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In this article, I examine to what extent gender equality is associated with
lower levels of intrastate armed conflict. I use three measures of gender
equality: (1) a dichotomous indicator of whether the highest leader of a
state is a woman; (2) the percentage of women in parliament; and (3) the
female-to-male higher education attainment ratio. I argue that the first
two measures in particular capture the extent to which women hold
positions that allow them to influence matters of war and peace within a
state. I further argue that all three measures, but especially the last two,
capture how women are valued relative to men in a society, that is, the
relative degree of subordination of women. Whereas female state lead-
ership has no statistically significant effect, more equal societies, mea-
sured either in terms of female representation in parliament or the ratio
of female-to-male higher education attainment, are associated with lower
levels of intrastate armed conflict. The pacifying impact of gender equal-
ity is not only statistically significant in the presence of a comprehensive
set of controls but also is strong in substantive terms.

The claim developed in feminist theory that societies based to a lesser extent on
gender hierarchies are less beset by collective violence bears directly on some of the
most central questions in the study of International Relations. Following a debate
about the relationship between this field of research and feminist scholarship
(Tickner 1997, 1998; Hermann 1998; Keohane 1998; Marchand 1998), numerous
studies have been published in the field of International Relations that test the
implications of feminist theories using systematically gathered evidence and trans-
parent and replicable methods.1 Several studies have found a positive relationship
between gender equality in a state and peaceful relations with other states (Caprioli
2000, 2003; Caprioli and Boyer 2001; Regan and Paskeviciute 2003). One study
finds that gender equality is associated with less state-sponsored personal integrity
rights abuse (i.e., political imprisonments, torture, killings, and disappearances)
domestically (Melander 2005). In the first quantitative study on the relationship
between gender equality and intrastate armed conflict, Mary Caprioli finds that
gender equality contributes to peace also within states (2005). In this article, I
present a study that examines gender equality and intrastate armed conflict from a
different angle. While my results are in line with the gist of Caprioli’s findings, I
also shed light on novel aspects of the relationship between gender equality and
intrastate peace.

Author’s note: All statistical results presented in this article were generated using Stata 8.2. The data and the files
can be found at http://www.pcr.uu.se/personal/anstallda/melander.htm. I would like to thank Mats Hammarström,

Magnus Öberg, Idean Salehyan, as well as the editors and reviewers of ISQ for helpful comments.
1 For an overview, see Mary Caprioli (2004).
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I use three measures of gender equality: (1) a dichotomous indicator of whether
the highest leader of a state is a woman; (2) the percentage of women in parliament;
and (3) the female-to-male higher education attainment ratio. I argue that the first
two measures in particular capture the extent to which women hold positions that
allow them to influence matters of war and peace within a state. I further argue that
all three measures, but especially the last two, capture how women are valued
relative to men in a society, that is, the relative degree of subordination of women.
In her study, Caprioli used fertility rate and percent women in the labor force as
measures of gender equality.

Like Caprioli, I use data on state involvement in conflict collected by the Uppsala
Conflict Data Project (Gleditsch, Wallensteen, and Eriksson 2002). Intrastate armed
conflict is in line with the Uppsala definition conceived of as a contested incom-
patibility that concerns government and/or territory where the use of armed force
between two parties, one of which is the government of a state and the other one or
more opposition groups, results in at least 25 battle-related deaths in a year.
Whereas Caprioli examines the impact of gender equality on the risk of intrastate
conflict onset, I study changes in the level of intrastate conflict, ranging from peace
over minor armed conflict to full-scale civil war. The difference between a minor
armed conflict and a war as defined by the Uppsala project is that conflicts resulting
in at least 25 but no more than 999 battle-related deaths in 1 year are coded as
minor conflicts whereas those conflicts leading to at least 1,000 battle-related deaths
in 1 year are considered to be wars.

Whereas female state leadership has no statistically significant effect, more equal
societies, measured either in terms of female representation in parliament or the
ratio of female-to-male higher education attainment, are indeed associated with
lower levels of intrastate armed conflict. These effects of gender equality hold in the
presence of a comprehensive set of control variables.

In the rest of this article, I proceed as follows: I start off the theoretical section by
summarizing the feminist arguments that hold that gender equality ought to be
associated with less collective violence. I then introduce the hypotheses. Next, I
review previous empirical findings on the determinants of state involvement in
armed conflict, and present and motivate my control variables. The subsequent
section deals with research design issues. Finally, I present the results and round off
the article with a summary and conclusions.

Linking Gender Equality and Intrastate Armed Conflict

Why would gender equality be associated with peace? The theoretical answers to
this question have been developed in some detail by others (see, e.g., Tickner 1992,
2001; Caprioli 2000; Goldstein 2001), and I will build on these previous arguments.
Basically, more equitable societies may be more peaceful because women have a say
over matters of war and peace in such societies, and women are generally more
averse to war than men. Alternatively, more equitable societies may be more
peaceful because the norms of inviolability and respect that define equal relations
between women and men are carried over also to wider relations in society, for
example, vis-a-vis ethnic minorities or political opponents. The first explanation is
based on the assumption that female aversion to violence is inherent in the essential
nature of women, and is therefore referred to as the essentialist argument. The
second argument emphasizes that gender roles and their accompanying attitudes
are socially constructed; hence, it is referred to as the constructivist argument.
These two explanations are not mutually contradicting on logical grounds, and
each may thus account for some part of any relationship between gender equality
and peace that is observed. Next, I will briefly present first the essentialist argument
and then the constructivist argument.
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The Essentialist Argument

Underlying this argument is a belief that there are certain qualities that women
have because of their reproductive role. It is believed that aversion to violence and
preference for peaceful methods of dealing with conflicts come together with the
unique female ability to give birth and the skills of mothering transmitted from
experienced mothers to girls and young women. In line with this reasoning, nu-
merous studies show that women tend to express attitudes that are more negative
to the use of force in various contexts (Frankovic 1982; Smith 1984; de Boer 1985;
Shapiro and Mahajan 1986; Fite, Genest, and Wilcox 1990; McGlen and Sarkees
1993; Togeby 1994; Tessler and Warriner 1997).

Given this view of the essential nature of women, it is to be expected that women
state leaders and other women in influential positions, for example, parliamentar-
ians, would on the average do more to try to prevent societal problems from
growing into armed conflicts and to de-escalate armed conflicts when they occur
than men in similar positions. For example, they might advocate that resources that
are intended for military responses to internal conflicts might be redirected toward
rectifying societal ills and injustices that are perceived to be underlying causes of the
conflict. Because they view war as more costly and repugnant, they would perhaps
also be willing to make more concessions on behalf of the state in order to placate
separatists and the like. For them, factors such as the prestige, or even the territorial
integrity, of the state may weigh less relative to the costs of war. Granted, people
who are generally more averse to violence may nevertheless be among those most
supportive of the use of force if the purpose clearly is to reduce the overall level of
violence as, for example, when some humanitarian interventions are at issue. But as
a general proposition, it seems reasonable to expect that the empowerment of
people who are more averse to violence would translate into less internal armed
conflict within a society.

