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ABSTRACT 
States respond to dissent with repressive means to stay in power. However, there are observed 

variations in how violently this repressive behavior actually is. Drawing on theories using 

gender inequality as one of the main, but often dismissed, determinants of violence and armed 

conflict, the thesis hypothesizes that attitudes to gender equality can help explain the variations 

in state repression. The theoretical argument is grounded in how gender norms characterized 

by militarized masculinities shape conflict norms since it is related to how ‘others’ in general 

are treated in society. By employing regression analysis, and testing the relationship between 

gender equality, operationalized through the Women’s Political Empowerment Index, and state 

repression in relation to a maximalist campaign, I found statistical support for the hypothesis 

that at higher levels of gender equality, repression is less likely to be extreme. The results also 

suggest that previous repressive behavior matters and that the severity of repression depends on 

the primary method of resistance within the campaign as well. The thesis thus further reinforces 

the importance of incorporating gender equality when attempting to explain collective violence.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

From the Rose Revolution in Georgia to the Lord’s Resistance Army in Uganda and on to the 

Arab Spring in the Middle East and North Africa, violent and nonviolent uprisings in pursuit of 

political change burst out all over the world. Some are met with accommodation and a peaceful 

transition is possible while others are met with brutality and become violently suppressed by 

security forces. What explains this extreme variation in state behavior? In general, repression 

is seen as rational behavior by a regime who sees the dissent as a threat to the political system 

it relies on and accommodation could in many cases be considered costlier than repression 

(deMeritt 2016). There is broad consensus in the repression-dissent literature that dissent will 

almost always result in some sort of state repression (Davenport 2007a). A regime will not, and 

cannot, sit idly by a movement which challenges the status quo within its territory but will 

respond by for instance media censorship, sanctions, imprisonment, disappearances or even 

extra-judicial killings (ibid). Still, there is variation in how a state chooses to act in the face of 

dissent. Repression scholars have attempted to explain the severity of state repression by regime 

type (Davenport 2007b), the cooperation of security forces (Koren 2014) and type of dissent 

(Carey 2010). However, so far, none of the most frequently cited articles within this literature 

(Poe and Tate 1994; Carey 2006; Davenport 2007b) has explored the possibility that the level 

of gender equality could affect how a state chooses to act in the face of dissent. 

Considerable evidence has been put forward claiming that positive attitudes to gender 

equality, both on the individual and state level, are related to more tolerance and less hostility 

in general toward other states (Tessler and Warriner 1997; Caprioli 2000; Caprioli and Boyer 

2001; Melander 2005; Brooks and Valentino 2011; Bjarnegård, 2017; Bjarnegård and Melander 

2017). As of now, this finding has been proven robust across time and space as well as in 

different contexts (Forsberg and Olsson 2016). Previous research has emphasized various 

explanations related to gender norms as important to analyzing this relationship. Some scholars 

stress that norms of how women are valued in society transfer to how ‘others’ in general are 

viewed and thereby how to handle political opponents (Bjarnegård and Melander 2017). 

Another work highlights honor ideology, a combination of patriarchal values and ideas of 

masculine toughness, as the explanation to why some men turn to violence while others do not 

(Bjarnegård, Brounéus and Melander 2017). This is also associated with the concept of 

militarized masculinities which Caprioli (2000) claims is the determining factor. Certainly, it is 

difficult to pinpoint exactly what it is within attitudes to gender equality that makes some people 

more prone to violence than others, but the relationship has not yet been contested (Bjarnegård 
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et al 2015). In the light of recent research’s emphasis on the connection between gender 

inequality and armed conflict, this thesis will investigate whether the level of gender equality 

in a country can explain how a state responds to an organized challenge to the state. This type 

of challenge is sometimes referred to as a maximalist campaign which means that the uprising 

is coordinated, involves mass participation and claims maximalist goals, i.e. regime change, 

removal of a foreign occupier or secession. The campaign can be either violent or nonviolent 

and is by nature extra-institutional (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013). Given recent research’s 

emphasis on the connection between gender equality and violence, there is a need to include 

attitudes to gender equality in the repression-dissent literature as well. In this thesis, I will build 

on previous research which uses gender inequality as the explanatory factor to why a state 

chooses to use violence toward its own citizens or toward other states. Subsequently, the 

research question is: 

 

How does the level of gender equality affect state repression toward a maximalist campaign? 

 

The causes, characteristics and effects of repression have been widely explored by 

several scholars. So far, there has only been one study making the connection between human 

rights abuses and gender equality. In his study, Melander (2005b) found that higher levels of 

political gender equality, operationalized through percentage of women in parliament, had a 

decreasing effect on the level of personal integrity rights abuses carried out by a state. This 

thesis will more closely examine the proposed explanatory power of gender equality in relation 

to state-sponsored violence. Rather than looking at human rights abuses in general, I will study 

the severity of repression in relation to a resistance campaign. I will also make the distinction 

between violent and nonviolent campaigns, contributing to the civil resistance literature as well. 

Further, the thesis will also be among the first to use the newly developed Women’s Political 

Empowerment Index (Sundström, Paxton, Wang and Lindberg 2017) as the main independent 

variable measuring gender equality in a country. The purpose with this study is thus to make a 

contribution within the field of state repression and dissent and to put gender equality as a 

determinant of violence under a hard test.  

The thesis hypothesizes that countries that are more gender equal will experience less 

violent repression during a maximalist campaign. Building on the robust finding of the 

relationship between gender inequality and armed conflict, I add a new aspect, namely state 

repression toward civil resistance campaigns. This has important implications as the success of 

mostly nonviolent movements could be dependent on the type of repression they face, 
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connected to the concept of political jiu-jitsu (Sutton, Butcher and Svensson 2014). The causal 

story explaining how gender equality affects state repression is grounded in the argument of 

gender norms and conflict norms. When the level of gender equality is low, gender norms will 

be characterized by militarized masculinities and thereby, the tolerance towards ‘others’ is also 

lower (Bjarnegård and Melander 2017). Violence as a means to resolve conflicts and maintain 

political order is more widely accepted and considered legitimate, which ultimately would lead 

to the choice of violent methods of repression by the state. On the other hand, if a country is 

characterized by positive attitudes to gender equality, the gender stereotypical roles will be less 

prominent and there would be tolerance toward other groups to a larger extent and thereby, 

violence would not be accepted. It is important to emphasize that I do not aim to study the effect 

of gender equality on repression in general but rather I employ a narrower focus and only study 

repression in relation to a resistance campaign. 

The research question will be studied through statistical analysis of maximalist 

campaigns from the Nonviolent and Violent Campaigns and Outcomes (NAVCO) Data Project, 

limited in time to the period 1977-2013 (Chenoweth forthcoming). By using logistic regression, 

I investigate the relationship between the independent variable, gender equality, operationalized 

through the Women’s Political Empowerment Index, and the dependent variable, repression, as 

coded in the NAVCO 2 dataset. The results suggest that gender equality has a significant effect 

on state repression toward a maximalist campaign and the findings hold when controlling for 

economic development, level of democracy and military rule. I also find statistical support for 

explanations suggested by previous research, including method of resistance and previous 

repressive behavior. The findings presented in this study are interesting since they present new 

aspects to the repression-dissent literature and further strengthens the need to incorporate 

gender equality in discussions about violence.  

