned that once the country gained independence that they would fail. In 1944 Quaid-e-azam Muhammad Ali Jinnah gave a speech on empowering women because politicians agreed that empowering women would buttress their attempts in creating a successful country. He stated: 

No Nation can rise to the height of glory unless your women are side by side with you; we are victims of evil customs. It is a crime against humanity that our women are shut up within our four walls of the houses as prisoners. There is no sanction anywhere for the deplorable condition in which our women have to live (Weiss, 141).

In a time of great uncertainty and in a country where there is a tradition of male dominance leaders knew even before their independence that women support was going to be a factor in whether they succeed or failed as a nation. South Asia stands out as a region with enormous contradiction when it comes to gender and politics.  On the one hand women in India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, and Sri Lanka face many sources of oppression such as polygamy, dowry deaths, lack of educational and employment opportunities but on the other hand all four of these countries have had strong women leaders who have achieved the highest political office in the land.  On the other hand women have made enormous strides towards political, social and economic equality in the United States but the prospect of a women president still eludes us. In this paper I will examine multiple factors that influence the electability of women around the world. Women in Global Politics


A woman in a political position of power is not a new idea in society. In 1893, New Zealand was the first modern democracy to allow women to run for public office. Before this franchise was open to women the global political society was a closed patriarchal society. While the door has been opened for women to begin their participation in the political arena it has been a slow process and there are still vastly more men than women in elective political office. . John Stewart Mill said, “A talented and efficient government included the representatives of both the majority and minority (Reynolds, 548).” Without both men and women in government, the government will not be adequately representing the diverse population. Not allowing women to participate according to Mill, is an action of idiocy, because it wasting the talents in society. Reynolds hypothesizes that there are four variables that impact women’s ability to get elected: social culture /socioeconomic development, political culture, the nature of the state, and political institutions.  


In Scandinavia women have been given the opportunity to flourish in the political sphere. In a society where economic growth and political development has challenged chauvinism and patriarchy there is less difference in opportunities between men and women. Reynolds argues that, Scandinavian governments have proven that women numbers in government can continue to increase as long as women’s socioeconomic status continues to develop. Unfortunately, the Scandinavian society is an exception and the norm continues to be male domination of the elected political positions in the rest of the world. In a world where patriarchy and chauvinism stem from a long history of negative attitudes towards the presence of women in high government office the probability of women becoming more dominate in government legislatures and cabinet’s around the world is slim. Reynolds suggests that the reason why women do not have the opportunity to run for public office stems from the education system in countries where there is a recognizable segregation between the equality of men and women. Around the world politicians are chosen from a pool of highly educated individuals who have professional jobs. When the normal societal actions exclude women from receiving an education it strips women from the opportunity to gain access to public life and therefore run for office. Women around the world are socialized to believe that the most important role for them is one of mothers and wives. As a result of the socialization of women there is a smaller pool of women who fit the criteria of eligibility or a quality candidate for public office.  


Religious traditions play a part in form cultural norms and as Reynolds points out that women face greater barrier to entry into politics in countries where religious scripture is used to influence policy making g. Reynolds suggests that, this idea is only present in non democratic countries. Religions that are associated with women subornation are Islam, Confucianism, and some tribal religions. In the case of Christianity there is a change in attitude towards women’s participation in politics.. In the case of the Catholic Church in the 1970’s they were negatively correlated with women in political office. In the 1980’s the Catholic Church became more open to the possibility of women in political office. By the late 1990’s the Catholic Church was contradicting its earlier position regarding women in political offices and actively encouraging women’s participation in politics. Reynolds believes that social culture norms can be overcome to allow a greater role for women in government and politics. However, the process is one that can not be overcome quickly and must run parallel with the social development of women in society.  


Along with social norms Reynolds believes that the political culture can have an undeniable impact on electoral success. Women are more likely to get recruited to run for public office in Social Democratic and Green parties. This is especially true in socialist and several center parties. Reynolds argument is supported once again by the political success of women in Scandinavia. The growth of new parties and electoral competition has allowed women in Scandinavia to maintain and grow their membership in political systems. However, while data is extremely limited in the field of politics Reynolds, clearly depicts why both sides of the party system can allow women to be elected into office. The alternative hypothesis that Reynolds offers is that in places where there a few strong parties is where women have a better chance to get elected (Reynolds, 553). This hypothesis is based on two premises. The first is that new parties are less likely to win a substantial number of parliamentary seats. The second is that even in established parties women are more likely to get elected if the party has a selection of “safe seats” which help women get elected. (Reynolds, 553).It is important to point out that Reynolds offers these as tentative hypotheses that should be tested by empirical studies. Reynolds argues that women are more likely to get elected in liberal consolidated democracies. Along with the history of the state Reynolds, also hypothesizes that political institutions also play a role in the electability of women politicians globally. Reynolds argues that in democracies women are most likely to get elected in list-proportional representation systems (Reynolds, 555). In this form of political institution there is a high proportionality between seats won and votes cast. Therefore, small parties are able to get seats and larger parties are encouraged to have a diverse candidate list and allow more opportunities for women to gain public office (Reynolds, 555). 