There are, however, important feminist arguments that qualify the general es-
sentialist argument outlined above. One argument maintains that female leaders
can only be expected to make a distinct feminine imprint on policy to the extent
that they are supported from below by a critical mass of other influential women:
‘‘It is widely believed that a supportive level of critical mass is obtained when at least
one-third of parliamentary, ministerial or other executive positions are occupied by
women’’ (Fleschenberg 2003:10). This points to the need to test whether there is an
association between female state leaders and intrastate peace that only emerges as
female representation in parliament increases. Such a test would thus examine the
combined impact of the two measures of political gender equality.

When we consider the potential peaceful influence of female representation in
parliament, it becomes necessary to take into account that many parliaments op-
erate within very undemocratic contexts, for example, the parliament in Iraq under
Saddam Hussein. Whereas the highest leader of a state per definition wields in-
fluence, parliamentarians in such rubber-stamp legislatures cannot be expected to
impinge much on questions of war and peace. If we, in line with the essentialist
argument, expect to find a relationship between gender equality and intrastate
peace because we count on women in parliament to exert a peaceful influence,
then, I submit, we must also expect this influence to be conditioned by the level of
institutional democracy. Thus, in my interpretation the essentialist argument would
lead us to expect the pacifying influence of female parliamentarian representation
to be stronger in more democratic states. This line of reasoning suggests that in
addition to testing for the direct effect of female representation in parliament, it is
also necessary to test for the combined impact of female representation in parlia-
ment and the level of institutional democracy.

Again, where the impact of female representation in parliament is concerned, it is
pertinent to take into account the qualifying argument that a minimum critical mass
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may be required before female parliamentarians can exert any distinct feminine
influence. This possibility can be tested by examining whether the degree of female
parliamentary representation above one-third of the seats has a stronger impact
than female parliamentary representation in general.

The Constructivist Argument

Whereas the essentialist argument is based on attitudinal differences that are sup-
posedly inherent in the biological sexes, the constructivist argument focuses on how
attitudes to violence and the use of force may be influenced by socially constructed
gender roles. In this perspective, female aversion and male predisposition to violence
have less to do with the biological sexes and more to do with certain definitions of
femininity and masculinity with which people identify. As gender roles are believed
to be socially constructed and to evolve in response to other developments in society,
they are also viewed as changeable. Nevertheless, there are two central themes in the
construction of gender roles that reoccur throughout more or less all known cul-
tures. First, boys and men are prepared for the potential function as warriors,
whereas women are assigned the role of caring and nursing. Second, gender roles
legitimize the subordination of women (Tickner 1992, 2001; Goldstein 2001).

The dominant warlike role of men and the subordinated nursing role of women
are interdependent in that boys and men are made aware that acting tough and
warlike is considered the ultimate test of manhood, and those who fail to measure
up will be shamed by both sexes in terms that imply that they are now demoted to
the lowly status of girls and women (e.g., in the English language ‘‘sissy,’’ derived
from sister, or ‘‘pussy’’). As a consequence, many men tend to identify with and act
out a definition of masculinity that stresses the necessity and honor of violently
defending one’s name and the interests of the group. Most men are also trained
from boyhood to suppress emotions and withstand pain. Femininity is the subor-
dinated contrast category and defined more in terms of submission and empathy.
Many girls and women assume the role of the audience in front of whom the men
must prove themselves. They provide material and emotional support for warlike
men and shame and ridicule those deemed unmanly (Tickner 1992, 2001; Gold-
stein 2001).

These traditional gender roles not only prescribe male violence as a means of
establishing domination and protecting honor but also legitimate the subordination
of women. What is more, these roles are also highly consistent with chauvinism and
imposing behavior toward other groups besides women who are similarly defined
as inferior, for example, sexual and ethnic minorities, and political opponents. Fish
states the following when summarizing some of this literature: ‘‘Differentials be-
tween male and female literacy rates . . . reflect social relations in the family and in
the immediate community, and the character of these relations may reproduce
themselves at higher levels. Several leading authors have argued that the repres-
siveness and unquestioned dominance of the father in the family and the male in
relations between men and women replicate themselves in broader society, creating
a culture of domination, intolerance, and dependency in social and political life’’
(Fish 2002:30). Conversely, in societies characterized by more equal gender roles,
the norms of respect and inviolability that characterize an individual’s closest re-
lations are also expected to carry over to more distant relations, thereby strength-
ening societal norms that reject abuse and violence. This is why, according to the
constructivist argument, gender equality can be expected to be associated with less
collective violence, including fewer, less intensive, and shorter internal armed con-
flicts (Tickner 1992, 2001; Goldstein 2001).

The constructivist argument linking gender equality and peace thus turns on the
normative aversion to violence that is believed to pervade societies in which people
tend to identify with more equal gender roles. Once men begin to identify with a
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form of masculinity that discards warlike behavior as the test of manhood, and
rejects the subordination of women, they are expected to be no less averse to
violence than women who similarly deny the legitimacy of their subordination and
of violence as a means of imposing domination. An attitudinal study from four
countries in the Middle East confirms this: women generally tend to be more averse
than men to force as an instrument of dealing with conflicts, but this gender gap
disappears when attitudes to equality between women and men are taken into
account; then, the men and women who are in favor of equality between women
and men also tend to be the most averse to force as a policy instrument (Tessler
et al. 1997).

In this line of reasoning, no particular explanatory importance is thus attributed
to the decision-making impact of women in influential positions. Seen in light of the
essentialist argument, the female leadership indicator and the percentage women in
parliament function as measures of the decision-making impact of women, but
where the constructivist argument is concerned, what we need to measure instead is
the importance of gender norms that reject the subordination of women. I assume
that it is more likely that a woman may become the highest leader of the state, or a
parliamentarian, when the norms of equality between women and men are more
widespread. This means that the female leadership indicator and the percentage
women in parliament can be used as proxies for how widespread these norms are in
a society. The female leadership indicator is perhaps the least reliable proxy in the
context of the constructivist argument as quite a few women leaders may have come
to power in very unequal states despite their gender because of the ‘‘role given to
kinship in case of succession problems in developing countries,’’ or other dynastic
reasons (Fleschenberg 2003:22). To the extent that these women are promoted for
dynastic reasons sooner than in recognition of their own merits, their promotion
can hardly be seen as indicative of norms of equality between women and men. As a
robustness check, I will test what happens if the female leadership indicator is
divided into two separate dummies: one for dynastic women leaders and one for
non-dynastic women leaders.

