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Introduction

In 1825, WiUiam Thompson and Anna Wheeler wrote a furious pamphlet 
againstjames Mill’s Article on Government of 1820. ‘ In this pamphlet, they 
argue that James Mill’s statement that no separate representation of women 
would be necessary because women’s interests were already virtually repre­
sented in those of their fathers or husbands, is utterly false. Instead, Thomp­
son and Wheeler point out that there exists no identity of interests between 
men and women in the present state of affairs. Even ifit existed, it would not 
be enough reason to exclude women from pohtical rights. They conclude 
that there is no security for equahty of enjoyments except by means of civil 
rights, and that there is no security for equal civil rights, except by means of 
equal pohtical rights.

In 1990, another type of feminist pamphlet appeared, called Quotas now: 
Women in the Labour Party L According to this pamphlet, the ‘equahty of en­

joyments’ wiU only then be secure, if women and men have equal rights and 
if women and men occupy an equal number of power positions in parha­
ment and in pohtical parties. This pamphlet does not stand on its own. Ac­
cording to the pamphlet, the declaration on women’s representation at the 
Labour Party’s conference of 1989 was that ‘the introduction of quotas 
throughout the party structure was the only way of ensuring that women 
would finaUy take their rightful place alongside their male coUeagues at aU 
levels’.3 It has to be remarked here that the quotas are not only used internal­
ly throughout the party-structure, and — and this is of particular interest to 
the voting pubhc — as a selection principle for candidates for parhament. 
Quota programmes are carried out or discussed in many European sociahst 
and left-wing parties. Although not aU feminists back a quota-system“*, at 
the moment it is conceived as the most important pohtical feminist strategy. 
Therefore, it deserves attention and serious theoretical reflection. The legit­
imization behind a quota-system is simply that exhortation (meaning the
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passing of resolutions supporting equality and encouraging women to come 
forward), offering special training, education and advice, have not worked. 
Quotas, on the other hand, are, according to the pamphlet, ‘a proven mech­
anism for guaranteeing fair representation for women’.

The differences between the two pamphlets illustrate, in my opinion, 
three major changes within feminism. First, the two pamphlets mark a 
move from a liberal demand for equal pohtical opportunity to a demand for 
equal representation. Secondly, many feminists have become less reluctant 
to use coercive methods in pohtics. From the right to representation, they 
have shifted to the right to fair representation in order to achieve finally the 
right to equal representation.And finally, they have turned, in the terms of 
Hannah Pitkin’, from a concept of representation as accountabihty to a 
concept of descriptive representation. Instead of proclaiming that women 
should have a right to hold representatives to account by choosing whether 
or not to elect them again and the right to take on the responsibility of being 
a representative themselves, many feminists nowadays argue that the repre­
sentative bodies should reflect the differences in society. In affirmative ac­
tion campaigns, the argument is that representation of women by a parha­
ment or party-leadership, which consists mainly of men, is not real repre­
sentation.

The question that I would like to raise here, is not about the use of coerc­
ive methods in pohtics. Instead, I want to ask whether the concept of de­
scriptive representation, which underlies the quota-system, is a desirable 
concept of representation for feminists and if it is not, whether we only have 
‘representation as accountabihty’ as its alternative. In more political terms, 
does representation for feminists mean either quotas for women in politics 
or just women’s pohtical rights? My argument wiU be that neither of these 
concepts of representation is satisfactory as the ideal type of representation 
at every level.

What is descriptive representation?

In her book The Concept of Representation, Hannah Pitkin explains the idea 
of descriptive representation by quoting the words thatjohn Adams used in 
the American Revolutionary Period. ‘A representative legislature’, he said, 
‘should be an exact portrait, in miniature, of the people at large, as it should 
think, feel, reason and act hke them’.^ The reason why it should be such a 
portrait, is given most exphcitly by John Stuart MiU. As the proper function 
of a representative assembly is to throw the light of publicity on the acts of 
the government, John Stuart MiU argued, ‘then aU opinions and interests 

390

M.C.B. Voet: Political representation and quotas

must be represented accurately: so that aU possible views and criticism wiU 
come into light!’91 think this is also the thought that hes behind the demand 
of quotas for women in political parties. How convincing this idea is, par­
ticularly to feminists! Has not the time come for the silenced voices of 
women to be heard? Is it not about time that the evils of patriarchy became 
at least partly corrected by a fierce force of women in the leadership of pol­
itical parties and in parliament? WiU it not be a tremendous step forward for 
feminism, if the so-caUed representative bodies became reaUy representa­
tive by becoming more ‘like us’?