Another aspect of political institutions that may influences representation of women in government is Presidential versus parliamentary political system. In a Parliamentary system women are more likely to be elected as leaders of the parties or members of the cabinet. However, Reynolds once again admits that due to the lack of information and examples on both sides of the argument there is a lot of room for opposition. In the Presidential system the President does have the power to place women into cabinet positions. In a parliamentary government women are able to get chosen through majority and minority political parties. However, other factors influence the decision of cabinet members such as party ideology and the effective powers of the President such as who appoints and dismisses cabinet members (Reynolds, 555). Another new trend in politics that is described by Reynolds is that parties and legislatures have begun to use a quota mechanism to encourage women candidates and members of parliament. In 1997 there were five countries that were recognized for using this mechanism. They were Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, North Korea, and Nepal. Other countries such as Bangladesh, Burkina, Faso, Uganda, Tanzania, and India reserve seats for women. Furthermore, thirty-six nations have quotas for women candidates for legislative elections (Reynolds, 556).  

Women Leadership in South Asia 


There are multiple factors that influence women’s ability to get elected into a chief executive position. However, the trend in South Asia seems to be that women who are elected into public office have close politically prominent male relatives. While in most cases women get re-elected into political office most women get started in politics from their deceased male relatives. For example the first women President Sirimavo Bandaranaike of Sir Lanka was elected after the assassination of her husband (Richter, 527). In Burma there is a clear representation of how important blood ties can be in politics. When the assassination of Aung San occurred, followers began to flock to Aung San Suu Kyi his daughter. Aung San Suu Kyi had lived abroad for most of her life however, while Richter argues that her immense following was because of her ties to Aung San, others argue that it was because she was abroad her whole life that she was untainted by the decades of military corruption (Richter, 527). In fact nine out of the twenty-two female executive leaders were related to their predecessor. Seven of the nine came to power after their predecessors were assassinated (Reynolds, 565).   


. Besides close family ties another aspect of women being elected into executive office is martyrdom. Unlike Margaret Thatcher and Golda Mier who got elected with out family ties or deaths most women in Asian societies were given their positions due to the death of a family member. In a time of turmoil after death keeping a family member in political office allows consistency and security to the country. In many instances women are the only members who are of age and have ability to continue their family’s legacy in politics.  


In countries where the status of women is low it is important to express how social class and women leadership roles are related. Richter agrees with Reynolds in arguing that there are a small number of women to choose from for political office because of the low standards for female education around the world (Richter, 528). In most cases a political family has the means to educate their children to ensure that there is a family member who is prepared to take over the government. In some extreme cases like in the Philippines constituents looked at the father’s education before they looked at the daughters to see if she would be suited for the position (Richter, 529). Another aspect of social class is the women’s ability to speak English. In most cases someone who can speak English fluently is someone who is qualified to lead a country. 


Richter also points out that  in many societies being a mother can be a hindrance in their ability to be elected into public office. However, in most South Asia societies, middle and high class individuals it is the norm to have someone who takes care of the traditional, “motherly” duties. These include live-in child care, cooks, maids, drivers, and gardeners (Richter, 530). Three characteristics of high level female politicians were identified in a survey taken in India and Philippines. . The first was that nearly all of them have house hold help and childcare. Secondly, most lived in extended family households so their female duties were taken over by other females living in the household and finally, most political females were not married and if they were married they had a lower number of children compared to the national average (Richter, 530). 


 Romila Thapar, an Indian historian and journalist argues that there is another aspect of social norms that allows women to get elected into public office. She argues that women are more likely to get involved in politics depending upon how long their country has been in a fight for their independence (Thapar, Illustrated Weekly of India). Thapar argues that when a country struggles for a long period of time most politically involved men have either been killed or put in prison. Therefore, their wives and daughters step up and take political action in their place (Thapar, Illustrated Weekly of India). While in most western countries going to prison has the possibility of ruining anyone’s ability to get elected into public office including women. In countries where there is political and military corruption going to prison makes politicians public heroes. Many women political figures were sentenced to prison or house arrest and were then elected into executive positions (Richter, 531). Many of the politicians were arrest during independence struggle and then going to prison becomes a sign of heroism.. Women often stepped in to take over their husbands’ political work when their husbands were imprisoned. (Richter, 531).  


The next factor of women success in politics in South Asia can be either a  benefit or a hindrance. In countries like Pakistan and the Philippians where  military plays a strong role in politics women have received criticism because of there lack of military knowledge. Bhutto and Aquino have received their greatest criticism from the military and have had to learn to balance the military needs and their domestic agendas (Richter, 534). Women in countries like Indonesia, Thailand, and Vietnam women have not been likely contenders for high political office because of the direct connection with the chief executive position and the military. However, while many countries have opposed women in chief executive positions in countries such as India and Sri Lanka that have an apolitical military offers more opportunity to elect women into a chief executive position (Richter, 535). 