The thesis begins with a presentation of the theoretical framework, where I build on 

previous research on both repression and the relationship between gender inequality and armed 

conflict to develop my own causal mechanism. In the ensuing chapter on research methodology, 

I introduce my dataset and demonstrate how I test the hypothesis. Thereafter, the empirical 

findings will be presented, followed by an analysis and critical discussion of the results along 

with alternative explanations. In the conclusion, I will summarize the findings and give 

suggestions for future research.  
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 

To explain the relationship between gender equality and state behavior, I first turn to the current 

literature addressing state repression and then move on to demonstrating why gender equality 

should matter in this context. The chapter will end by presenting the causal mechanism and the 

hypothesis that the thesis sets out to test. 

 

2.1 Previous research 

2.1.1 State repression and dissent: key concepts 

The research on the relationship between repression and dissent1 can be separated into two 

groups: the first one using repression as the outcome or dependent variable and the other one 

using repression as the cause or independent variable (Carey 2006). This thesis will focus on 

the former one, as given by the research question. First, there is a need to theoretically define 

the key concepts related to this literature. State repression is defined as “"any actions taken by 

[government] authorities to impede mobilization, harass and intimidate activists, divide 

organizations, and physically assault, arrest, imprison, and/or kill movement participants" 

(Stockdill 1996:126). The limitation to only state actions already in the definition has 

sometimes been criticized in the repression literature since private actors also could be involved 

(Earl 2003) but it is the focus in this thesis and Stockdill’s definition is therefore useful. 

Repression can be targeted or indiscriminate, and nonviolent or violent (Davenport 2007a, 3). 

Repressive actions include for instance restrictions on civil liberties, political imprisonments, 

and extrajudicial killings. In this study, it is in general understood as a means to stop the citizens 

who are challenging the status quo in a country. Thus, the focus is on repression toward a 

movement, and not on coercion or human rights abuses in general. This thesis will use the 

definition of a campaign as presented by Chenoweth and Stephan in their groundbreaking study 

from 2011. The authors define a resistance campaign “as a series of observable, continuous 

tactics in pursuit of a political objective” (2011, 16). I will further narrow the focus to only 

maximalist campaigns, which means that there must be at least 1000 people participating and 

an explicit coordinated goal of achieving either regime change, secession or the removal of a 

foreign occupier. To be further classified as nonviolent, the campaign must rely mainly on 

nonviolent tactics, such as sit-ins, boycotts or demonstrations. To be defined as violent, the 

participants directly threaten or harm their opponents physically (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013). 

                                                           
1 The terms “campaign”, “movement” and “dissent” are used interchangeably in this thesis. 
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2.1.2 What explains repression? 

The literature on repression (also commonly referred to as human rights abuses) is extensive 

and previous research attempting to explain the type and scope of repression have emphasized 

several factors as crucial to describing why and under what circumstances a state chooses to 

repress its own citizens. In general, scholars assume that states are rational actors that react to 

any threats that could potentially result in them having to give up their power (Davenport and 

Inman 2012, 621; deMeritt 2016). It is a way to signal resolve, to deter more people from 

joining, and also to increase the cost for the people already participating in the resistance 

(Svensson 2017). In their review study, Chenoweth, Perkoski and Kang (2017) conclude that 

there are six consensus findings in the literature connecting repression and nonviolent 

resistance. Of these, three are highly relevant to this thesis: that nonviolent dissent leads to less 

severe repression than violent dissent, the “law of coercive responsiveness”, and the “domestic 

democratic peace” argument. These three often highlighted as the core findings within the 

repression-dissent literature (Davenport 2007a; DeMeritt 2016) overall and are presented below 

since they all carry important implications for this study. 

To begin with, there is consensus concerning the fact that violent dissent triggers more 

violent repression than nonviolent dissent (Chenoweth, Perkoski and Kang 2017). Davenport 

(1995) theorizes that the reason to this is two-fold. First, when a movement uses violence, they 

are perceived as a more severe threat to the security of the citizens and to the political system. 

Therefore, it becomes crucial to preclude any such attempts as soon as they are initiated. 

Second, a violent campaign can rightfully be met with violent response, but if a regime applies 

violent methods to suppress a nonviolent uprising, that will challenge the regime’s legitimacy 

to a much larger extent. More of its citizens could join the uprising in protest and/or stop trusting 

the political system. Therefore, it entails a higher risk for the decision-makers to repress a 

nonviolent movement since it cannot be considered proportional to the resistance and thereby 

not legitimate (Davenport 1995, 67). This finding is supported by empirical evidence (Carey 

2010; Chenoweth and Perkoski 2017). Carey (2010) finds that the only type of dissent that 

further increases the probability of repression onset is guerrilla warfare, compared to for 

instance demonstrations or riots. Still, as will be explained below, it has also been shown that 

most states will use repressive actions toward all kinds of movements, both violent and 

nonviolent. Thus, even though a nonviolent campaign is perhaps not perceived as immediate a 

threat as a violent movement, the state cannot ignore their existence, and this could explain the 

fact that nonviolent movements are also exposed to repressive actions. What becomes 
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interesting to study is thus the choice of repressive tactics used by the repressive agent, the state, 

and what explains this variation.  

Secondly, scholars agree on what Davenport (2007a, 7) termed the “law of coercive 

responsiveness”, which means that in the face of dissent, repression is certain. Both violent and 

nonviolent campaigns are per se expected to result in some sort of repression since they 

challenge the status quo in the country with their maximalist goals. Nonviolent uprisings also 

attract large numbers of people engaging in visible collective actions and are in nature extra-

institutional (Svensson 2017). The rational behavior for a regime that wants to stay in power 

would thus usually be to reduce the leverage of any such attempts. For a government in such a 

situation, it can sometimes be less costly to repress than to give concessions (deMeritt 2016). 

Nevertheless, repression is also one of the key arguments as to why nonviolent campaigns are 

more successful than violent campaigns according to Chenoweth and Stephan (2011). When 

governments order the use of violence against a peaceful movement, it can lead to shifts in the 

loyalty towards the regime. If these loyalty shifts occur among the pillars of support, for 

instance the armed/security forces or the bureaucracy, it can result in the ultimate success of a 

movement as a consequence of this backfire mechanism (Sutton, Butcher, Svensson 2014). The 

“law of coercive responsiveness” is relevant to the thesis since it concerns the dependent 

variable and explains why it can be assumed that there will always be repression. 

Thirdly, the regime type affects the type and scope of state repression which is usually 

referred to as “the domestic democratic peace” where the underlying argument to why 

democracy matter is rather straightforward (Davenport 2007b). When a government has been 

elected, they need to uphold the support of the people to stay in power and thus they are less 

inclined to use coercion since they will be held accountable. The argument is in detail grounded 

in two main components of a democracy commonly referred to as voice and veto (ibid, 132). 