In parallel to the essentialist argument, the constructivist argument also implies
that the benign impact of female parliamentary representation may be stronger the
higher the level of institutional democracy within which the parliament functions.
In the context of the constructivist argument, female representation in parliament
is more likely to genuinely reflect norms of gender equality if the parliament is
powerful. In less democratic states, it may be suspected that ruling elites dominated
by men may encourage female parliamentary representation as a relatively con-
venient and inconsequential way of creating a progressive facade while women
nevertheless remain subordinated and excluded from the real power.

The third measure of gender equality used in this study, the ratio of female-to-
male higher education attainment, is chosen so as to capture the logic of the con-
structivist argument in the first hand. It is defined as the percentage of the female
population age 25 and over that has attained higher schooling divided by the
percentage of the male population age 25 and over that has attained this level of
schooling.2 This ratio, I submit, ought to reflect roughly to what extent traditional
gender roles that prescribe the subordination of women have been replaced by
more equal gender roles throughout a society. This is thus a mass-level socioeco-
nomic indicator in contradistinction to the two previously introduced elite-level
measures of political gender equality. In order to isolate the impact of this ratio,
I will also include a measure of the total (female and male) education level
as a control.

2 The data come from Robert Barro and Jong-Wha Lee (2001).
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Hypotheses

Most research on the causes of internal armed conflict and civil war has focused on
the onset of conflict. However, the arguments in the preceding sections do not
imply that the effect of gender equality must be limited to possibly reducing the risk
of conflict onset; also affected could be the risk that an armed conflict escalates and
the chance that an ongoing armed conflict can be de-escalated. I will test for the
effects of gender equality on changes in the level of internal armed conflict, ranging
from peace over minor armed conflict to full-scale civil war.3

The main objective of this study is to test whether gender equality is associated
with lower levels of intrastate armed conflict. The quantitative study of feminist
theories of collective violence is at an early stage, and critical tests that could de-
cisively ascertain to what extent the essentialist argument or the constructivist ar-
gument agree with the empirical record have not yet been developed. The two
arguments have similar empirical implications for the relationship between various
quantitative indicators of gender equality, on the one hand, and collective violence
on the other.

My first hypothesis on the relationship between gender equality and internal
armed conflict focuses on the potential role of women state leaders.4 Both the
essentialist and the constructivist arguments imply that the tenure of women lead-
ers is associated with lower levels of internal armed conflict, although this measure
of gender equality may be a less valid measure of the norms of equality that are
invoked in the constructivist argument.

H1: States with a woman leader have lower levels of internal armed conflict than states with a
man as its highest leader.

A variant of the essentialist argument claims that women leaders require the
support of a critical mass of other women in high positions in order to make a
distinctively feminine impact on policy outcomes. This auxiliary essentialist argu-
ment about the importance of a critical mass is reflected in the second hypothesis,
which posits that female state leadership in interaction with female representation
in parliament has a benign effect on the level of intrastate armed conflict:5

H2: The higher the rate of female representation in parliament, the stronger the pacifying
effect of female state leadership will be.

Both the essentialist and the constructivist arguments imply that the percentage
of women in parliament is associated with lower levels of intrastate armed conflict.6

This is the theme of the third hypothesis.

3 As a robustness check, I will replicate my analysis with the dependent variable limited to intrastate armed
conflict onset.

4 The data on female state leadership come from Mary Caprioli and Mark Boyer (2001), who identify female
leaders during the 20th century defined as ‘‘the president, prime minister, or any other decision maker who is

essentially the ‘decision maker of last resort’’’ (505). They also provide the following example to clarify their
definition: ‘‘Thus, Edith Cresson, who was premier of France from 1991 to 1992, was not included on our list
because that position is of significantly lesser importance than that of the French president’’ (505). I extended the
data using the information available in Schemmel (2004). Female state leadership is very rare: in the period 1965–
2000 a women holds the highest leadership position in the state only in 114 country years.

5 I do not separate out women leaders in states with a rate of female parliamentary representation exceeding

one-third, as only one such case exists in my data (Gro Harlem Brundtland, Norway, 1986–1988, and 1990–1995).
Instead, I interact the female leadership dummy with the rate of female parliamentary representation.

6 The information used for coding the percentage of women holding seats in the legislature (if the parliament is
not unicameral the upper house is used) was compiled by the Inter-Parliamentary Union (1995, 2005) and covers
the period 1945–2004.
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H3: The higher the rate of female representation in parliament, the lower a state’s level of
intrastate armed conflict will be.

The critical mass argument motivating H2 is also applicable to the possible effect
of the rate of female parliamentary representation. This auxiliary essentialist ar-
gument is taken into account in the fourth hypothesis.

H4: Female representation in parliament does not affect the level of intrastate armed conflict
until representation exceeds one-third.

Both the essentialist and constructivist arguments suggest that the effect of female
parliamentary representation is conditioned by the level of institutional democracy
within which a parliament functions. The fifth hypothesis captures this interaction
effect.

H5: The more democratic the state, the stronger the pacifying effect of female representation in
parliament will be.

In line with the constructivist argument, the sixth and last hypothesis reflects the
possible role of the ratio of female-to-male higher education attainment

H6: The higher the female-to-male higher education attainment ratio, the lower a state’s level
of intrastate armed conflict will be.

The constructivist argument implies that H6 ought to be confirmed. Although
the essentialist argument does not forbid that there may be such an association
between the female-to-male education ratio and peace, the existence of such a
relationship is harder to reconcile with the causal mechanism outlined in the es-
sentialist argument. In most societies, education attainment probably does not
translate into much more decision-making influence over questions of war and
peace (except, of course, indirectly, by raising the chance that one may gain a
particular position of influence, e.g., the leader of the state or a legislator in a
democratic parliament. These possibilities are already covered by the measures of
political gender equality.) I thus argue that to the extent H6 is supported in the tests
this will strengthen in particular the credibility of the constructivist argument.
Viewed from the perspective of the essentialist argument, H6 appears less relevant;
regardless of whether H6 withstands falsification or is rejected, no clear inferences
can be drawn with regard to the essentialist argument.

Established Determinants of Intrastate Armed Conflict

In his comprehensive review of the findings regarding the causes of civil war,
Scott Gates concludes that ‘‘the following variables are generally agreed to be as-
sociated with a higher risk of civil war: (1) poverty, lack of economic opportunities,
and level of economic development, (2) time since previous civil war and conflict
history, (3) ethnic dominance, and (4) political instability’’ (Gates 2002:9). As con-
trols I will use several indicators for these four areas as well as a few additional
variables.