Women Leadership in the United States 


In 2009 even through the troubles of a ravished economy women have still been able to become the majority in the work place. Women now constitute 57% of college degrees and are 75% of home buyers (Stengel, 6). However, even with the increasing women dominance in the United States there is still one arena where women lag behind: there are fewer women in elective office than men. Women have been fighting for political equality for years starting with the right to vote, then the equal rights movement, and finally their biggest battle; achieving parity in elective office. 

 Before exploring the reasons that have prevented women from being elected President, examining where women do have the possibility to win in state and local elections will be addressed first. In the American political system a candidate must work their way up the political ladder in order to reach the oval office. In Washington, women politicians are increasing in numbers. In 2004,   there were two female senators and one-third of the state legislature was female.  Women’s numbers are increasing in elected offices at the state level but the trend is not uniform. For example in South Carolina less than ten percent of the state legislatures were women in 2004 (Sanbonmatsu, 189). The pattern of women’s representation across the United States is not consistent and the inner political workings of the state often dictate if women would run for public office.  


While the United States has never had a woman President, the gain women have made at the state and local levels are important because they are often the training grounds for higher political office.  It is important to continue women’s efforts in retaining representation at state and local level politics because states matter. Sanbonmatsu argues that some of the most controversial issues in politics are determined by the states. For example, same sex marriage. Some states have implemented different strategies in dealing with health care, education, and child care. States have also taken it upon themselves to pass an amendment to ensure that women and men are equal under the law while some states have no such amendment (Sanbonmatsu, 190).  


In the 2005 election for state legislature more states saw a decreased number of women elected than an increased number compared to 2004 (Sanbonmatsu, 198). There are multiple factors of why women may be more inclined to run in some states rather than others. In support of Reynolds, Sanbonmatsu argues that women are more likely to get elected in more liberal states.. In liberal states voters are known to be more accepting of women in nontraditional roles. Also, in liberal states there is less socialization taught to girls and therefore women are able to see themselves more clearly as elected official (Sanbonmatsu, 198). While most states have requirements for candidates who run for political office there are also “informal requirements” according to Sanbonmatsu such as the fact  that most politicians have law degrees.. Therefore, states that have more women in the state legislature also have a larger number of women in the work force. As a result of the number of women in the work force there are more women lawyers which could be reason for why women are elected in these states (Sanbonmatsu, 199).  The final reason why women are more likely to run is the payroll. In some states state legislatures are paid up to 99,000 dollars a year while some state legislatures are only paid 100dollars a year. In states where legislatures are not paid generously the seats are less desirable and therefore women have less opposition when running for office (Sanbonmatsu, 199).   


While there are  specific factors at the state level that impact women’s participation in politics there are also universal factors that impact women’s participation in all states.. The first factor that prevents women from running is monetary and political resources. Women naturally get paid less than men due to the gender gap. Also women are more likely to get into lower paying jobs like teaching and social work compared to men. Mothers, also in most cases have less in savings compared to men. In the United States society most women take time off to take care of their children, therefore taking those years off prevents any financial growth (Ford, 83). Women also have less money than men and have less control over the finances in their households. Therefore if a woman is interested in becoming a candidate they first have think about getting their household financially stable before they can fully be enveloped in the race (Ford, 83). Since women make less money than men they naturally have less to give to political organizations. However, women who do not have children become more involved in political volunteer organizations. If women do have children they give far less time to volunteer organizations. Since men give more money more frequently than women do they are more likely known  in the party because of their monetary contributions (Ford, 82).  


Women in society are socialized to believe that they should be interested in raising children or getting into a field that is less competitive. So when a woman decides to get involved in politics it causes individuals to question their priorities, their career or their family. Deborah Tannen wrote, “If you are not a mother, you’re a failed woman. If you are a mother, you can’t have enough attention to pay to serious work. If you are paying attention to serious work, you must be a bad mother” in response to Hillary’s Clintons lack of femininity during Bill Clinton’s campaign. Since Hillary was not a vision of a woman that is accepted by society and her masculine qualities and resume questioned her ability to be the First Lady (Ford, 91).  


It is a common misconception in political parties that women are not as likely to win elections as men are. However, this information is incorrect. Researchers have found that women are just as likely to get elected as men if nominated. There are multiple gate keeping activities that prevent women from being supported by the political party. Party leaders want to support a candidate who is most likely going to win the election. When political parties have doubts about a women’s electability it is unlikely that their name will turn up on the ballot (Ziegler, 30). Another party factor is ideology. Democratic women are becoming a larger proportion of state legislatures. While the number of Democratic women is rising, Republican women representation in the state legislature is declining drastically. In fact seventy percent of women legislatures are Democrats (Ziegler, 30).  


Women in the United States have multiple barriers that prevent them from entering the political sphere. In the early 1970’s there was a new wave of feminism in the proposal of an equal rights amendment. As a result of the surge of feminist in the United States the number of women in congress grew. But like South Asia the family connection has also been important in bringing women into elective office.  Up to 1976, 73% of women who served in congress were widows (Kingaid, 96). When a congressman died while in office it was the norm to appoint their widow to be their successor. However, this trend became less popular when legislatures realized that the weak widows were in fact running for re-election (Kingaid, 97). Party leaders gave their husband’s seat to their widows to keep and create  sympathy. Party leaders did not expect women to have the strong ego and ambition that elected males usually had and expected them to be to busy mourning to run a campaign (Kingaid, 101).  But women like Katherine Langley showed that women have political ambition. She was appointed after her husband went to prison for bootlegging. However, when he was pardoned and announced that he was going to seek his seat again, Katherine made it very clear that she was not stepping aside for her husband or anyone else (Kingaid, 101).  