Before I raise doubts about this concept of descriptive representation, it 
is necessary to have a closer look at it, and the manner in which the argu­
ments in favour of this concept are repeated in the aftirmative action cam­
paigns.

Hannah Pitkin distinguishes the concept of descriptive representation 
from other ideas of representation. Descriptive representation does not 
suggest, unlike other concepts of representation, that in order to be a repre­
sentative, it is necessary to have authority over others, as in the case of some­
body who represents a child in court, for instance a parent, trustee or guar­
dian. Descriptive representation does also not suggest that the legitimacy of 
the representatives lies in the fact that they can be held-to-account. It does 
furthermore not suggest that to be reaUy representative, people have to be­
lieve in the fact that they are represented. In conclusion, descriptive repre­
sentation does not suggest anything about what the representative should 
do when she represents. It oifly gives a description of the backgrounds of the 
represented and the degree to which the representatives resemble the 
represented.'“

Descriptive representation may develop in one of two different ways, de­
pending on the accuracy of the description. I shaU iUustrate this by referring 
to different versions of quota-systems.

The first version of descriptive representation is the one Hannah Pitkin 
describes. Here, the aim is to secure a very accurate map of the nation. The 
representative assembly should not only reflect that there are different sexes, 
but also that there exist different classes, races, sexualities, religions and re­
gions. In the past, the mistake has often been made, that if the different re­
gions were represented, and if each full citizen were given one vote, then, 
this would automatically lead to a parhament that would reflect the nation. 
The idea behind quota-systems is that this spontaneous development of an 
accurate portrait is a myth. This belief needs to be embodied in policy. The 
question is where to stop. Is it enough to enforce the representation of 50% 
of women in parliament and in the leadership of pohtical parties? Is it 
enough to say that those 50% of women should represent women from dif- 
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ferent classes? Or do we have to go further than that? In this respect, it is 
significant that, although the pamphlet Quotas Now argues simply for 
quotas for women, it also remarks that the Labour Party ‘particularly 
needs more working-class women and those who are black or from other 
ethnic minorities’.

The second version of descriptive representation is satisfied with only a 
rough description of‘the people’. A quota-system that would guarantee 
that the percentages of men and women in parhaments and parties are the 
same as the percentages of men and women in society, is sufficient. In this 
case, descriptive representation would tend towards symbolic representa­
tion. All women in the representative assembly will stand for all women in 
society, simply because of their womanhood, for that is the only thing we 
know about them. If the most important fact about them were not that they 
represented women, then there would be no need for a quota-system. In 
that case, women could just as easily be represented by men or by a repre­
sentative assembly which consists ofa majority of men. This second version 
of descriptive representation should not even be called representation, ac­
cording to Gerhard Leibholz, who wrote a book Das Wesen der Repräsenta­
tion in 1928. In his terms it would be identification instead of representa­
tion. Identification means singleness, a string of identities. For example, the 
electorate, the candidates of political parties and the government are identi­
fied with the pohtical unity of the people. An act of parliament is seen as 
identical with the will of the people, the ‘volonté générale’.'^ This concept 
of identification sounds very much hke Marie Swabey’s idea of a sample, to 
which Hannah Pitkin refers when she explains what descriptive representa­
tion is. According to Marie Swabey, the principle of sampling is displayed 
on no less than three levels in a modem representative government. First, 
the votes are to be considered a sample of all the people. Secondly, the ma­
jority of the votes are to be taken as a sample of all the votes. And thirdly, the 
pubhc officials who are elected are to be regarded as a sample of the nation. ’ ■’ 
However, while Pitkin conceives this as to be a form of representation 
(which is undesirable), Leibholz conceives this as the opposite of represen­
tation. This difference can easily be explained by their different views on 
the essence of representation. Pitkin’s ideal of representation draws upon an 
idea of defending interests of those who are absent. This idea can also be 
found in the idea of sampling, although Pitkin thinks that it is done in a too 
simphstic way. Leibholz, on the other hand, thinks that to represent is the 
opposite of ‘Vertreten’ or, in English, the opposite of defending the in­
terests of a particular group. While both authors presume that there should 
be some distance between representative and the represented, in Leibholz’s 
case this distance is much more substantial. I shall return to the reasons for 
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this later. At this point, I shah review the arguments for descriptive repre­
sentation, as they are offered in the campaigns for quotas for women.