To measure the level of economic development, I use the natural log of Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) per capita.7 I also enter the square of the log-transformed
GDP per capita measure so as to capture a curvilinear effect. Douglas Hibbs (1973)
found a parabolic effect of the level of economic development so that countries near

7 In constant U.S. dollars with the base year 1985. These data are based on the Penn World Tables 5.6, but use
additional sources and imputation techniques to reduce problems with missing values (Gleditsch 2002, 2004).
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the middle of the range of this variable run the highest risk of suffering the pains of
civil war, the poorest countries face a somewhat lower risk of civil war, and the
richest countries are the least likely to experience this scourge. Three principal
arguments have been advanced that are compatible with this pattern. The first
argument explains why the relationship has the shape of an inverted ‘‘U,’’ pro-
posing that it is the social dislocation of modernization that intensifies class conflict
and thereby raises the risk of armed conflict. As countries begin to develop eco-
nomically, they enter a phase of heightened tension, but if and when they become
sufficiently prosperous, the social relations tend to become more settled and class
conflict to abate (Hibbs 1973). The other two arguments explain why the richest
countries are the least likely to experience the onset of internal armed conflict (or
why the parabolic relationship is skewed instead of symmetrical). The one argu-
ment holds that it is the deterrent capability of richer, and therefore more powerful,
states that discourages internal armed conflict (Fearon and Laitin 2003). The other
argument contends instead that it is the higher opportunity cost of giving up ci-
vilian life to become a rebel (e.g., lost income) that reduces the risk of internal
armed conflict in the richer states (Collier and Hoeffler 2001).

The time since previous civil war is captured by a variable counting the number
of years with no internal armed conflict and cubic splines that approximate the
discrete time hazard rates for internal armed conflict (Beck, Katz, and Tucker
1998). Conflict history is further taken into account using a variable that, given that
an internal armed conflict is ongoing, counts the number of preceding years with
uninterrupted conflict. I will also include the level of conflict lagged one year (this is
further developed in the section on research design).

Ethnic dominance is a dichotomous indicator that, following Paul Collier and
Anke Hoeffler (2001), is coded 1 if the largest ethnic group in a country makes up
45–90 percent of the total population. I also include a measure of ethnic heter-
ogeneity, the so-called ethnic fractionalization index. This index measures the
probability that two randomly selected persons from a given country will not belong
to the same ethnic group (Mauro 1995). The square of this index is added so as to
take into account the possibility that the relationship between ethnic fractionaliza-
tion and internal armed conflict may be curvilinear.8

Political instability is captured using a variable that counts the number of years
since the last major change in the political institutions of the state. As a summary
characteristic of the political institutions of a state, I follow common practice and
use the Polity2 score, which reflects the level of institutional democracy on a scale
ranging from –10 (least democratic) to 10 (most democratic). Adhering to the Polity
Project definition, a change in political institutions is conceived of as a three-point
change in the Polity score over a period of 3 years or less, or the end of a transition
period.9

In addition to the level of economic development, conflict history, ethnic dom-
inance, and political instability, I will control for linear and curvilinear effects of
institutional democracy measured as the Polity2 score and the squared Polity2
score. As robustness checks, I also add two dummy variables indicating regime
collapse and transition, respectively, so as to capture the potentially peculiar effects
of these country-years. As mentioned in the theoretical section, I will also interact

8 The data used when coding Ethnic Dominance and the ethnic fractionalization index come from James Fearon
(2003).

9 The data on political institutions come from the Polity Project, Phase IV (Marshall, Gurr, and Davenport 2002),
but I use a variant that has been compiled by Kristian Gleditsch (2003) so as to conform to the list of independent

states by Kristian Gleditsch and Michael Ward (1999). The Polity score that I use is a variant adapted for time-series
analyses called Polity2. In Polity2 years coded –88, indicating periods of transition during which new institutions are
established, are prorated across the span of the transition so as to avoid systematically losing data because of missing
values. Years coded –77, indicating complete collapse of central political authority, are recoded to a ‘‘neutral’’ score
of 0 for the same reason. See http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/polity/index.htm
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the Polity2 score with one of my measures of gender equality, namely with the
percentage women in parliament. Several previous works find a parabolic rela-
tionship between democracy and civil war, entailing that semi-democracies run the
highest risks of being engulfed in civil war. The theoretical rationale provided for
this relationship is basically that in autocracies, the willingness to rebel is likely to be
high, but the opportunities to organize an opposition or rebel movement are often
very limited. Whereas in democracies the opportunity to organize is high, but the
willingness to do so violently is very low, in semi-democracies, both the willingness
and the opportunities to rebel are believed to be quite high (Muller and Weede
1990; Ellingsen and Gleditsch 1997; Benson and Kugler 1998; Ellingsen 2000;
Hegre, Ellingsen, and Gates 2001; Elbadawi and Sambanis 2002).

I will include the natural log of the total population of a state to control for
potential biases arising because of the use of thresholds in terms of the number of
battle-related deaths to define minor armed conflict and war; more populous
countries are more likely to cross these thresholds, especially the higher threshold
of 1,000 combat deaths that define full-scale war.10

Finally, in order to isolate the impact of the ratio of female-to-male higher ed-
ucation attainment, I will also include as a control a measure of the total (female
plus male) education achievement in a country, namely the percentage of the pop-
ulation age 25 and over that has attained secondary school education.11 The in-
dependent variables are listed in Table 1.

TABLE 1. Independent Variables Grouped by Theme

Theme Variables

Gender equality Female state leadership (H1)
Female leader � % women in parliament (H2)
% Women in parliament (H3)
% Women in parliament � critical mass (H4)
% Women in parliament � democracy (H5)
Female/male higher education attainment (H6)

Economic development Log of GDP per capita
Squared log of GDP per capita

Conflict history Number of years since last internal armed conflict
(Peace Years) plus cubic splines
Duration of ongoing conflict
Minor internal armed conflict
Civil war

Ethnic composition Ethnic dominance
Fractionalization
Fractionalization squared

Political stability Years since regime change
Institutional democracy Polity2

Polity2 squared
Total population Log of the total population
Total education Log of percent secondary school attained
Robustness checks Dynastic female leader

Non-dynastic female leader
Regime collapse
Regime transition
Political discrimination index (Minorities at risk)
Freedom house civil liberties index

Note: Most independent variables are lagged 1 year.