First, by voice Davenport points to the importance of specific elements within a democracy, 

namely electoral competition and participation. By using their voice, the citizens (those that 

would be repressed) have power over the government. Second, repression is costlier for a 

government in a democracy since they are under supervision from both official and unofficial 

political actors who can vote them out of office, something Davenport refers to as veto through 

executive constraints. There is thus both mass-oriented mechanisms as well as elite-oriented 

ones which both respectively decreases the probability of repression (ibid 132-133). When there 

is a certain level of democracy in a country, regimes will thus act differently, namely not use 

force to the same extent and with the same intensity as an authoritarian or hybrid regime would 

(Davenport 2007a; Chenoweth, Perkoski and Kang 2017, 1958). Further, Davenport and 
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Armstrong (2004) found that it is only above a certain level of democracy (namely 7 on the 

Polity2 scale2) that an increase in democracy level leads to a decrease in repression. Below that 

level, a change in democracy level has no effect on government repression (Davenport and 

Armstrong 2004). Another theory complementing this finding suggests a U-formed relationship 

between democracy and dissent, also called the More Murder in the Middle (MMM) hypothesis 

(Fein 1995). The argument is that in a totally authoritarian state, the government has full control 

and there is no need for violent repression as there is no expressed dissent (deMeritt 2016). In 

a full democracy on the other hand, it works as explained above where the government will be 

held accountable and repression will be very costly. Life integrity abuses will therefore be most 

present in partly free states (Fein 1995). However, this curvilinear relationship has also been 

challenged when it concerns countries that are experiencing a political conflict, an argument 

which has empirical support (Davenport 2007b, 173-174). When Davenport examines how 

several types of political conflict, namely violent dissent, civil war and interstate war, affect the 

pacifying effect of voice and veto on repression, he finds that the domestic democratic peace is 

not as safe anymore (ibid, 180). Other scholars have disaggregated the democratic concept into 

smaller parts, for instance elections and constitutional structure, to see how well they explain 

repression (for a review, see Davenport 2007a, 13). For this thesis, I assume that autocratic 

regimes in general will respond with more violent repression than democratic regimes to repress 

a movement, mainly due to the norms of tolerance and nonviolent conflict resolutions fostered 

by democratic values (Melander 2005b). 

Further, scholars have put forward additional explanations as to why repression occurs, 

and they are also important for a complete understanding of the subject.  Koren (2014) has 

suggested that the cooperation of armed/security forces is crucial for the actual implementation 

of repressive tactics since they carry out the orders issued by the authorities, criticizing the state 

centric approach that many scholars have. This approach leads to an ignorance of the difference 

between the decision-makers’ orders and the implementation by the armed/security forces 

which “depends on the strength, discipline, and loyalty of the armed organization, and how 

likely it is to follow orders or respect certain values.” (Koren 2014, 692). Others have 

emphasized the threat model to explain the severity of repression (Davenport 1995; Earl 2003, 

52). The threat school claims that the bigger the threat, the more severe the response from the 

state will be, for instance depending on the size of the movement, its objectives and what kind 

of tactics it uses (ibid). Another factor that has been suggested to reduce state repression is 

                                                           
2 The Polity2 scale ranges from -10, complete autocracy, to +10, complete democracy (Marshall and Jaggers 

2017) 
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economic development measured by GNP per capita. However, exactly how this correlation is 

supposed to be interpreted is not clear from existing research (Davenport and Inman 2012, 621). 

 

2.1.3 What is missing? 

To summarize, previous research has concluded that dissent always lead to some sort of 

repression but despite the constituency of the domestic democratic peace, it has not yet 

succeeded in fully explaining variation in the type and scope of repression. Further, the next 

question that comes to mind after examining the potential causes and characteristics of 

repression is reasonably what effect it has on the movements’ possibility to mobilize and its 

resilience? Some has argued that it results in demobilization in the short-term but that in the 

long-term, it leads to remobilization and backfires against the government, usually called 

political jiu-jitsu (Sullivan, Loyle and Davenport 2012). Others have claimed that in the case of 

nonviolent movements, it depends on the organization’s characteristics (Sutton, Butcher and 

Svensson 2014). Related to this is also the question of why states do repress at all when the 

risks of backfiring are so high? Could it be that repression is costlier than accommodation 

instead? The literature has not a clear answer to this question, and Davenport refer to both of 

these issues as the “Punishment puzzle” (Davenport 2007a). The focus in this thesis is to try to 

explain the difference between choosing violent or nonviolent means of repression which, 

together with other factors, ultimately can have consequences for the success or failure of the 

dissent.  

Below, I connect the previous discussion with the literature on gender equality and 

conflict to build my own hypothesis that explain the level of repression based on the level of 

gender equality in a country. The focus is thus not on the decision to repress a movement – 

given that “the law of coercive responsiveness” postulates that dissent always will be ensued 

by repression - but rather to understand the variation in the type of repression a state chooses to 

use based on the level of gender equality in the country. I will develop this argument based on 

previous research in the next section.  

 

2.1.4 Why does gender (in)equality matter? 

The literature on gender inequality in general is focused around two key understandings 

addressing different perspectives: gender inequality as a social capacity or as a norm (Forsberg 

and Olsson 2016). The first one centers around the notion that gender inequality concerns the 

resource distribution between women and men, both in terms of power and material/immaterial 
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resources (see e.g. Caprioli 2000). The latter concerns the value being assigned to women, often 

subordinated to men, and thus touches upon a sort of normative intolerance which can also be 

valid for other societal groups (see e.g. Caprioli 2005). Prior research has also been centered 

around four key interrelated dimensions of gender inequality: the political, economic, social 

and physical (in)security dimension (Forsberg and Olsson 2016). These dimensions in turn are 

related to both strands of understandings and are also operationalized in numerous ways across 

studies. As a result, scholars tend to use at least two indicators for measuring gender equality 

in order to capture the complexity of the concept, which has resulted in difficulties when it 

comes to generalization and interpretation of results (Forsberg and Olsson 2018). 

The literature arguing that gender equality and peace (or gender inequality and conflict) 

are interlinked is based on two different understandings. The first strand argues that women are 

inherently more peaceful and avert to violence than men, mainly due to their reproductive roles, 

and therefore, at higher levels of gender equality where women are assumed to have a larger 

influence in the political sphere, states will act in a more peaceful manner (Goldstein 2001, 42; 

Melander 2005a). In line with previous research (Caprioli 2000; Melander 2005b), I will refer 

to this as the essentialist argument. The second approach, which in line with what most scholars 

adhere to as well as this thesis, is usually referred to as the social constructivist argument. It 

emphasizes that gender equality is linked to how women are valued in society compared to men 

and thus speaks to the construction of social roles as the explanation to why men and women 

have different attitudes to violence (Caprioli 2000; Melander 2005b). In this construction of 

gender roles, there is a pattern that is consistent in almost all cultures, which is first of all that 

boys and men are assigned the role of potential warriors while girls and women are seen as 

caregivers, and secondly, a subordination of women (Melander 2005a, 698). Men who do not 

live up to the expectations of being tough and dominant will be shamed and considered feminine 

(Goldstein 2001, 264). In such a culture, militarism tends to be glorified and this is often 

referred to as a culture of militarized masculinities (Bjarnegård and Melander 2011).  These 

masculinities are created on all levels in society and as Eichler stated “the politics of militarized 

masculinity are as much personal and local as they are public, national, and global.” (2012, 13). 

In societies where this ‘hegemonic masculinity’ is present, violence is more likely since it is 

considered acceptable and legitimate to maintain respect and to not lose face or appear weak by 

for instance suggesting negotiations (Melander 2005a; Bjarnegård and Melander 2011, 142). 

Goldstein summarizes the making of militarized masculinities as “Cultures use gender in 

constructing social roles that enables war” (2001, 251). This argument thus entails that men are 
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not naturally militaristic, and women are not essentially pacific but rather, it is a socialization 

process (Eichler 2012).  

These two understandings have been employed to explain what is usually referred to as 

the gender gap and lately also the feminist gap. The gender gap implies that there are differences 

between men’s and women’s political behavior and attitudes, for example when it comes to 

support of war or use of force which has been empirically supported by several studies (see e.g. 