Arguments for and against descriptive representation

In her article ‘When are Interests Interesting?’ Virginia Sapiro gives three 
reasons why an increase in the number of women in positions of power is 
a necessary, although an insufficient, condition for representing women. 
First, more women among public officeholders will make some difference 
in government’s responsiveness to women’s interests. Secondly, if we ac­
cept the democratic ideal that participation in governance is valuable, we 
cannot accept the systematic exclusion ofa particular group. Thirdly, in­
creased representation of people who ‘look like’ women will cause power­
fill symbolic changes in pohtics. It will increase the acceptability of women 
in government.’^ All of these arguments are echoed in the Quotas Now 
pamphlet"’ and all of these arguments are theoretically weak.

The first argument, that in practice women simply represent women’s 
interests better than men do, seems to me the strongest of the three. If it 
were really true, then fiirther theorizing would be mere sophistry.

However, it is only true in a very general sense. It is not always the case 
that women represent women better, sometimes it is quite the reverse. Not 
all women have the same opinions, and instead of complaining about this, 
we should be proud ofit. The point is that the concept of descriptive repre­
sentation on its own, does not say anything at all about what the representa­
tive should do. It offers no single standard about what good representation 
is. Therefore, although one perhaps might hope that women would repre­
sent women’s interests, the representative need not feel herself obliged to 
do so. Descriptive representation only gives information about the public’^, 
only tells how many people of group A are present in a parhament or in 
another political body. It does not require that the representatives of group 
A feel, think and behave hke people of group A. The 50% of women in par­
liament or in a leadership of a political party could behave hke men in our 
eyes. But we are not entitled to complain about this because the require­
ments of descriptive representation have been met. We have got what we 
asked for, that is 50% of the representatives is female.

Suppose, this time, that those 50% women in pohtical bodies, indeed 
feel, think and behave hke women. Suppose they proclaim exactly the same 
things that the majority of women wants them to do (according to the polls 
that are very regularly held). Is the best descriptive representative necessari­
ly also the best representative for pohtical activity or government? Hannah 
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Pitkin is ambivalent about this. She argues: ‘while we might well wish to 
complain that there are not enough representative members of the work­
ing-class among Parliamentary representatives, we would not want to com­
plain that the large class of stupid or maleficent people have too few rep­
resentatives in parhament: rather the contrary.'^ True, but why would wor­
king-class people indeed be represented better by working-class 
people; and why should this be the case with women? Ifit were the case that 
most women wanted to stay at home, be a house-wife for the rest of their 
hves and did not care that they would in this way become economically 
and legally dependent on their husbands, would their interests be best re­
presented if the government supported this? I think that there are many pos­
sible conflicts between a feminist pohcy and the actual wishes of the majori­
ty of women. Again, descriptive representation gives no guidehnes or 
guarantees about what good representation should be.