 Along with the “trail of tears” as a way to enter politics, election of a liberal President committed to gender equality has also opened up opportunities for women. . In 1992 President Clinton appointed four women into his cabinet and in 1996 appointed Madeline Albright to be the secretary of state which made her the highest reigning women ever in the US government (Ford, 139). It is argued that the only way that women in the United States can get into higher level politics is through appointments. For example, Sandra Day O’Connor as the first women ever in the Supreme Court was appointed by Ronald Reagan. Janet Reno the first women attorney general was also appointed (Ford, 139). While women are beginning to be appointed more frequently in politics NWPC is still concerned with the appointments that women are receiving. The National Women’s Political Caucus is not pleased that the women who are being appointed are being appointed to positions such as, secretary of health and human services, housing and urban development, and education rather than male associated seats (Burrell, 144).   

Cultural perceptions are important in shaping women’s role in politics.  I will now turn to the case study of two important women political leaders: Benazir Bhutto and Hillary Clinton to show the impact of particular societal circumstances and cultural traditions in shaping their political destinies. 


 December 27, 2007 was said by some to be the saddest day in Pakistani history when, Benazir Bhutto was assassinated. Bhutto was finally allowed back in the country after being exiled for several years.  There were threats against her life but Bhutto would not allow the assassination attempts against her to dictate the path of her country. Bhutto was guided by the spirit of her father who had been killed by the military after a coup and therefore willing to make the same sacrifices. Benazir Bhutto both defies the themes that scholars have addressed as hindrances to women in politics and exemplifies traits that allow women to have success in politics. I will use Benazir Bhutto’s biography to show how her life was shaped by hanging of her father by the military and the path that took her to becoming twice elected Prime Minister of Pakistan.

The 2008 Presidential election in the United States was revolutionary. For the first time a black President was elected. This election will never be forgotten because of the historical efforts that Barack Obama took during his campaign to get elected. But others may remember this election for another reason. Hillary Clinton was the first woman who came closest ever to reach the Oval Office. While Hillary Clinton lost the democratic primary after a long battle her efforts sparked a movement that instilled the idea in voters that a woman could be President. Her effort broke through party barriers and even led to Senator John McCain to pick a woman with young children as a running mate. Even with this revolutionary movement in the United States women still have other barriers to overcome the masculine space of the Presidency.  

“The trails that have been blazed! The ceilings almost shattered!” These quotes and others graced the cover of the Washington Post in the last days before the closing of the 2008 presidential elections. To the media, 2008 was the “Year of the Women”, however, that is very contradictory of the events that occurred during 2008 elections. 2008 unfortunately was a severe let down to women and can have damaging consequences. Both Sarah Palin’s and Hillary Clinton’s losses excavated strains of sexism that was once forgotten. Women were among the fiercest critics of both candidates. Their flaws were constantly highlighted and their personalities were mocked to the core. Instead of being applauded to have the audacity to run, their courage became their downfall. Through out their campaigns Sarah and Hilary were portrayed as either philandering or corrupt politicians. Even Michelle Obama was criticized for being too “Strong” or too “Angry” as she campaigned with her husband. Eventually she toned down her persona as a career woman. Women in the United States have more than political barriers to hurdle to reach the Oval Office but societal ones as well. The most predominant and universal barriers that women have to over come will be examined through Hilary Clinton’s experience in politics as well as other women experiences in politics. 

Blood Lines

Benazir Bhutto was the first female Prime Minister in an Islamic country. When Benazir was elected as Prime Minister it was the end of a long treacherous and bloody struggle for a democracy in Pakistan. While her success was fueled by Pakistan’s People Party and their desire for an end to martial law there were other factors that influenced her success. While they may not have graced the headlines or been televised they allowed her to continue her father’s legacy. These factors reflect multiple scholars’ studies on different factors that allow women to be elected into public office in South East Asia. 