10 The source for this data is Gleditsch (2003).
11 The data come from Barro et al. (2001). The natural log is used since this measure is highly skewed.
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Design

I use random effects ordered logistic regression. The ordinal conflict variable ranges
from peace over minor armed conflict to full-scale civil war. By way of including two
dummy variables representing minor intrastate armed conflict in the preceding year
and civil war in the preceding year, respectively, I in effect test for the influence of
the independent variables on changes in the level of conflict. By taking the lagged
dependent variable into account in this way, I also control for state dependence in
armed conflict. Temporal dependence in conflict years is further controlled for
using a variable that, given that an internal armed conflict is ongoing, counts the
number of preceding years with uninterrupted conflict. To control for temporal
dependence between peace years I add a variable counting the number of years with
no internal armed conflict together with natural cubic splines that approximate the
discrete time hazard rates for internal armed conflict (Beck et al. 1998).

I also lag the independent variables.12 The inclusion of lagged independent
variables in combination with a lagged dependent variable (in the form of the two
dummies indicating lagged minor armed conflict and lagged civil war) on the right-
hand side of the equation minimizes the threat to valid inferences that causality may
run from peace to gender equality. In this design, any effects of Y on X occurring
prior to t�1 are likely to be controlled for.

This design, which focuses on changes in the level of intrastate armed conflict,
utilizes much more information than the more traditional analysis of conflict onset.
Instead of treating conflict as a dichotomous phenomenon that is either off or on,
the ordered regressions take into account that there is information available on
three ordered intensity levels of armed conflict. This also means that observations
with ongoing conflict can be retained in the analysis (given appropriate controls for
temporal dependence), instead of being discarded as is the usual practice when
conflict onset is the dependent variable.

Results

Table 2 presents the results of random effects ordered logistic regressions with the
level of intrastate armed conflict as the dependent variable. Model 1 is the Com-
plete Model with all independent variables included. Model 2 is a Trimmed Com-
parison Model. To arrive at Model 2, I used the same independent variables as in
Model 1, except that the six measures of gender equality were left out. I then
stepwise dropped non-significant variables in order of worst significance until all
remaining variables were significant independently or jointly.13 The Trimmed
Comparison Model then includes those variables that are significant (or jointly
significant) at the 0.10 level or better. The third model in Table 2 is the Trimmed
Gender Model, which is obtained using the same procedure but with the measures
for gender equality included from the outset.

The Trimmed Gender Model will be the basis for determining whether my
hypotheses are supported or rejected by the data.14 But first I will comment on the
Trimmed Comparison Model so as to establish a benchmark for comparing what

12 Except ethnic dominance and fractionalization that do not vary over time.
13 I test whether the variable indicating the number of preceding years without internal armed conflict, Peace

Years, is jointly significant with the natural cubic splines. I also test whether the following pairs of variables are jointly
significant, since each pair together may capture a curvilinear effect: Log of GDP per capita t�1 and Squared Log of
GDP per capita t�1; Fractionalization and Squared Fractionalization; and Democracy t�1 and Squared Democracy
t�1. All significance levels reported are for two-tailed tests.

14 The differences between Models 1 and 3 are that all variables that were non-significant in Model 1 are left out
of Model 3, and that the variable counting years since regime change loses significance so that this variable also fails
to make it to the trimmed Model 3. The stepwise elimination of non-significant variables has no important con-
sequences for the remaining variables, i.e., all those variables that are significant from the outset in Model 1. The
results of Model 3 are not affected if the measure for political stability is allowed to remain in the model.
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happens when a gender perspective is introduced. Overall, the Trimmed Com-
parison Model agrees with previous research. The Log of GDP per Capita at t�1

and its squared term are significant, indicating that there is a parabolic relationship
between economic development and the level of conflict within a state. This par-
abolic relationship in this specification is skewed so that countries with a logged
GDP per capita near the 33rd percentile of this variable (corresponding to about
1,045 dollars) run the highest risk of suffering the pains of civil war. The very
poorest countries face a somewhat lower risk of civil war, whereas the richest
countries are the least likely to experience civil war. All variables reflecting conflict
history are statistically significant (jointly or independently, as indicated above),
demonstrating that there is temporal dependence in peace as well as in intrastate
armed conflict, and state dependence in the level of intrastate armed conflict. There
is no significant effect of Ethnic Dominance, but Fractionalization and Fractional-
ization Squared are jointly significant (p ¼ .019). The measure for political insta-
bility, Years Since Regime Change, t�1, is not included in the Trimmed
Comparison Model as this variable was not statistically significant. Democracy

TABLE 2. Explanation of the Level of Intrastate Armed Conflict

Complete
Model

Trimmed Comparison
Model

Trimmed Gender
Model

Female state leader (H1) 0.90 (0.68) F Dropped
Female leader t�1 � percent

women in parliament t�1 (H2)
� 0.13 (0.089) F Dropped

Percent women in parliament
t�1 (H3)

� 0.054nnn (0.019) F � 0.041nn (0.017)

Percent women in parliament
t�1 � Critical Mass (H4)

0.028 (0.030) F Dropped

Percent women in parliament
t�1 � democracy t�1 (H5)

� 0.0064nn (0.0025) F � 0.0065nnn (0.0024)

Female/male higher
education t�1 (H6)

� 1.51nnn (0.57) F � 1.23nn (0.59)

Log of GDP per Capita t�1 3.24nnn (1.13) 2.07nn (0.81) 3.19nnn (1.11)
Squared log of GDP per capita

t�1

� 0.21nnn (0.075) � 0.15nnn (0.054) � 0.20nnn (0.073)

Peace years � 0.17 (0.22) � 0.21 (0.18) � 0.19 (0.21)
Spline 1 � 0.00042 (0.010) � 0.0011 (0.0086) � .00076 (0.0096)
Spline 2 � 0.00069 (0.0035) � 0.00088 (0.0030) � 0.00069 (0.0033)
Spline 3 0.00031 (0.00067) 0.00063 (0.00057) 0.00040 (0.00064)
Minor conflict t�1 2.66nnn (0.43) 2.85nnn (0.36) 2.69nnn (0.41)
Civil war t�1 5.43nnn (0.49) 5.87nnn (0.42) 5.64nnn (0.47)
Duration of ongoing conflict 0.089nnn (0.012) 0.066nnn (0.010) 0.084nnn (0.013)
Ethnic dominance � 0.27 (0.38) Dropped Dropped
Fractionalization 7.68n (4.04) 2.78 (1.86) 3.15 (1.97)
Squared fractionalization � 6.87n (4.05) � 1.49 (1.73) � 2.14 (1.89)
Years since regime change t�1 � 0.0093nn (0.0043) Dropped Dropped
Democracy t�1 0.061nnn (0.022) 0.023n (0.014) 0.070nnn (0.023)
Squared democracy t�1 � 0.0094nnn (0.0035) � 0.011nnn (0.0028) � 0.012nnn (0.0032)
Log of total population t�1 0.33nnn (0.084) 0.33nnn (0.071) 0.30nnn (0.097)
Log of percent secondary

school attained
� 0.27n (0.16) � 0.22nn (0.11) � 0.29nn (0.15)