The second argument suggests that if we accept the democratic ideal that 
participation in governance is valuable, we cannot accept the systematic ex­
clusion of a particular group. Note, that this is a different argument from 
John Stuart Mill’s argument that the hberal need for pubhcity requires the 
representation of all possible opinions and interests in parliament. Instead of 
the language offlberahsm, we are now confronted with the language of de­
mocracy. '9 Democracy, fhrthermore, is conceived here as having a share in 
governance. I cannot reconcile myself to this ideal of democracy, if what is 
meant by it is that all groups should always have a share in governance. Not 
only does this seem unreahstic to me, but it also seems undesirable. I rather 
put in its place the old Aristotehan idea ofrepubhcan citizenship, namely to 
be ruled and to rule in turn. Of course, until recently women have almost 
only been among the ruled and not among the rulers. It seems at least plaus­
ible that there has been a systematic exclusion of women for leading politi­
cal positions, which has everything to do with male concepts ofleaders, pol­
iticians and even citizens. However, to require that women should always 
have a share in governance, would imply that the whole essence of pohtics 
is lost.^° I refer here to the concept ofpohtics as it is used by Hannah Arendt, 
in which politics as action together with others is perceived in the perspecti­
ve of the common good. In Arendt’s view action imphes pohtical judg­
ment, plurahsm and going beyond necessity and truth. This view attacks an 
idea of democracy as descriptive representation, because in the latter it 
would no longer be necessary to struggle for acceptance, to fight to get a 
place in governance, to persuade other people of the value of one’s opinions 
and to prove one’s capabihties in actions. Pohtics would become mere poh­
cy or the administration of interests. Instead of the beginning, it would be 
the end of feminist politics.
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The third argument - that increased representation of people who ‘look 
like’ women will cause powerful symbolic changes in pohtics and will in­
crease the acceptability of women in government — is at its best tautological. 
If the entry of women in politics itself is seen as a major symbolic change, 
then the statement simply says that more women in pohtics wiU have as its 
result more women in pohtics. It does not say anything about whether this 
is desirable or not. If, on the other hand, the aim is the acceptability of 
women in pohtics, then it is obvious that this does not follow automati- 
caUy from the fact that there are more women in pohtics. If these women 
entered pohtics via a quota-system or another form of positive discrimina­
tion, then there wiU be the possibility of resentment on the part of men. 
Furthermore, it is possible that feminists or anti-feminists wiU not be satis­
fied with how these women operate as pohticians. Lastly, why is the ac­
ceptability of women in pohtics such a high aim? Does not acceptability 
imply harmlessness? Would it not be preferable to have unacceptable 
feminists in politically important positions, feminists who are seen as a real 
danger to male-dominated society?

There are other objections to descriptive representation in general, and 
to quota-systems in particular. These objections depend on which type of 
descriptive representation we are talking about. Remember, one can dis­
tinguish the very accurate map from the rough description.

Let us take the case now of the very accurate map. The representative as­
sembly should not just consist of 52% women, but also of the exact percent­
age of people from the working-class, ethnic minorities, different sexuah- 
ties, invalids and so forth.^' There are several problems with this concept. 
First of aU, not every difference, not even every social division, has a politi­
cal meaning and if is has, it has not the same pohtical meaning every mo­
ment and in every place.“ The most important question here seems to be: 
who is going to decide which social group deserves a special representation 
in political bodies? Ifit is to be the members ofpohtical bodies themselves, 
then this may lead to one of two situations. In the first situation they simply 
wiU not advocate quotas for women and other groups, because it is against 
their interests to do so. In this case the strategy has failed. In the second situ­
ation they wiU advocate quotas for women and other groups, members of 
the working-class and so on, and then this proves that they are not necessa­
rily foUowing their private interests. However, if they can choose the side 
of women in the decision for or against a quota-system, why should they 
not be able to do this in other decisions as well? Considered in this way, the 
strategy of the quota-systems seems to be simply unnecessary. ^3 Suppose it 
were to be women’s groups, who had to take care that total amount of elect­
ed women would be representative for working-class women, lesbians, 