Richter and Kincaid both associate female political success with genetics. While their comparison is figurative there is a strong connection between women politicians who have family in politics. Benazir is no exception to this theme. Benazir stems from a political dynasty that is similar to that of the Kennedy’s of the United States. Benazir’s grandfather, Sir Sha Nawaz Khan Bhutto created the first political party before Pakistan became independent in 1947. Benazir’s father, Zulifikar Ali Bhutto, strengthen their political legacy in Pakistan. As the leader of the Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP) Bhutto was the first popularly elected Prime Minister of Pakistan. However, the success of Bhutto was short lived because once he ran for re-election in 1977 the opposition parties cried fraud and while he was favored among majority of the people in Pakistan shortly after his election, Zia ul-Haq declared martial law in Pakistan and forced Bhutto into “protective custody.” The Pakistani constitution mandated that fair elections had to be held ninety days after martial law was declared. Since Benazir’s mother had no interest in running a campaign for Bhutto, Benazir was the obvious choice to maintain her father’s legacy. Benazir was responsible for her father’s campaign while he was in prison. Benazir was very successful in her speeches but as her following expanded Zia called off the elections (Bhutto, 127). Being a member of the Bhutto family gave Benazir positive name recognition that allowed her political experience and instilled faith in the Pakistani people that she was someone who could be a legitimate leader of Pakistan. Benazir wrote, “In Pakistan, the Bhutto name always brought recognition and, with it, a sense of shyness for me. I never knew whether people were approaching me on my own merit-or for my family’s name (Bhutto, 59).” The name Bhutto is synonymous with trust in Pakistan and while Benazir was not as well known in Pakistan as her father was sharing his name was enough reason for the Pakistani people to maintain their dedication to the PPP.   


Hillary Clinton’s name offered advantages and disadvantages throughout  her campaign. When Hillary’s campaign began she was the front runner for the democratic nominee for President. However, she was not successful in her attempt to be the first woman President. In the United States the Clinton name still wears a scarlet letter.*nice sentence) When Hillary decided to run for President there were positive aspects of being married to a former President. Primarily, Hillary had ties to political consultants to help her run her campaign. Hillary used the same consultants that Bill used in both of his campaigns. Hillary also benefited from her husbands name because he did a sufficient amount of fundraising for her campaign and had ties in many states that would benefit Hillary’s campaign. 


While having your husband as a former President has its advantages, during Hillary’s campaign they worked against her too. While Clinton’s consultants were successful when Bill was running for President they were not nearly as successful when Hillary was running. When they came up for a campaign plan for Hillary they devised the plan as if Bill was running (Green, 3). Bill Clinton focused on a group of voters that they referred to as the “Forgotten middle class” and Hillary was to focus on a coalition of voters called, “Invisible Americans.” Even though Hillary had conflicting ideas about her campaign strategy she was over powered by her husbands and Penn’s plan. There was a constant power struggle at the peek of Hillary’s campaign as well as multiple financial problems. Even with the money that Bill was contributing to the campaign with his fundraising it was not enough to catch up with Obama.  


In the primary stages of Hillary’s campaign Penn believed that her main competition was John Edwards, therefore he made the assumption that the primary campaign would not be long battle. However, with the emergence of Obama in the campaign it forced the campaign to be long term. Penn was not expecting this and with the race being close and long the Hillary campaign did not have the funds that would allow them to continue to compete with Obama (Green, 7). While Penn and Bill Clinton were not the only factors that influence the failure of Hillary’s campaign, it brings the question up of what could have been if Hillary did not carry the burden of the Clinton name. 

Education

 
Pakistan as a developing nation has a low level of literacy particularly for women but Bhutto because of her family’s status was able to get the best possible education. When Bhutto was eighteen she traveled to the United States to attend school at Harvard University in 1979 (Bhutto, 58). Originally Benazir planned on studying psychology but she realized she would be subjected to animal dissection she decided to study politics instead. Before, Benazir learned of the animal dissection, her father would constantly call the Political Science department professors and encourage them to get his daughter into a political science class. While at Harvard Benazir was able to get over her shyness because of the feminism that was blooming in the United States. While her ideals did not change she felt that when she was in Pakistan she was alienated because of her feminist ideals however, in the United States she was surrounded with people who accepted her feminist desires. From Harvard, Benazir   moved to t Oxford University to continue her studies 


While Benazir had a formal education abroad she also had an informal education by her father. From an early age, Benazir was being taught lessons that would help her be a strong leader of Pakistan. Benazir was conditioned to manage her emotions and not to get attached to certain aspects of politics because they could be taken away very quickly. In fact the education she received in the United States forced her father to re-teach her the lessons that he required her to learn as a child. Bhutto stressed to Benazir to forget her radical western political ideas she learned while partaking in anti-war movements (Bhutto, 145). As a political leader in Pakistan if she practiced the same methods that reflected the United States anti-war movements, the likelihood of her being killed was great..    


Currently in the United States 57% of the college degrees are given to women. Formal education for girls historically has been secondary to that for boys. In colonial America girls learned to read and write at dame schools. They could attend the master's schools for boys when there was room, usually during the summer when most of the boys were working. By the end of the 19th century, however, the number of women students had increased greatly. Higher education particularly was broadened by the rise of women's colleges and the admission of women to regular colleges and universities. In 1870 an estimated one fifth of resident college and university students were women. By 1900 the proportion had increased to more than one third. Women obtained 19 percent of all undergraduate college degrees around the beginning of the 20th century. By 1984 the figure had sharply increased to 49 percent. Women also increased their numbers in graduate study. By the mid-1980s women were earning 49 percent of all master's degrees and about 33 percent of all doctoral degrees. In 1985 about 53 percent of all college students were women, more than one quarter of who were above age 29.  