Cut-point 1 17.62nnn (4.37) 12.70nnn (3.14) 16.36nnn (4.36)
Cut-point 2 21.60nnn (4.40) 16.29nnn (3.16) 20.29nnn (4.38)
Observations/countries 3182/106 3820/112 3204/107

Standard errors in parentheses.
nSignificant at 10%; nnSignificant at 5%; nnnSignificant at 1%.
GDP, Gross Domestic Product.
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and Squared Democracy are both significant, indicating a curvilinear impact so that
the level of conflict tends to be highest in semi-democracies near the middle of the
democracy scale. The log of the total population is significantly associated with
higher levels of conflict, whereas the log of the total education attainment is sig-
nificantly associated with lower levels of conflict. To sum up, in the process of
deriving the Trimmed Comparison Model, all variables end up being significant
and having the right sign, except Ethnic Dominance and Years Since Regime
Change at t�1.

Let us now turn to how the hypotheses fare in the test. The indicator of female
state leadership has the wrong sign and is not significant in the Complete Model,
and it fails to make it to the Trimmed Gender Model. Consequently, H1 (states with
a woman leader have lower levels of internal armed conflict than states with a man
as its highest leader) is rejected. As noted earlier, this variable is probably the
weakest indicator of gender equality used in this study.

H2 (the higher the rate of female representation in parliament, the stronger the
pacifying effect of female state leadership will be) takes into account the possibility that
it is support from other women in influential positions that enables women leaders to
exert their distinct influence. Although it has the right sign in the complete model, the
interaction term between the female state leadership indicator and the rate of female
parliamentary representation is not significant, and it fails to make it to the Trimmed
Gender Model. This auxiliary hypothesis is thus rejected.

There is, however, a significant pacifying effect of the rate of female representation
in parliament in the Complete Gender Model as well as in the Trimmed Gender
Model. H3 (the higher the rate of female representation in parliament, the lower a
state’s level of intrastate armed conflict will be) is thus supported. The interaction
term between the rate of female representation in parliament and the critical mass
indicator is far from significant, and H4 (female representation in parliament does
not affect the level of intrastate armed conflict until representation exceeds one-
third) is rejected. H5 (the more democratic the state, the stronger the pacifying effect
of female representation in parliament will be) is supported in the Complete Model
as well as in the Trimmed Gender Model. There is, thus, both a direct effect of
female parliamentary representation lowering the level of internal armed conflict
(H3), as well as a likewise benign effect of the rate of female parliamentary rep-
resentation in interaction with the level of institutional democracy (H5). The latter
effect means that female parliamentary representation strengthens the pacifying
effect of democracy, or that the level of institutional democracy reinforces the pac-
ifying impact of female parliamentary representation, which is the same thing in
statistical terms. The auxiliary essentialist argument about the importance of a min-
imum critical mass of female parliamentary representation (H4) is, however, redun-
dant in this context; the pacifying effect of female parliamentary representation
pertains to the rate of representation in general and not specifically to rates of
representation exceeding one-third. H6 (the higher the female-to-male higher ed-
ucation attainment ratio, the lower a state’s level of intrastate armed conflict will be)
is supported in the Complete Model as well as in the Trimmed Gender Model.

Taken together, the results for H3, H5, and H6 show that gender equality is
indeed associated with lower levels of armed conflict within a state, as predicted.
The signs of the coefficients tell us that in any given year, more equal societies are
less likely to go from peace to civil war and more likely to enter peace if a civil war is
ongoing, compared with less equal societies.15 That the female leadership indicator

15 The direction of the effects for changes to and from the middle category, i.e., minor intrastate armed conflict
in this case, is not possible to infer unambiguously from just the signs of the coefficients. Calculations not reported
here confirm, however, that gender equality tends to reduce the risk of escalation from peace to minor conflict, and
from minor conflict to war, and to increase the chance of de-escalation from war to minor conflict, and from minor
conflict to peace.
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(H1), and the two essentialist auxiliary hypotheses (H2 and H4), fared less well in
the test should not, in my view, be viewed as weakening this overall conclusion.

Figure 1 illustrates how the relationship between economic development and
intrastate armed conflict differs between the Trimmed Gender Model and the
Trimmed Comparison Model.

In Figure 1, the y-axis represents the predicted risk that intrastate armed conflict
will erupt (either minor conflict or full-scale civil war) in a country that was at peace
the preceding year. Curve A illustrates the effect of the Log of GDP per Capita at t�1

in the Trimmed Comparison Model. Curves B and C are based on the Trimmed
Gender Model and illustrate the impact of two different levels of the Female-to-
Male Higher Education Attainment Ratio. Curve B represents the risk at the 10th
percentile of the Female-to-Male Higher Education Attainment, and Curve C rep-
resents the risk at the 90th percentile of this variable. The difference between the
shapes of Curve A and the other two curves shows what happens to the relationship
between economic development and conflict when gender equality is taken into
account. The slope on the right side of the top of Curve A is much longer than the
slope on the left side, indicating that the wealthiest societies face the lowest risk of
armed conflict. The rounded top slightly to the left of the middle of Curve A may be
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Curve A: Effect of Log of GDP per capita at t–1 in the Trimmed Comparison Model  

Curve B: Female to Male Higher Education Ratio set at 10 th percentile  
(Cameroon in 1974, ratio=0.27) 

Curve C: Female to Male Higher Education Ratio set at 90 th percentile  
(Panama in 1989, ratio=0.99) 

The remaining variables were set at their means with the following exceptions: 
Peace Years (plus Splines): median 
Minor Conflict at t–1: 0 
Civil War at t–1: 0 
Duration of Conflict: 0 
Log of GDP per capita at t–1: not altered, same as in data 
Squared Log of GDP per capita at t–1: not altered, same as in data 

The predicted probabilities are based on the Trimmed Comparison Model (Curve A) and the 
Trimmed Gender Model (Curves B and C). 