395



AP 1992/4

black women etcetera. Again, this would lead to a very peculiar situation. 
First of all, why should women have to do this when there is no similar sys­
tem for men? After all, men do not call their groups men’s groups. Secondly, 
there is no institution that coordinates women’s groups. And lastly, what 
about the distinction between women’s groups and feminist groups? 
Should all kinds of women have the right to separate political representa­
tion? I win consider the best possible case: one in which there is no need for 
an institution which takes care of really accurate descriptive representation. 
Imagine the following utopian situation: after feminists introduce quotas 
for women in pohtics, it happens that the final fist of elected persons in pol­
itical parties and in parhament reflects exactly the composition of society. 
Suppose that we have aU kinds of pohtical personahties, that everyone finds 
himself or herself represented by someone and that pohticians are really ‘like 
us’. Would this not lead to an incredible fragmentation? Would this not im­
ply for feminism, that black pohtical women only wanted to represent black 
women, while the lesbian M.P. only wanted to speak and act for lesbians? 
My worry is that this fragmentation would have a very negative effect on 
the impact of feminism as a pohtical movement.

But perhaps there is no need to obtain this very accurate map. A rough 
description, and the statement that representative assembhes need eventual­
ly consist of equal amounts of men and women, would be enough. This is, 
anyway, the direction which the strategy of quota-systems seems to take in 
the first instance. Yet here again the problem arises that descriptive repre­
sentation ends up in identification. Either, it is expected that the female rep­
resentatives stand somehow for women and defend their interests, or there 
is httle point in a quota-system as a feminist strategy. If that expectation 
exists, then there must be something wrong with that expectation, not only 
on the level ofpossibihty, but also on the level ofdesirabihty. A representa­
tive should have a free mandate and not be bound to the wishes of the 
people who are represented. The representative should be free to change 
her mind through the processes of the political debate and through the ac- 
cessibihty of specific information she gets in her position as a representative. 
Furthermore, she is not there to represent just particular interests, but to re­
present what she thinks is in the public interest, what she thinks is the com­
mon good.^5

This theoretical criticism of descriptive representation attacks quota-sys­
tems, before they have even had the chance to succeed. The theoretical ap­
proach eliminates women’s only hope at the moment, and drives them back 
to the position where they have just pohtical rights, but no power at all. Fur­
thermore, it appears to restore a pohtical vocabulary which glorifies the 
common good and, in this way, hinders the pohticization of women’s or 
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feminist issues. Those considerations create a personal dilemma. When I 
was thinking this week about the arguments against the assertion that 
women need to be represented by women, I saw the candidates for the 
student’s union presenting themselves for a pubhc of students. While the 
pubhc was mixed, none of the members behind the table at the platform was 
female. I felt extremely irritated: Is it still hke this? Is this what the so-called 
democratization of the universities was supposed to mean? Immediately af­
ter this, I became aware of my own contradictions. Why is it so disgusting 
that The Big Bosses still happen to be male, if it is the case that women do 
not necessarily have to be represented by women? I ‘know’ that in practice 
they will not represent women, not to mention feminists. This ‘knowl­
edge’, though, is a knowledge of experience that automatically appears to 
be outweighed by theoretical counter-arguments. The very fact of writing, 
on its own, already favours the theoretical arguments in a way that does no 
justice to reahty. Is it then better not to write about a subject hke quota­
systems? But to resist reflection, imphes being blind to the possible conse­
quences of this strategy! Therefore, I shall carry on by considering the alter­
native Thompson and Wheeler oftered us, namely mere pohtical rights for 
women, or a concept of‘representation as accountability’.

Back to mere political rights?
Back to representation as accountability?