Around the same time that Benazir was studying at Harvard, Hillary was attending Wellesley College. There she studied political science. During her time at Wellesley she went through a political metamorphosis. Early in her college career, Hillary was elected as the President of College Republicans. It was not until she attended Wellesley College in Washington that she converted into a Democrat. She was always an advocate for equal rights of both men and women and an end to segregation. In 1969 Hillary attended Yale University Law School where she focused on child defense law. Both women had very similar education however; clearly Benazir has been more successful in politics than Hillary has. Further more in the United States, they are a far more advanced education system that foster a larger number of women who have the abilities to enter into the political sphere yet, women have not been able to reach the highest office compared to Pakistan.     

Political Culture 


Reynolds argues how the political system of a country can both foster success and failure for women in politics. He hypothesizes that where there are multiple strong parties is where women have the most success politically. He hypothesizes this because new parties are less likely to win a substantial number of seats. Secondly, even in developed parties women are more likely to get elected if the party has a selected number of “safe seats” for women.    

When Pakistan ratified their constitution in 1956 it was developed to stop the strife between east and  Pakistan. Parliament was a bicameral institution that had three hundred seats that were allocated evenly. However, this constitution was short lived because in 1958 a coup was staged and shortly after President Iskander Mirza was overthrown by General Ayub Khan. General Khan declared himself President and mandated that the constitution be re-written. In 1973 a new constitution was ratified and was upheld until General Zia ul-Haq declared martial law. During the time of the Benazir dynasty, Pakistan had a parliamentary form of democracy. While they had a long history of martial law, Benazir was elected  twice, first in 1988 and then in 1993. In a parliamentary form of government, the chief executive is the leader of the majority party in the Parliament.  . After Benazir’s father’s death, Benazir became the new party leader of the PPP.  In 1988, General Zia abolished Parliament and dismissed his hand-picked Prime Minister. He announced to the public that he would be holding elections to fill the positions of parliament and the Prime Minister. 

The United States has offered women the opportunity to partake in political roles since the 1920’s. However, still today women are a small minority in U.S. politics. Women in the U.S. have a tendency to participate in state politics but only a coalition of these women enters the legislature; but even the number of women involved in state politics is small in comparison to men. In 2009 there were seven governors and in 2010 there were only six (www.CAWP.edu). The women involved in state politics had been steadily improving since 1999 however, since then the number of women in state politics had decreased from 27.6% to 22.9% in 2009 (www.CAWP.edu). In 2010 there are only seventeen women senators out of fifty and only seventy three women in the House of Representatives (www.CAWP.edu). These numbers influence the question of why after ninety years of voting success women have yet to maintain the highest office in the country. 

Reynolds argues that countries that have multiple small parties offer more a better probability of women getting elected. This is also true for parliamentary governments and representational democracy. The United States lacks every advantage that women have to get elected in other countries. The United States has a bicameral democratically elected congress as well as a Presidential democracy. Therefore unlike in Pakistan the United States President is elected by the people rather than by the members of Parliament. The U.S. also has two major political parties which can also hinder the progress of women in government. However, research has shown the women are just as likely to get elected as men are in the U.S.  Men and women do vote differently in the U.S. however, in 2004 there was no statistical significance that would indicate men are more likely to be elected when they against a woman. There is no widespread voter bias in favor of or against women candidates. Fox also informs readers that it is important to note that comparing election results to try to detect a gender bias is an inappropriate technique because in the senate with no more than eleven female general elections in any given year, a statistical comparison is not useful (Fox, 103).  

There are multiple reasons for why women do not get involved in national politics in the U.S. Women are apprehensive to enter the pipeline of politics because of lack of monetary resources, lack of party support, family responsibility, incumbency, and family support. While each woman is different these causes encompass women from many different regions across the U.S. While the numbers of women in state politics is currently decreasing in some states women in politics has become less of a novelty. Each state offers different opportunities that make running for Congress more desirable. However, even with changes being made that  give women advantages in elections in other countries, women have yet to take advantage of the prospect of electoral  success. The overwhelming advantages that incumbents have in reelection is one of the reasons of why there is a scarcity of women in politics. However, fifteen states have ratified term limits in the state legislature. This change in state governments has the potential to vastly improve the number of women in the state legislature however, in the forty percent of the house seats opening in state legislatures no women has ever gained a seat because of term limits. These term limits can also be hindrance to women in politics. For example in 2004 speaker of the house in Colorado, Lola Spradley could not seek re-election because of term limits (Sanbonmatsu, 200). In a field that is about taking risks and lacks consistency can repel women because of the other responsibilities in their lives.  Hillary Clinton was unique in her attempt to move up the pipeline in politics. Being elected to the Senate in New York offered her ample opportunities to be elected President. It is still difficult to fully understand what happened in Hillary’s campaign. It is clear that Obama’s campaign dictated the path of Hillary’s campaign she had to fit undetermined mold for women in politics in the U.S. 