FIG. 1. Predicted Risk of Armed Conflict Given Log of GDP per Capita at t�1, with and without
Female-to-Male Higher Education Attainment Ratio at t�1
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interpreted as representing instability associated with modernization. Curves B and
C are based on the Trimmed Gender Model, and are, in contrast, almost perfectly
symmetrical so that the richest countries no longer are any less susceptible to in-
ternal armed conflict than the poorest countries. The highest predicted risk of civil
war is furthermore located more to the right on the axis representing the log of
GDP per capita at t�1, indicating that relatively wealthy countries are most suscep-
tible to conflict once gender equality is controlled for. In Curve A, the highest risk of
civil war is predicted for countries about as poor as, for example, Fiji in 1973, with a
GDP per capita of 1,045 dollars. In Curves B and C, the highest risk is predicted for
countries about as wealthy as, for example, Nicaragua in 1988, with a GDP per
capita of 2,623 dollars. Taken together, these changes show that the pacifying effect
of wealth is dramatically weakened when gender equality is taken into account. In
particular, the relative peacefulness of the richest countries compared with the
poorest countries is eradicated. The rounded top that may be interpreted as the
destabilizing effect of modernization is still evident when controlling for gender
equality, and a country must now achieve a much higher level of wealth until
further economic progress brings stability instead of increased risk of conflict. The
difference between Curves B and C illustrates the impact of the ratio of female-to-
male higher education attainment.

In my data set as well as in some previous studies (see, e.g., Kenworthy and
Malami 1999), there is a significant positive association between the level of eco-
nomic development and gender equality. This implies that gender equality in re-
lation to the statistical association between economic development and domestic
peace may be an intervening variable. The result that the pacifying impact of
national wealth is weakened in the Trimmed Gender Model is in line with this
interpretation. Thus, whereas it seems that the destabilizing influence of modern-
ization is relatively independent of the role of gender equality, the arguments about
the deterrent effect of rich and powerful states and the opportunity costs for taking
up arms in affluent societies are undermined by the introduction of measures of
gender equality. It appears that national wealth exerts its pacifying influence
through higher levels of gender equality rather than through deterrence or op-
portunity costs. In this light, the arguments about deterrence and opportunity costs
seem redundant.

In the Trimmed Comparison Model, there was a significant direct effect of the
level of institutional democracy in the shape of a slightly skewed inverted ‘‘U,’’ so
that the level of conflict tends to be highest in semi-democracies near the middle of
the democracy scale and lowest in full democracies. All three curves in Figure 2 are
based on the Trimmed Gender Model and together illustrate how the rate of female
parliamentary representation interacts with the level of institutional democracy so
as to reduce the risk of conflict onset. Again, the y-axis represents the predicted risk
that either of the two levels of intrastate armed conflict will erupt in a country that
was at peace. Curve D shows the predicted risk of conflict onset at the 10th
percentile of the variable reflecting the rate of female parliamentary representa-
tion. Curves E and F illustrate the risks at the 50th and the 90th percentiles,
respectively. For any given level of democracy, the difference between the risks
indicated by the three curves represents the impact of political gender equality, and
this impact increases with higher levels of democracy. In the least democratic so-
cieties, the effect of political gender equality is even reversed, that is, states with
higher rates of female parliamentary representation appear to be slightly more at
risk of experiencing intrastate armed conflict. The countries that, at the same time,
have high levels of female parliamentary representation and low levels of democ-
racy are predominantly one-party socialist states. Perhaps, these regimes are es-
pecially susceptible to intrastate armed conflict or prone to appointing female
parliamentarians for ideological reasons even if gender relations in reality remain
very unequal.
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The interaction effect illustrated in Figure 2 can also be interpreted in terms of
the impact of institutional democracy. Only in Curve F, that is, the case with the
highest rate of female parliamentary representation, are the most democratic so-
cieties any less susceptible to intrastate armed conflict than the least democratic
societies. Looking at Curve D, we find that full democracies with parliaments com-
pletely dominated by men are clearly more prone to intrastate armed conflict than
total dictatorships. In other words, in the absence of political gender equality, in-
stitutional democracy has no pacifying impact with regard to the level of intrastate
armed conflict. The remaining controls generally behave as expected and have
almost the same impact in the Trimmed Gender Model as in the Trimmed Com-
parison Model.

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the consequences of integrating a gender perspective
for two causes of civil peace that are central in previous research: level of economic
development and democracy. The figures also show that the impact of gender
equality on the risk of intrastate armed conflict is substantial. Table 3 further dem-
onstrates the substantive importance of gender equality relative to the other de-
terminants of intrastate conflict. The first four rows of Table 3 report the difference
between the predicted risk of conflict onset when a variable is at its 10th percentile
and when it is at its 90th percentile. The fifth row shows the predicted risks when
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Curve D: Percent Women in Parliament set at 10th percentile 
(Pakistan in 1990, 0 % women) 

Curve E: Percent Women in Parliament set at median  
(Israel in 1992, 6.7% women) 

Curve F: Percent Women in Parliament set at 90th percentile 
(Nicaragua in 1984, 21.6% women) 

The remaining variables were set at their means with the following exceptions: 
Peace Years (plus Splines): median 
Minor Conflict at t–1: 0 
Civil War at t–1: 0 
Duration of Conflict: 0 
Democracy at t–1: not altered, same as in data 
Democracy Squared at t–1: not altered, same as in data 
The predicted probabilities are based on the Trimmed Gender Model. 

FIG. 2. Predicted Risk of Armed Conflict Given Female Parliamentary Representation and
Democracy
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both the significant measures of gender equality are at their 10th percentile and
when both are at their 90th percentile. The last three rows report predicted risks
for three variables with curvilinear relationships to intrastate armed conflict: eco-
nomic development, ethnic fractionalization, and democracy. For these three var-
iables, the reported difference in risk pertains to the 10th percentile and the point
of maximum risk (which corresponds to a level lower than the 90th percentile for
all three variables).

In Table 3, the ratio of female-to-male higher education attainment has the sec-
ond strongest impact (3.38%), surpassed only by the log of the total population
(5.04%). The third largest effect is that of total education attainment (3.34%), fol-
lowed by the rate of female parliamentary representation (3.03%). As Figure 2
shows, the effect of female parliamentary representation is even stronger in inter-
action with higher levels of democracy. Clearly, in terms of substantial importance,
the two gender equality measures are in league with the other determinants of the
level of intrastate armed conflict. What is more, it is natural to consider the joint
effect of the ratio of female-to-male higher education attainment and female par-
liamentary representation as these two measures may be viewed as different aspects
of gender equality in a broader sense. The level of conflict in any given year is
heavily influenced by the level of conflict the preceding year, but among the re-
maining determinants of intrastate armed conflict, gender equality then emerges as
the strongest (6.87%).