Brooks and Valentino 2011). However, as pointed out by for instance Bjarnegård and Melander 

(2017), most of the studies which found this relationship were conducted in an American 

context and other studies looking at other regions have found more ambiguous results. Although 

the gender gap per se mainly focus on biological differences, scholars have laid out different 

explanations as to why this relationship is true, for instance the nurturing role of women, 

empathy, or political feminism (Tessler and Warriner 1997; Brooks and Valentino 2011; 

Bjarnegård and Melander 2017). The latter, which is also referred to as the feminist gap, claims 

that there rather is a difference between feminist men and women and non-feminist men and 

women (Cook and Wilcox 1991). An individual with positive attitudes to gender equality, who 

thereby thinks that women should have the same rights as men, also embraces respect and 

tolerance for the rights of all people in general. In other words, “in societies characterized by 

more equal gender roles, the norms of respect and inviolability that characterize an individual's 

closest relations are also expected to carry over to more distant relations, thereby strengthening 

societal norms that reject abuse and violence.” (Melander 2005a, 698). Thus it is the attitudes 

to gender equality rather than the biological differences that actually matters and this claim is 

also more frequently used by scholars employing gender inequality as an explanation to how 

states behave both domestically and internationally (Tessler and Warriner 1997, 280; Caprioli 

2000; Bjarnegård and Melander 2017) Still, the gender gap is not completely irrelevant since it 

can be expected that it is more likely that more women than men call themselves feminists 

(Bjarnegård and Melander 2017). 

Previous research has found robust support for the correlation between gender 

inequality and armed conflict and the findings are all suggesting that higher levels of gender 

inequality increases the probability of being involved in a militarized interstate dispute and 

armed conflict (Caprioli 2000; Caprioli 2003; Regan and Paskeviciute 2003; Melander 2005a; 

Gleditsch, Wucherpfennig and Reigstad, 2011; Reiter 2015; Schaftenaar 2017). Additionally, 

as a predictor to conflict, gender equality trumps other former explanations such as grievances 

and economic development and the results hold even though scholars frequently use different 

indicators for measuring gender equality (for an overview, see Forsberg and Olsson 2016; 
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Forsberg and Olsson forthcoming). By taking these implications seriously and including gender 

equality into the study of peace and conflict, it is possible to find new ways to decrease the level 

of violence globally.  

Since my causal mechanism will build on how attitudes to gender equality are affecting 

the probability of violence, through militarized masculinities and treatment of ‘others’, I will 

present three studies which have explored this relationship; one on individual level, the second 

one on sub-national level, and the third one on state level. Bjarnegård, Brounéus and Melander 

(2017) investigate this relationship on the micro-level by studying why some men resorted to 

violence in the political struggle in Thailand between 2006 and 2014. They argue that 

“patriarchal values lead to othering, and that masculine toughness drives violent aggression, so 

that the combination of patriarchal values and masculine toughness, which we refer to as honor 

ideology, predisposes men to participate in political violence.” (ibid, 753). By investigating 

attitudes to gender equality and gender roles through a survey involving questions about male 

privilege and gender norms, their empirical findings suggest that honor ideology does matter 

on the micro-level. The second study investigated what factors influenced the choice of 

nonviolent versus violent tactics among ethno-political organizations in the Middle East (Asal, 

Legault, Szekely and Wilkenfeld 2013). One of the most important determinants to why one of 

these organizations would employ violent or nonviolent means was the inclusion of a gender-

inclusive ideology. With the support of this empirical evidence, the authors argue that 

patriarchal values versus feminist attitudes are central when studying causes of violence (ibid). 

The third study is also often considered the pioneer study within this subject since it was among 

the first to make this ground-breaking connection. Mary Caprioli (2000) uses several indicators 

of gender equality in order to include both the social, political and economic aspects of the 

concept to test if higher levels of gender equality have a pacifying effect on state behavior 

towards others internationally. When controlling for other commonly claimed explanatory 

factors such as wealth, democracy and contiguous neighbors, she finds that states demonstrating 

higher levels of these types of gender equality were less likely to use military force as a means 

to solve international disputes (ibid). These three studies together show the robustness of the 

explanatory power of gender equality in relation to violence and in this thesis, I will put it 

through another test. 

The underlying logic explaining the relationship between gender equality and conflict, 

both in their work and others, is that the way of dominating and controlling women is linked to 

the psychological concept of how ‘others’ are treated in general in a society and thereby to an 

increased risk of violence and armed conflict (Forsberg and Olsson 2016; Bjarnegård and 
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Melander 2017; Bjarnegård, Brounéus and Melander 2017).  If both women and men instead 

would be free from their stereotypical roles and could act as they prefer, it can be argued that it 

would result in less aggressive behavior (Caprioli 2000, 53). Normative change seems then to 

be the pathway to peaceful societies rather than empowering “inherently peaceful” women 

(Melander 2016, 199-200).   

As discussed above, most research has focused on the relationship between gender 

inequality and armed conflict. Recently, there has also been increased scholarly attention to 

studying the use of nonviolent means to reach political goals and consequently it becomes 

interesting to study how gender inequality relates to this. Schaftenaar (2017) investigated and 

found support for the claim that in countries with a higher level of gender equality (measured 

by fertility rates and female-to-male primary school ratio), a nonviolent campaign is on average 

more likely to occur than an armed campaign. Her argument was that gender norms affect 

conflict norms, resulting in either an armed or unarmed uprising, in combination with the fact 

that norms of nonviolence makes it easier to achieve mass mobilization (Schaftenaar 2017, 

774). Her research is important as a start to understand the role of gender equality related to the 

onset of armed conflict versus nonviolent campaigns and opens up a pathway for my study on 

state repression. In the light of her findings and Bjarnegård, Brounéus and Melander’s (2017) 

study, this thesis can be considered an extension, exploring if there is a similar mechanism in 

place regarding how the state then acts towards a maximalist campaign based on how they treat 

‘others’. Below, I will explain the mechanisms through which gender equality affects state 

behavior in relation to dissent.  

 

2.2 Causal mechanism 

Based on previous research’s findings, I argue that depending on attitudes to gender equality 

and thereby to violence, a state is more or less likely to use violent repression against its own 

citizens in the face of a maximalist campaign. The attitudes to gender equality are in this thesis 

considered to be reflected in the level of gender equality in a country. I argue that the domestic 

gender equality affects how a state will respond to a maximalist campaign challenging the status 

quo through two main components, militarized masculinities and tolerance toward ‘others’. If 

the attitudes to gender equality are predominantly negative, gender roles are assumed to be 

traditional and stereotypical and thus characterized by militarized masculinities (Eichler 2014; 

Bjarnegård and Melander 2017). In such a society, the military relies on the perception of men 

as the protectors and the women as in need of protection. This means that violence by the 

military and thereby the state, is justified since it reinforces masculinity and the notion of ‘real 
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men’ (Eichler 2014). These gender norms in turn will affect conflict norms, which in this case 

will result in intolerance and hostility toward ‘others’. Women are not the only ones considered 

subordinated men but so are also others in general, such as other ethnicities and minority groups 

(ibid). In societies with such a masculine dominance, the threshold to use violence in order to 

keep dominance over others is lower and it is accepted as a means to a higher extent. As Caprioli 

summarizes “Norms of intolerance and inequality should have an incendiary impact on 

domestic and international behavior by legitimizing violence as a tool of conflict resolution” 

(2005, 163). As was presented above, positive attitudes to gender equality on the other hand 

tends to disseminate to tolerance and sympathy towards ‘others’, thereby making people less 

inclined to use violence (Bjarnegård and Melander 2017). ‘Others’ in the case of this thesis 

would then be the people participating in the campaign in order to reach a maximalist goal. As 

Forsberg and Olsson state “the level of gender inequality can be considered as capturing how a 

society deals with existing grievances, how elites deal with horizontal differences between 

groups” (2016, 10). I expect this argument to also be valid for how a regime acts when facing 

a maximalist campaign so that attitudes on the individual level are also affecting state level 

actions. It is important to be aware of how tendencies and norms at a lower level of analysis 

affect actions and decisions at a higher level (Goldstein 2001, 403), i.e. the individual attitude 

of a decision-maker concerning gender equality is reflected in his/her choices as a professional. 