Motherly Duties 


. In my research I found that motherhood can play a contradictory role in women’s success in politics.. Benazir Bhutto never had any intention of getting married. After her encounter with feminism in the United States being married was something that did not appeal to her. While the culture of Pakistan taught her differently she felt that she was independent enough that she did not need to be married to be successful which was contradicting a core values in Pakistan. Part of the Pakistani lifestyle is that families in or above middle class have help raising children as well as other household chores that are associated with being a woman (Richter, 530). When Benazir was working to reach her political peak she was beginning to feel the pressure of the need to get married and produce an heir. In 1987, Benazir agreed to an arranged marriage. While she always believed that if she were to be married it would because of love and not political gains. However, with her every move under scrutiny her dating was out of the question. Since Benazir came from one of the oldest and well known families in Pakistan and at that time was the daughter of the Prime Minister there were many who wanted to marry her. However, marriage for Benazir was put on hold multiple times because of her father’s death, imprisonment, and her exile in London. One of Benazir’s strongest apprehensions towards marriage was that she would lose the support of the PPP. Through everything that Benazir had been through the people of Pakistan viewed her as a saint. Benazir had united the PPP and instilled the feeling of family in the members of the PPP. If Benazir were to get married would her “family” feel that she did not need them when in essence she owes them her life. But in a male chauvinist society, women who are single become the victim of inquiry. Also if she were not married people could think that there was something wrong with her and therefore she would not be able to rule a country.  


There were multiple attempts to marry Benazir whenever she returned to Pakistan. Eventually she did marry Asif Zardari in 1987. However, Benazir was still reluctant not because of any other reason but that of losing support from the PPP. Benazir always believed women could have a professional and personal life and neither one had to precede the other. General Zia believed that if Benazir were to get married her support would fail and therefore would be an ideal time to hold elections. On the day of Benazir’s wedding she ignored Pakistani and Muslim wedding traditions and made a speech to the Pakistani people to secure their support even through her changing lifestyle. She stated: 

“Today on an occasion so personal and solemn for me, I want to reaffirm my public pledge to the people of Pakistan, and restate my most solemn vow to devote my life toward the welfare of each citizen and the freedom of this great nation of ours from dictatorship. I will not hesitate to make any sacrifice, be it large or small, as in the past I will work shoulder to shoulder with my brothers and sisters-the people of Pakistan-to create an egalitarian society that is free from tyranny, from corruption, and from violent tensions. This is my goal yesterday, this is the dream I share with you, and this will remain our unwavering commitment forever (Bhutto, 364).” 

Pakistan was still under martial law and Benazir had to walk carefully with every action she took. However, while Zia hoped that her marriage would decrease the number of supporters she had, her vow to the Pakistani people was much stronger than the vow she made to her husband. Therefore Benazir advocates believed that Zia would not call elections until she was pregnant (Benazir, 365). 


On May 29, 1988 General Zia abruptly dissolved Parliament and dismissed his chosen Prime Minister and called for election to occur. This was just four days after Benazir had announced that she was expecting her first child.. The news that Zia was holding elections was a surprise to everyone including the members of Parliament and the Prime Minister. General Zia believed that if elections were held when Benazir was pregnant that people would not vote for her as Prime Minister. However, the determination of Benazir fueled by the unbreakable vow she had made to the Pakistani people overpowered Zia’s assumptions. Benazir worked tirelessly to encourage PPP high members to run for Parliament in the coming election. Benazir and the PPP self-determination erased dictatorship out of Pakistan after eleven years of tyranny and violence. On December 1, 1988 Benazir was named Prime Minister and called on her to form a government. At thirty-five years old Benazir became on the youngest heads of state in the world and the first woman leader of a Muslim nation (Benazir, 396). Bilawal, Benazir’s son, was truly a miracle baby. If it were not for his very timely birth it is questionable of whether or not Benazir would have been able to successfully encourage enough PPP members to run for Parliament. 


Benazir received her first dose of feminism when she was studying in the United States. It was there that she developed the belief that women could have both a successful professional and personal life. She thought that neither one had to precede another and that women were perfectly capable of both. While in America Benazir overcame the stereotypical view of women roles that she had been conditioned to believe in Pakistan. The irony of this is that the country that taught one of the most famous women leaders in the world about feminism has yet to have a female leader; while in Pakistan there are numerous religions and political laws that allow a patriarchal society to continue. While an equal rights amendment in the United States had yet to be passed, there have been steps taken to secure equality between men and women. While there is still an apparent gender gap in the U.S. it is not nearly as large as a divided in Pakistan.  


Women in the United States, fall victim to the same fears that Benazir felt when she married and started a family. Benazir believed that if she were to get married that people would leave her stranded but if she didn’t get married that she would seem unelectable to the people of Pakistan. Hillary Clinton was subjected to the same ridicule. Hillary was constantly criticized for her actions after her husband’s affair. Hillary Clinton is a tough and independent woman, someone who exemplifies the qualities Americans want to see in a President but was portray by the media as not “feminine” enough. Hilary said in her campaign: 

“I want people to vote for me on my merits, but that includes who I am as a person. I’m a woman, I’m a mom, and I’ve been through a lot of the same experiences that other women have been through. I think a lot of women have a feeling that maybe in their lives and their mothers’ lives they were told they couldn’t do something like this (Kornblut, 30).” 