Summary and Conclusions

In this study, I have shown that gender equality, measured as the percentage
women in parliament and the ratio of female-to-male higher education attainment,
is associated with lower levels of armed conflict within a country. These results
agree well with Caprioli’s finding that gender equality, measured as fertility rate
and percent women in the labor force, is associated with lower risks of intrastate
conflict onset. I also found a statistically significant pacifying effect of the percent-
age women in parliament in interaction with the level of institutional democracy.
The indicator for female state leadership is, however, not statistically significant.

I find no support for the notion that it is support from below from other women
in influential positions that enable women leaders to make a distinct feminine
imprint on policy. Similarly, the argument that the rate of female representation
must reach a minimum critical mass (equal to about one-third) before it has any

TABLE 3. Relative Impact of Independent Variablesn

Variable(s)
P conflict at

10th percentile (%)
P conflict at 90th

percentile or max P (%) Difference (%)

Female/male higher education 5.93 2.55 3.38
% women in parliament (direct eff.) 5.25 2.23 3.02
Log of total population 1.97 7.01 � 5.04
Total education 6.01 2.67 3.34
Both genders measures 8.41 1.54 6.87
Log of GDP per capita 2.05 3.68 � 1.63
Fractionalization 1.79 4.20 � 2.41
Democracy 1.04 3.42 � 2.38

GDP, Gross Domestic Product.
n The predicted probabilities pertain to the risk that minor intrastate armed conflict or civil war will erupt in a
country that was at peace the preceding year, based on the Trimmed Gender Model. All remaining variables are set
at their mean, except Duration of Ongoing Conflict, Minor Internal Armed Conflict, and Civil War that are set at
zero, and Peace Years (plus Splines), which is set at the median.
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noticeable effect is contradicted by the results. The pacifying effect of female par-
liamentary representation pertains to the rate of representation in general, and not
specifically to levels of representation exceeding one-third. The critical mass ar-
gument thus seems redundant. On another note, it is sometimes speculated that
systems biased toward masculine values tend to promote women with such values,
and that female representation may thus be inconsequential unless this underlying
masculine dominance is broken (see, e.g., Sykes 1993). This argument appears
superfluous in the context dealt with here since female parliamentary represen-
tation is associated with lower levels of intrastate armed conflict.

The relationship between level of economic development and intrastate armed
conflict changes when the gender aspect is taken into account. When no measures
of gender equality were included in the analysis, a skewed parabolic relationship
between level of economic development and intrastate conflict was statistically sig-
nificant. Its shape was such that countries roughly at the 33rd percentile of the
logged GDP per capita variable faced the gravest dangers of intrastate armed con-
flict, the richest countries being the least likely to experience higher levels of in-
trastate armed conflict, whereas the risk that the very poorest countries will
experience higher levels of intrastate armed conflict is in between the risks facing
the somewhat less poor states and the economically more developed states. This
skewed parabolic shape can be interpreted as reflecting simultaneously the conflict-
generating effects of modernization, and the pacifying effects of having a wealthy
state.

But this relationship changes when the gender aspect is taken into account so
that the richest countries no longer are any less likely to experience higher levels of
intrastate armed conflict than the poorest countries. There is still an effect in the
shape of an inverted ‘‘U’’ that can reasonably be interpreted as reflecting the pains
of modernization, but the pacifying effects of having a very wealthy state are no
longer evident. This leads me to question the credibility of two major arguments
that have been advanced as explanations for why the richest countries are the least
troubled by intrastate armed conflict, namely that the richer states are so powerful
that they deter potential rebels and that the high opportunity costs of becoming a
rebel in an affluent society discourage rebellion. It appears instead that the pac-
ifying influence of economic development operates through a positive effect on
gender equality, and that the arguments about deterrence and opportunity costs
are superfluous at best.

Although I find that gender equality is associated with lower levels of intrastate
armed conflict, my results are more ambiguous when it comes to determining how
the causal mechanism connecting gender equality and peace operates. Further
specification and disentanglement of the relationship between gender equality and
peace are, in the light of the findings presented in this study, an important area for
future research.

Achieving equality between men and women would mean rectifying a grave
social injustice and would directly improve the lives of most women and girls. Also,
many men would arguably benefit in various ways from being liberated from the
demands imposed by a rigid gender hierarchy. What is more, this study, together
with Caprioli’s (2005) recent article, shows that gender equality may confer im-
portant indirect benefits as well by way of reducing the risk of armed conflict
ripping societies apart from within.

Appendix: Robustness Checks16

As a first robustness check, I test what happens to the impact of female state lead-
ership if two dummy variables, one indicating dynastic women leaders and the

16 The regressions are available from the author on request.
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other non-dynastic women leaders, are added to the Trimmed Gender Model.17

Neither type of women leader is, however, significantly associated with the level of
intrastate armed conflict.

As a second robustness check, I add two dummy variables, representing regime
collapse and regime transition, respectively, as coded in Polity2. This controls for
any peculiar effects that may have been hidden by the way in which Polity2 was
adapted to time-series analyses. Neither collapse nor transition is significant.

Third, I check whether the pacifying effects of gender equality could reflect
overall equality in society sooner than just gender equality. Corresponding mea-
sures that together would capture general equality in this sense, for example, mi-
nority state leadership and minority representation in parliament, are not available
for longer time series and broad cross-sections of states. I instead use two reason-
able proxies that are available for relatively long periods of time and a large number
of states, namely the Political Discrimination Index from the Minorities at Risk
project, and the Civil Liberties Index compiled by Freedom House. The Political
Discrimination Index measures the extent to which politically active ethnic groups
face discrimination in terms of representation in political office and political par-
ticipation. This measure is available for the years 1980–2000, but only for countries
in which the Minorities at Risk project has coded the presence of at least one
politically active ethnic group (Minorities at Risk 2003). The Civil Liberties Index
reflects the degree to which states uphold the following civil liberties: freedom of
expression, assembly, association, education, and religion; an established and gen-
erally equitable system of rule of law; free economic activity; and equality of op-
portunity. This yearly index covers all states since 1972 (Freedom House 2004).
When added one at a time to the Trimmer Gender Model, neither the Political
Discrimination Index nor the Civil Liberties Index is significant.18

Most studies on the causes of internal armed conflict and civil war have relied on
a dichotomous indicator of internal armed conflict and used conflict onset as the
dependent variable. As a final robustness check, I repeat my tests using this more
traditional design. In these tests, the dependent variable is thus a dichotomous
indicator of the onset of intrastate armed conflict in the form of either minor armed
conflict or full-scale civil war. When spells of ongoing conflict last more than 1 year,
I drop all but the first year. Considerable information about the variation in in-
trastate conflict is discarded in these tests, but the ratio of female-to-male higher
education attainment remains strongly and statistically significantly associated with
lower levels of intrastate armed conflict.
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