If I concluded by saying that political rights for women is enough, then I 
would not have achieved enough. The concept of representation that un­
derlies pohtical rights for women, that is to say: ‘representation as account- 
abihty’, is too weak. The weakness of this concept lies in its formality, as 
Hannah Pitkin rightly argues. It says simply that elected representatives can 
be held-to-account at the moment of election. If we are not satisfied with 
a particular representative, all we have to do is choose another representa­
tive. The problem with this concept is that if the representative indeed gets 
removed, there is nothing ftirther to complain about. Nevertheless, there is 
the feeling that they did something wrong during the term in which they 
were supposed to be representing the people. We may feel that it was not 
good representation. But the concept of ‘representation as accountabihty’ 
gives just as few guidelines for good representation as the concept of de­
scriptive representation did. The other problem is that in a party system, 
such as the Dutch one, representatives have to be held-to-account on so 
many issues. They may have scored very badly on feminist issues, but very 
well on all others. In practice, the multiplicity ofpohtical items obscures the 
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fact that representatives have not kept their promises in all cases. Who re­
members the acts and positions of aU M.P.’s on every issue after four years 
when election time arrives again? In the case of members of the cabinet or 
members of the leadership of a political party, we might remember better 
what they promised us. However, in these cases too, representatives are 
more hkely to be judged on their general capability or on their positions on 
the socaUed ‘core issues’ ofpohtics, that is on economic policy, than on their 
pohcy on feminist issues.^®

So far, I have argued that both the concept of descriptive representation, 
and the concept of representation as accountability cause problems for fem­
inists. While the first concept offers only information about the public, the 
second offers only one moment, namely the moment of the election, to 
choose another representative. Neither proposal offers us a satisfactory ideal 
of representation. Should we then search for an alternative concept of re­
presentation which gives us these guidelines? The answer is yes and no. Y es, 
because a normative approach to this problem is inevitable and desirable. 
No, because it is dangerous to assume that one concept of representation 
might be used on each and every level ofpohtics. In the concluding part of 
this paper, I propose a three-dimensional view of representation. My argu­
ment is that our attitudes towards representation must differ depending on 
whether we are speaking about individuals, group interests or the common 
good.

A three-dimensional view of representation

At the individual level, it is usefùl to go back to Thompson’s and Wheeler’s 
pamphlet, because behind their major concept of representation as account­
ability hes another idea. They not only demanded that women should have 
political rights, but they also appealed strongly to women to exercise those 
pohtical rights. In the arguments for this actual exercising of political rights, 
they seem to switch to another concept of‘representation’, namely ‘self­
representation’.

Thompson and Wheeler have a strong distrust of representatives.The 
chance that representatives abuse their power is great. Therefore, it would 
be better if one represented oneself. Further, they state that it is necessary 
to put an end to the ‘mountebank jargon of a “public good” distinct from 
the good of the individual members of society’. In order to know what the 
happiness of individuals is, individuals should speak.Thirdly, according 
to them, the exercise of political rights gives people more than just the pro­
tection of civil rights. Suppose that civil rights were protected by represen­
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tatives, then there would still be the matter of the inherent worth of the 
exercise of pohtical rights: ‘the exercise of pohtical rights affords the best 
opportunity for the exercise of the intellectual powers and the enlargement 
of the sympathies of human beings, leading their attention out of them­
selves, to matters in which numbers of their fellow creatures, to an indef­
inite extent, beside themselves are interested’.3° Their last argument on 
women’s exercise of pohtical rights states: ‘To obtain equal rights, the basis 
of equal happiness with men, you must be respected by them; not merely 
desired hke rare meats, to pamper their sexual appetites. To be respected by 
them, you must be respectable in your own eyes; you must exert more po­
wer, you must be more usefiil. You must regard yourselves as having equal 
capabihties of contributing to the general happiness with men, and as there­
fore equally entitled with them to every enjoyment. Y ou must exercise the­
se capabilities, nor cease to remonstrate till no more than equal duties are 
exacted from you, till no more than equal punishments are inflicted upon 
you, till equal enjoyments and equal means of seeking happiness are permit­
ted to you as to men’.’'

Here, we are not offered another concept of representation, but rather an 
attitude, which is directed against representation. On an individual level, 
this seems to me the most sensible attitude if we want to rescue the aristote- 
lian idea that citizenship is to be ruled and to rule in turn. It is extremely 
important to inform the representatives about your ideas and to control 
them, but it is equally important to prepare yourself for the moment of rule. 
Therefore, it is necessary to collect as much information as possible, to learn 
how to make decisions and to get experience in acting together with others 
for the same aim.