When Bill Clinton first ran for President many people did not even know that he had a child. Hillary felt, that putting their daughter on display was something that was not needed to do and wanted to hide her from the denigration that can come with politics. However, while Hillary exemplifies similar qualities as Benazir did during her political career, Hillary has not been successful in her attempt to become President. However, Hillary has not been the only politician who has been victimized for being a mother and a politician. 


A Republican, Jane Swift was only 25 years old when she won a seat in the Massachusetts legislature. When Jane was running for lt. governor with Paul Cellucci she was rarely asked questions about her stance on issues. She was asked about names, food cravings, and morning sickness. She was both praised and degraded for having a baby while running for office. She gave birth three weeks before the election that she won (Stern, 6). While working she would have state vehicles take her home incase her daughter was ill and was charged extraordinary high fines. Jane was also constantly scrutinized by the media for her inability to care for her daughter and the state.  


In 2001, after Cellucci was appointed to become the Ambassador to Canada, Jane found out that she was expecting twins. Jane became the youngest governor in Massachusetts history and the youngest governor in the nation. When Jane received payment for her maternity leave, made the idea of a state-funded maternity leave a hot topic in Massachusetts. When Swift returned back to work she received unprecedented popularity until her gay stepson spoke out against her who ignited the disapproval of her being a mother and a politician. In 2001 Jane lost the Republican primary for governor (Stern, 12). In contrast to Jane, New Jersey Governor, John Corzine completed a hospital stay the same time that Jane did in 2001. However, Governor Corzine was in the hospital for breaking the law; he and his driver were speeding and not wearing their seatbelts. There was no opposition to his running the state from his hospital bed and he was in a coma for a majority of the stay. Governor Corzine also has small children. 


In 2004, Jane gave an interview and addressed the topic of young women in politics with children. She stated: 

“I think I could issue a warning. I would issue a caution no to think that we are more advanced on these issues than we are. That was a mistake I made, thinking I could discuss my children, my family, how I wanted. I fount the less I talked about my children, the better off I was in terms of my ability to do my work, with out criticism, and the less I talked about my children the more people perceived me as able to be fully committed to the job (Stern, 21).” 

“I have to say, if I’m speaking candidly, that the system works fine for fathers. If they take an afternoon off to go to a soccer game or similar to watch their children, they get glowing headlines the next day. ---People assume that this kind of attention to family means women are remiss in their duties to the public or to their office (Stern, 21).” 

Balancing motherhood and politics is something that is still a novelty in the United States. This also explains why women in the U.S. are older when they get involved in politics. Once their children are grown they feel they have the permission to enter politics; therefore they are entering the pipeline too late to gain superiority (Handlin, 12).  

Senator Hillary Clinton’s path to become a presidential candidate was unique. She was a member of a political team. After completing her duties as the Presidential First Lady, Clinton broke away from the political team and claimed a Senate seat for New York. As an international figure Hillary had unprecedented financial and voter support as she entered her candidacy. While Hillary had been heavily criticized through the campaign, her competitors can not deny her intelligence. While Hillary was able to defy the traditional barriers that prevent women from running for higher office (financial, family, and political party support) her advantages were not enough for her to reach the glass ceiling. Her campaign has had both positive and negative consequences on women’s current status in the United States. It put mothers against daughters, sisters against each other but her campaign did something that may not have an instant effect. Hilary said that her favorite part of campaigning was when young girls would come and watch her give speeches. She stated: 

“As I go by shaking hands and meeting people, I often hear a dad or a mom lean over to a little girl, and say, ‘ See, honey, you can be anything you want to be (Kornblut, 30-31) .’” 

While Hillary did not succeed in her electorate dreams she allowed other women in the United States to continue theirs. 


In South Asia, the audacity to run for office is genetic. Women are able to defy the gender socialization in their country and become chief executives. However, blood lines are not nearly as predominant in the United States. While originally, in the 1970’s women were getting appointed to office after the deaths of their husband, family ties have been weakened over time. Even with Hilary Clinton’s connection for former President Bill Clinton it was not enough for her to get elected. While motherhood was another aspect that hindered Hilary Clinton’s campaign and prevents women from entering the pipeline, in South Asia, being a mother is a crucial part of being successful in politics. While irony may play a part in Benazir’s political history, after she realized that she was expecting her first child, Zia decided to hold elections. Benazir won that election even as a new mother. While the aspect of social culture of living with family members and having a nanny is common for most families in South Asia which allows women to balance a family life and a professional life. In the United States, women are heavily criticized on how they are able to have a political career when they have children.  


Through out the research conducted, it seems that the same factors that promote success for South Asian women politicians are the same factors that hinder women from being successful in politics. In a country and region where polygamy, dowry deaths, lack of educational and employment opportunities but on the other hand four of these countries have had strong women leaders who have achieved the highest political office in the land. However, in the United States, woman president is still a dream. The same factors that help women get elected into office are the same factors that prevent women from getting elected. So even with the advancements in education, financial stability, and a decreasing gender gap, women are still more likely to get elected in South Asia rather than the United States.
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