Thus, I build my causal mechanism on the feminist gap which claims that attitudes to gender 

equality rather than the biological sex of women, explains peaceful behavior and aversion to 

violence.  

  Below, I present the causal story explaining the relationship between the independent 

and dependent variable. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: The causal mechanism 

Grounded in the above specified relationship based on previous research, I expect countries 

with lower levels of gender equality to choose more violent means of repression in response to 

maximalist campaigns in general, both violent and nonviolent ones. The relationship is also 

valid in the other direction and specifically, this leads to the main hypothesis: 
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H1: In countries that are more gender equal, a maximalist campaign will experience less 

violent repression from the state. 

 

Further, as previous research has argued, it might be the case that nonviolent campaigns will 

experience less violent repression than violent movements, simply because of legitimacy and 

proportionality reasons. Nevertheless, there is still variation in how the state chooses to respond 

to nonviolent dissent and I expect that the level of gender equality also matters when it concerns 

state behavior toward a nonviolent movement. The relationship is illustrated in figure 2 below. 

Subsequently, I will also test the following hypothesis:  

 

H2: At higher levels of gender equality, the state will use less violent repression toward a 

nonviolent campaign. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Illustration of hypothesis 2 

 

One objection to the relevance of this study could be that (gender) equality is theoretically 

linked to democracy and therefore it could be more accurate to focus on democracy instead. 

However, as the empirical findings of the relevance of democracy in relation to repression are 

somewhat ambiguous (as was discussed on the previous section on repression), and there is an 

emphasized relevance of gender inequality in explaining violence, I argue that this thesis will 

bring new important aspects into the discussion. High levels of democracy do not always covary 

with high levels of gender equality either (Bjarnegård and Melander 2011). The 

conceptualization and operationalization of democracy will consider this potential interrelation 

(for a deeper discussion on this, see Bjarnegård and Melander 2011) which will be further 

developed in the chapter on research design. In the next chapter, I will demonstrate how I 

operationalize gender equality and repression to investigate the expected relationship. 
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3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This chapter will begin by introducing the dataset and the operationalization of the independent 

and dependent variables. Thereafter the control variables needed to conduct the analysis will be 

presented and finally, I will account for the statistical model used as well as potential problems 

with the method selected.  

In order to test the proposed hypothesis, I will conduct a statistical analysis of the 

relationship between the independent and dependent variable. A quantitative analysis is 

appropriate since the purpose is to test the theory and to investigate if there is a relationship and 

thereby a causal effect between the two variables (see e.g. Gerring 2006, 37-38). The thesis thus 

has a high external validity since the results can be generalized to maximalist campaigns and 

states overall (Kellstedt and Whitten 2013, 79). It also has high reliability since the sources of 

the data are easily available and the coding rules are described in detail (Powner 2015, 170-

171). The possible shortcoming of using statistical analysis rather than doing a case study is 

that it is difficult to pinpoint the mechanism in action. This is instead an avenue for further 

research to investigate and dig deeper into. 

The scope conditions of the theoretical framework entail that the population of cases is 

major maximalist campaigns and I therefore draw my dataset from the Nonviolent and Violent 

Campaigns and Outcomes (NAVCO) 2.1 Data Project created by Chenoweth (forthcoming). 

The dataset lists all major nonviolent and violent campaigns by campaign-year data during the 

period of 1945 to 2013. The unit of analysis is thus campaign-year and one campaign could 

thereby consist of multiple observations. The NAVCO data project is considered the most 

comprehensive dataset available listing both types of campaigns and it has also been frequently 

used by other scholars (see e.g. Sutton, Butcher and Svensson 2014; Schaftenaar 2017). To be 

considered a major campaign, the campaign must fulfil two criteria. First, “a contentious event 

with 1,000 or more participants must be followed within a year by another contentious event 

with 1,000 or more observed participants claiming the same goals and there must be evidence 

of coordination across those events.” (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013, 417). Second, it must strive 

for maximalist goals: regime change, self-determination or against foreign occupation. A 

protest in favor of women’s rights is for instance therefore not included in the dataset. From 

there, the authors differ between violent and nonviolent campaigns by looking at the main 

method of resistance, namely if the protesters deliberately use violence against others or not. 

The NAVCO 2 dataset is a consensus dataset, meaning that the data generation process was a 

combination of a vast literature review and surveys distributed to experts of nonviolence 
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(Chenoweth and Lewis 2013). There is a risk of under-reporting bias as campaigns which did 

not reach the threshold of 1,000 participants are not included. Therefore, the findings from this 

study are only generalizable to major campaigns as defined above. It is still important to 

remember that there are major differences in between movements and how they protest, they 

are not homogeneous. However, the purpose of a large N-study is not to explore the 

characteristics of a movement in detail but rather to see if there is a relationship between the 

main variables while controlling for other variables that could affect both x and y.  

In the final dataset there are 78 observations where the goal of the campaign is to remove 

a foreign occupier and thereby the repressive state is in fact is another country3. These cases 

constitute four campaigns in total: the Palestinian liberation struggle, the South West African 

People's Organisation (SWAPO) in Namibia against the South African occupation, Hezbollah 

against the Israeli occupation of South Lebanon, and Afghan resistance toward Soviet. For those 

cases, the independent variables are measured in the target countries (the countries that the 

campaign is targeting) since they are the ones implementing the repressive behavior. It is also 

consistent with the theoretical argument since it reflects how the target country deals with 

‘others’. However, it could be that there is another mechanism in place for these cases which 

could result in misleading results. Therefore, I will include a dummy variable indicating if the 

campaign was taking place within the country or not. In that way, it is possible to discover a 

potential bias in the results. Five observations (from two campaigns in South Vietnam and 

Tonga respectively) had to be dropped due to missing data from the time period. This left me 

with a total of 1418 observations from around the world ranging from 1977 to 2013. To this 

dataset, I then included the independent variables as well as the control variables as 

demonstrated below. 

 

3.1 Dependent variable: Repression 

In the NAVCO 2 dataset there is an ordinal variable which assigns a state’s repressive behavior 

into four distinct categories: none, mild, moderate, and extreme. It is the most repressive action 

during the campaign that is measured through this variable and it is also measured from the 

campaign’s perspective rather than the state. The coding “should measure the extent to which 

the government uses the coercive apparatus of the state, including security agencies, economic 

fines and taxes and the justice system, to quell opposition.” (Chenoweth forthcoming). This 

                                                           
3 For instance, the Western Saharan resistance towards the Moroccan occupation has removal of foreign 

occupation as goal but it is automatically coded with the Morocco data since there it is both the target and 

location country. 
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indicator is beneficial in another sense too, it is not automatically linked to democracy which is 

by some considered a problem in the general repression literature (Hill 2016)4. Below the 

coding rules are described: 

 

Table 1: The repression variable demonstrated  

Repression Value Description 

None 0 Few or no actions taken by the state or the state is making 

concessions. Also includes expressions of intention to cooperate. 