The level ofgroup interests offers a limited but accurate means of rendering 
to Pitkin’s ideal of representation as ‘acting for’. According to Pitkin repre­
sentation here means acting in the interest of the represented, in a manner 
responsive to them. The representative must act independently; his action 
must involve discretion and judgment; he must be the one who acts. The 
represented must also be (conceived as) capable of independent action and 
judgment, not merely being taken care of. And, despite the resulting poten­
tial for conflict between representative and represented about what is to be 
done, that conflict must not normally take place. The representative must 
act in such a way that there is no conflict, or if it occurs an explanation is 
called for. He must not be found persistently at odds with the wishes of the 
represented without good reason in terms of their interest, without a good 
explanation of why their wishes are not in accord with their interest’.’^

Here, we enter the complicated sphere of interests. Indeed, as William 
Connolly argues, far from being a clear and steady foundation for pohtics, 
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interest is a fundamentally contested concept. 3 3 Interests as policy prefer­
ences, utilitarian interests and interests as need fdlfilment would lead us in 
very different directions. Suppose, we accept Connolly’s conclusion that 
the best idea of real interests is the choice one would make if one had alter­
natives and accurate information about these alternatives. Would it then be 
possible to say that there is something that we can call ‘women’s interests?’ 
I think we could write a programme which professed to defend the interests 
of all women.3'* Of course not every single woman would agree with it, but 
neither Pitkin’s idea of representation, nor Connolly’s idea of interest re­
quires this. What is required is simply that the women’s representatives try 
to bridge the gap between what they think is in women’s interests and the 
actual wishes of the majority of women.

Acting for particular groups and defending their interests would, how­
ever, only be appropriate in a kind of corporate democracy which would 
exist parallel to a parliamentary democracy. In the past, corporate democ­
racy was conceived as representing functional interests, whereas parhamen- 
tary democracy was conceived as representing territorial interests.35 This 
categorization does not seem helpfhl any more. I would rather see the cor­
porate body as representing group interests and the parhament as represen­
ting opinions about the common good. In fact, in many states such corporate 
bodies already exist. One example is an ‘econormc chamber’ in which em­
ployers organizations, unions and the state try to reconcile their interests. 
Another example is a corporate body in which producers and consumers 
are represented. In fact, kinds of corporate organizations have been devel­
oped in many sectors of state-pohcy. Whether it is in a advisory-board on 
education or in an advisory-board on environmental issues, the interests of 
women as a separate group are seldom represented. This is logical, if one 
takes sectorial or functional interests as one’s perspective. Nevertheless, 
thinking from the perspective of women could lead to a different organiza- 
tion of a corporate democracy in which there would be room for a separate 
representation of women’s interests. Furthermore, just hke the interests of 
the working-class may be differentiated by members of different unions, so 
could women’s interests be differentiated by representatives of the house­
wives’ organization, oflesbians, older women and so on. The dangers of the 
fragmentation of feminism, to which I have tried to pay attention, will not 
disappear, but will only apply to a limited sphere. The representation of 
women as a group, and of specific groups of women, will only be one aim 
of feminism and will only be directed towards the corporate body.

In parhament, on the other hand, the aim should be the representation of 
opinions about the common good. Representatives in this body should be 
dedicated to the public interest. Here, feminist representatives may try to 
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include some feminist ideas in the consensus, to incorporate feminism into 
common sense. In parhament representation is sharply distinguished from 
identification. Representatives are not responsible for a specific group, but 
for the nation as a whole.

I started by asking whether the concept of descriptive representation, which 
underlies the demand for quota-systems, is a satisfactory concept. My argu­
ment has been that it is undesirable as an ideal concept of representation on 
every level. However, it may be useful in a corporate body if it is counter­
balanced by self-representation on an individual level and the representa­
tion of opinions about the common good in parhament. We need not ne­
cessarily feel ourselves forced to choose between either ‘Quotas for women 
Now’ on all pohtical levels, or mere political rights for women. In order to 
obtain Thompson’s and Wheeler’s goals of equal enjoyments and respect, 
it is necessary to think about how feminists would combine self-representa­
tion, corporate democracy and parhamentary democracy.
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