Mild 1 Verbal or threatening action short of physical action or economic 

measures, maintaining the status quo. 

Moderate 2 Physical or violent action aimed at coercing opponent, harassments 

or arrests of campaign members. No intention to kill. 

Extreme 3 Physical action demonstrating intent to kill and violently silence 

opponents. Also includes torture and mass violence. 

 

In the first part of my analysis I will aggregate these categories into a dichotomous variable 

with the value 0 for the first three categories and value 1 for the extreme repression category. 

This is to see whether a change in the level of gender equality leads to a higher or lower 

probability of intention to kill within the repressive state agents. This aggregated indicator was 

also used to demonstrate the severity of repression by Sutton, Butcher and Svensson (2014) 

when they examined how political jiu-jitsu works. I will also conduct two additional analyses. 

The first one with an aggregated dummy variable merging the first two categories and the last 

two categories respectively to see if the results are consistent for physical actions in general. 

The second one involves all the four types of repression since my main hypothesis concerns 

less violent repression. By keeping the scale, this thesis will also to some extent capture the 

desired variation in repression expressed by scholars as mentioned in the previous section 

(Davenport 2007a, 18). 

I will also use another operationalization of the dependent variable, namely the number 

of fatalities related to the campaign, which will be accounted for as a robustness test. In the 

latest version of the NAVCO data project, the authors have included a new variable counting 

and categorizing the number of dissident fatalities related to the campaign in the specific 

                                                           
4 Although Davenport (2007, 11) argues that this is not a problem. 
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campaign year (Chenoweth forthcoming). The fatalities variable is coded as presented below 

and is thus of ordinal character. I will in addition create a dummy variable which will take the 

value 1 if there are more than 1 person is killed in a given campaign-year and the value 0 if 

there are no fatalities. 

- 0 = no known fatalities 

- 1 = 1-10 fatalities 

- 2 = 11-25 fatalities 

- 3 = 26-100 fatalities 

- 4 = 101-1,000 fatalities 

- 5 = 1,001-10,000 fatalities 

 

Both indicators are related to the hypothesis since they cover the dimension of less violent 

repression.  

 

3.2 Independent variable: Gender equality 

Gender equality has been operationalized in numerous ways, an issue highlighted by Forsberg 

and Olsson (forthcoming) who seeks to investigate what measures actually captures the 

inequalities in societies. One of their main conclusions is that it is necessary to use more than 

one indicator when assessing the status of women in a country and that there could be 

substantial regional differences in a country which is difficult to account for. They also 

emphasize the importance of using relative numbers (female-to-male) rather than absolute 

numbers when possible (Forsberg and Olsson 2018). Since this study sets out to test what 

influences the decision-makers’ choice of method, it is relevant to use indicators embracing the 

political perspective of gender equality. As the causal story argues, it is the societal norms and 

attitudes to gender equality that influence state repression and therefore I argue that the recently 

developed Women’s Political Empowerment Index (WPEI) by the Varieties of Democracy (V-

Dem) project (Coppedge et al 2017) is appropriate for the purpose of this thesis. It consists of 

three parts or sub-dimensions: women’s civil liberties, political participation and civil society 

participation (Sundström, Paxton, Wang and Lindberg 2017). The index spans from 1900 to 

2012 and covers over 170 countries. The WPEI is constructed through assessments by over 

2600 country experts and ranges from 0 to 1 with 1 being the highest (ibid). For instance, in 

2016, Afghanistan got a number of 0.46 while Norway obtained a number of 0.95. I argue that 

the three sub-dimensions that the WPEI represents should reflect a change in the social norm 

related to gender equality. If for example women are free from forced labor, can participate in 
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civil society organizations and are represented in the legislative power, it should reflect more 

positive attitudes to gender equality in the given country. It is also a better indicator than for 

example percentage of women in parliament or female head of state since it covers more 

dimensions and not just elite-level aspects. I do not argue that women are inherently more 

peaceful than men, but the focus is rather on the social norm and therefore this indicator 

corresponds adequately to the theoretical argument. Its wide coverage is also a main benefit 

since it covers a majority of the observations in NAVCO 2. 

There are of course certain disadvantages following using an index. It can be argued 

that specific measurements such as fertility rates or indicators related to education could better 

single out the effect of gender equality and those measures have been frequently used by 

scholars (Caprioli 2000;2005; Melander 2005a; Schaftenaar 2017). As pointed out by the 

constructors of the index, the WPEI does not include economic dimensions of women’s 

empowerment for example (Sundström et al 2017) which could be considered a limitation in 

this thesis. However, for other separate indicators frequently used, data is not available to the 

same extent and a lot of observations would have to be dropped. The wide coverage of the index 

therefore makes it valuable and useful. Still, given that the index is relatively new, I will use 

another operationalization of gender equality in a robustness test. Fertility rates capture the 

socio-economic dimension of gender inequality and has been used in previous research related 

to armed conflict and when studying gender norms (Caprioli 2000, 2005; Schaftenaar 2017). 

This indicator also foregoes other potential indicators, for instance female-to-male labor force 

ratio, since it is linked to reproductive rights and thereby to women’s empowerment. In short, 

the indicator “is related to women's status in that high fertility rates result in poorer health, and 

lower levels of education, employment, and decision-making in both the family and 

community” (Caprioli 2000, 57). Thereby, this indicator reflects changes in social norms when 

the reproductive choice is with the woman herself. There is also extensive data concerning this 

measurement and therefore fertility rates, measured as births per woman, will be included in an 

alternative model. Still, as argued by Forsberg and Olsson (2018), it is better to use at least two 

indicators and fertility rates do not always covary with other indicators of gender inequality 

(Forsberg and Olsson 2016). Therefore, female-to-male secondary school ratio is used to 

complement fertility rates as alternative independent variable. Female-to-male secondary 

school ratio “captures the amount of resources invested in women” (Forsberg and Olsson 2016, 

7) and thus more of the social norm and the subordination of women. It is a better measurement 

than primary school ratios, which almost has lost its relevance due to amongst else the work 

done to achieve the Millennium Development Goals (Caprioli 2000; Forsberg and Olsson 
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2016). This indicator should also capture an economic aspect of gender inequality, namely what 

level of employment women will be able to obtain later on. Having secondary education can be 

a determining factor and thus relates to who can reach the top-level jobs. Literacy rates could 

also have been relevant as it also captures the social norm but since fertility rates demonstrate 

the same mechanism, literacy rates will not be used as an independent variable. All the main 

independent variables will be lagged one year to ensure temporal order as it is relevant to look 

at the explanatory factors the year before the campaign and repressive action.  

 

3.3 Control variables 

When studying the expected effect of gender equality on state repression, it is important to 

consider if there are any confounding variables affecting both gender equality and state 

repression at the same time and as a result, making the findings spurious (Achen 2005). The 

model will therefore include six control variables related to contextual influences: primary 

method of resistance, prior human rights abuses, level of democracy, economic development, 

military rule and foreign occupier. All the control variables except primary method and foreign 

occupier will be lagged one year to ensure temporal order which is in line with what has been 

done in previous research.  

The first control variable that could confound the results is the primary method used by 

the campaign: violence or nonviolence. This is in line with previous research demonstrating 

that a violent campaign per se risks violent repression since it can be considered a proportional 

and legitimate response from the state (Carey 2010). As of now, there are no studies indicating 

that experiencing a specific type of campaign would affect the level of gender equality, but this 

variable can still be considered a confounding one. There is a potential risk of studying both 

types of movements, given the findings presented by Schaftenaar (2017). She found that in a 

more gender equal country, nonviolent campaigns are on average more likely to occur 

compared to armed conflicts (ibid). Therefore, there is a risk that the data will be skewed so 

that there are more nonviolent campaigns happening in gender equal countries and that could 

be the actual reason explaining a certain level of repression, making the relationship spurious. 

Subsequently, there is a need to control for the method of resistance. As explained previously 

in this chapter, primary method is included in the NAVCO 2 dataset and takes the value 1 when 

a campaign is primarily nonviolent, namely does not directly physically harm or threaten the 

opponents, which mean they use a method or methods such as protests or sit-ins (Chenoweth 

and Lewis 2013). Conversely, the variable takes the value 0 when it mainly uses arms and 

violent tactics.  Of course, a movement can change method during the course of the struggle 
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which could be problematic for the results of this thesis since the unit of analysis is campaign-

year. If a campaign that goes on for a few years uses nonviolent methods the first year and then 

violent methods the second year and the repression level is the same, it will be difficult to get a 

significant result. Hence, if this variable turns out to not be associated with repression, there is 

a need to dive deeper into the data and see if this change is the cause and if it can be accounted 

for somehow. This control variable will of course not be included while testing the second 

hypothesis since it is the basis for the sample.  

In addition to the type of campaign, it has also been established through previous 

research that the previous repressive behavior of the state concerning human rights abuses is a 

determinant of the ensuing actions (Poe and Tate 1994; Davenport 1995; Zanger 2000). Even 

though previous repressive behavior might not directly affect gender equality, I will still include 

it in the analysis since it is in line with previous research on repression. Since the unit of analysis 

in the dataset is campaign-year it is not possible to include a lagged dependent variable but 

rather I will use the Political Terror Scale (PTS) developed by Gibney et al (2017). The PTS 

categorizes state behavior into five categories with 1 being the least repressive where a country 

is under a secure rule of law and 5 the most repressive where murders and disappearances by 

state agents are common among the entire population5. The data compiled by the PTS is 

retrieved from the reports “The State of the Worlds’ Human Rights” written by Amnesty 

International. In order to make it easier to interpret the results, I will create a binary variable 

taking the value of 1 for levels 3-5, most repressive states, and 0 for levels 1-2. 

The most apparent control variable which could potentially affect both the level of 

gender equality and state repression is the level of democracy in a country. There is an 

established positive (though moderate) relationship between gender equality and democracy, 

but the causal direction between the two factors is not clear (Hudson, Ballif-Spanvill, Caprioli 

and Emmett 2012, 110-112; Piccone 2017; Schaftenaar 2017). Theoretically, it is easy to see 

                                                           
5 From Haschke (2017), first developed by Gastil (1980) 
“Level 1: Countries under a secure rule of law, people are not imprisoned for their view, and torture is rare or 

exceptional. Political murders are extremely rare. 

Level 2: There is a limited amount of imprisonment for nonviolent political activity. However, few persons are 

affected, torture and beatings are exceptional. Political murder is rare.  

Level 3: There is extensive political imprisonment, or a recent history of such imprisonment. Execution or other 

political murders and brutality may be common. Unlimited detention, with or without a trial, for political views 

is accepted.  

Level 4: Civil and political rights violations have expanded to large numbers of the population. Murders, 

disappearances, and torture are a common part of life. In spite of its generality, on this level terror affects 

primarily those who interest themselves in politics or ideas.  

Level 5: The terrors of Level 4 have been extended to the whole population. The leaders of these societies place 

no limits on the means or thoroughness with which they pursue personal or ideological goals.” 
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that gender equality should be an essential part of any democracy but empirically, this is not 

always the case (Bjarnegård and Melander 2011, 143; Piccone 2017). Bjarnegård and Melander 

(2011) for instance find that it is only in interaction with gender equality that democracy can 

foster peace. Therefore, the level of democracy needs to be incorporated in the analysis. Further, 

previous research has pointed out that regime type, and subsequently, level of democracy 

influences state repression negatively, as discussed in the theory section (Davenport 2007b). 

Melander summarizes the three main reasons to why democracies are not likely to carry out 

human rights abuses to a large extent through “(1) democracy provides a conflict resolution 

mechanism that defuses disputes before they develop into serious threats to the regime; (2) 

abusive incumbents can be checked or ousted by the citizenry; and (3) a socialization process 

fosters tolerance and preference for nonviolent means of conflict resolution.” (2005b, 153) 

Since this thesis is interested in finding out how a government responds to dissent, I expect a 

linear relationship between level of democracy and repression. I expect that autocracies will 

respond with more violent means than democracies to a maximalist campaign. Democracy will 

be thus measured through Polity2 since this indicator does not include gender equality within 

countries (Bjarnegård and Melander 2011, 143; Schaftenaar 2017, 769) and therefore, does not 

correlate with the main independent variable. It measures institutional democracy which is also 

in line with previous research on human rights abuses (Keith 2002, 123-124; Melander 2005b). 

Polity2 assigns every country year a value ranging from -10 to 10 with -10 representing full 

autocracy and 10 full democracy (Marshall, Gurr and Jaggers 2017)6. Even though some 

scholars have used the Polity2 indicator in its squared term to account for the potential 

curvilinear relationship between democracy and human rights abuses, the MMM hypothesis, 

this is not as relevant for this thesis since I expect the relationship to be rather linear. 

Economic development may affect both state repression and gender equality and is 

therefore included as a control variable in the model. An increase in GNP per capita decreases 

the level of state repression in general but the causal interpretation explaining this relationship 

is still not clear and needs to be further explored (Davenport and Inman 2012). It could be 

argued that when resources are scarce this leads to social grievances that could be perceived as 

                                                           
6 The original Polity2 data including transitions displayed through the scores of -66, -77 and -88, has been 

modified to fit the standardized score according to the following rules: 

“ -66:  Cases of foreign “interruption” are treated as “system missing.”  

 -77:  Cases of “interregnum,” or anarchy, are converted to a “neutral” Polity2 score of “0.”  

 -88:  Cases of “transition” are prorated across the span of the transition. For example, country X has a POLITY2 

score of -7 in 1957, followed by three years of -88 and, finally, a score of +5 in 1961. The change (+12) would 

be prorated over the intervening three years at a rate of per year, so that the converted scores would be as 

follows: 1957 -7; 1958 -4; 1959 -1; 1960 +2; and 1961 +5.” (Marshall, Gurr and Jaggers 2017) 
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a threat for the regime which therefore feels a need to repress (Davenport 2007, 14). It has also 

been claimed that economic development is a precursor to gender equality (Caprioli 2003, 204). 

Therefore, the logged term of GDP per capita is included in the model in line with previous 

research (Melander 2005b; Sutton, Butcher and Svensson 2014; Schaftenaar 2017) since it can 

be expected to have an exponential rather than linear effect on repression. The data was 

collected from the Maddison Project Database which includes measures on economic 

performance in 169 countries up to 2016 (Bolt et al 2018). 

Additionally, military rule could be a confounding factor when studying the suggested 

relationship. Military regimes are included as a dummy variable since they are more likely to 

use violence and coercion to control the population (Poe and Tate 1994, 858). It could also 

affect gender equality through the concept of militarized masculinities (Enloe 2004, 146). The 

indicator will take the value of 1 if the chief executive was a military officer at the time of the 

observation and 0 if otherwise and stems from the V-Dem dataset but the original source is 

Beck et al (2001). 

Lastly, I will include a dummy variable indicating if the campaign’s goal is to remove 

a foreign occupier and that occupier is in fact another country, as argued above. The dummy 

will take the value 1 if this is the case and 0 otherwise. It stems from the NAVCO 2 data in 

which it is possible to see if the location country and the target country is one and the same or 

not.  

Prior research attempting to explain state repression has suggested different variables 

which will not be included in the main model as they are not expected to influence the level of 

gender equality. This includes for instance population size (Carey 2010) and the size of the 

movement (Davenport 2007, 7). However, the aim of this study is not to maximize the 

explanatory power of the model but rather to investigate if my main independent variable, 

gender equality, has any effect on repression. Therefore, only variables that could confound the 

results are relevant to include and there is no need to add more controls (Achen 2005).   

 

3.4 Statistical model 

Since this study is using a quantitative approach it will only look at how variations in the 

independent variable explain variation in the dependent variable. It is not feasible to study the 

full mechanism through solely a quantitative study, and it is therefore not possible to be 

completely sure about the causal story of χ leading to γ. Rather, the causal story is based on 

theory and alternative explanations will be provided. The dependent variable, repression, is of 

ordinal character ranging from 0 to 4 and it cannot be assumed that the distance between 0 
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‘none’ and 1 ‘mild’ is equal to the distance between 3 ‘moderate’ and 4 ‘extreme’. Therefore, 

an ordinal logistic regression is suitable. However, it is nevertheless possible to create a binary 

variable of this variable, extreme repression or otherwise, as explained above and a binary 

logistic regression is easier to interpret than ordinal logistic regression (Long and Freese 2014, 

309). Consequently, I will start by doing a binary logistic regression and then use the ordinal 

regression as a robustness test to see if the results hold. The results of a binary logistic regression 

also make more sense than using OLS regression since the dependent variable can only take 

values of either 0 or 1 and therefore we do not wish to estimate a linear relationship (Kellstedt 

and Whitten 2013, 248). Instead, in logistic regression, we get predicted probabilities between 

0 and 1.  

Since the unit of analysis is campaign-year, one single campaign could consist of more 

than one observation. For instance, the Orange Revolution in Ukraine lasted between 2001 and 

2004 according to the coding rules and therefore entails four observations in the data. It cannot 

be assumed that these observations are independent of each other and therefore, I will cluster 

the standard errors on campaign. 
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4. EMPIRICAL RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

In this chapter, the empirical findings will be presented. First, an overview of the data will be 

provided and then I will evaluate the hypotheses in order and present the results. Lastly, I will 

analyze the results and extend the analysis by accounting for the robustness tests and provide 

alternative explanations.  

The thesis hypothesized that higher levels of gender equality in a country would result in less 

violent repression toward a maximalist campaign. The analysis finds that the level of gender 

equality influences state repression and so do also the primary method of the campaign as well 

as previous repressive behavior by the state agents.  

4.1 Summary of the data 

The final dataset spans from 1977 to 2013 due to data limitations within some of the control 

variables and the alternative independent variables. In total there are 1418 observations or 

campaign-years, consisting of in total 242 campaigns. When looking at the summary statistics, 

which can be found in the appendix table A.1, we can see that most variables cover a large part 

of the dataset, the exception being Secondary Education % of female pupils of which there is 

only data for about half of the observations. The main independent variable, level of gender 

equality, which is operationalized through the WPEI, seems to have a normal distribution with 

values ranging from around 0.1 to 0.9, which can be seen in the density plot in figure 3 below. 

   

In table 2 below, it is possible to get an overview of the distribution of the dependent 

variable repression. Of the 1418 observations, 983 campaign-years used violent resistance as 

primary method while the remaining 435 campaign-years used nonviolent means. A quick view 

Figure 3: Kernel density plot of WPEI 
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on the data reveals that even though the previous research tells us that nonviolent dissent should 

not face as violent repression as violent dissent (see e.g. Chenoweth, Perkoski and Kang 2017), 

approximately 67 % of the nonviolent campaign-years in the dataset experienced the most 

severe category of repression. It is also possible to conclude that extreme repression is the most 

common response from the states towards maximalist campaigns in general. Still, by just 

looking at this pattern, there seems to be a tendency among state agents to respond less violently 

toward a nonviolent campaign when comparing them with responses toward violent campaigns 

(see percentages in parentheses). To recapitulate, the first three categories will be combined as 

to indicate no repression and the last category will constitute the repression value in the main 

regressions below. Subsequently, when discussing the effect on repression in the models from 

here on, I mean extreme repression. 

 

Table 2: Summary statistics of repression divided on violent and nonviolent campaigns. 

Category of repression Frequency Violent campaigns Nonviolent campaigns 

None 70 10 (1%) 60 (14%) 

Mild 28 5 (0,5%) 23 (5%) 

Moderate 80 20 (2%) 60 (14%) 

Extreme 1,240 948 (96,5%) 292 (67%) 

Summary 1,418 983 (100%) 435 (100%) 

 

To see intuitively if there is a relationship between gender equality and repression, I plot the 

WPEI against the ordinal repression indicator. As can be seen in figure 3 below, at the lowest 

level of repression, 0, the WPEI is scattered above 0.4 indicating that at higher levels of gender 

equality, repression is lower. Still, a lot of observations at the highest level of repression, 3, are 

also scattered at quite high levels of gender equality. This pattern looks promising for the 

proposed hypothesis which will now be tested through statistical analysis between the 

dependent and independent variables. 
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4.2 Main results 

The theoretical framework of this thesis expects that in a country with higher levels of gender 

equality, a state will respond with less violent repression towards a maximalist movement and 

the empirical findings presented below lend support to the hypothesis. Table 3 reports the 

results from four different binary logistic regressions with repression/no repression as the 

dependent variable. In all models, the independent variables (except primary method and 

foreign occupier) are lagged one year and the standard errors are clustered on campaign. 

 In the first model, I have only included the indicator for gender equality, Women’s 

Political Empowerment Index (WPEI), as the independent variable to see if there is a 

relationship between it and the dependent variable at all. As can be seen in the table, WPEI is 

found to be statistically significant on the 99 % confidence level. It has a negative association 

with repression of around -4.9 which suggests that an increase in the level of political gender 

equality would lead to less violent repression in relation to a maximalist campaign. However, 

the coefficients in a logistic regression are not commonly used for interpretation (Long and 

Freese 2014, 227), rather predicted probabilities are preferred which will be demonstrated later 

in this chapter for the model which better fits the data. Next, there is a need to control for any 

confounding factors, which brings us to the second model.  

In model 2 I have included the indicators for gender equality (WPEI), primary method 

of resistance, previous repressive behavior (Political Terror), democracy (Polity2), economic 

development (GDP per capita logged), military regime and foreign occupier. Model 2 thus 

Figure 4: Covariance between WPEI and repression 
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covers the main independent variable as well as the control variables. In table 3, the logit 

estimates together with measures of fit and the number of campaigns and observations are 

displayed. As can be seen, the estimated coefficients for WPEI, primary method of resistance 

and Political Terror are all statistically significant on the 99 % confidence level. The 

coefficients are behaving as expecting with the first two having negative signs meaning that an 

increase in the WPEI leads to a decrease in repression, which is also the case when primary 

method takes the value of 1 (nonviolent). Previous repressive behavior, measured by the 

Political Terror scale, has a positive coefficient, which is in line with previous research 

suggesting that if a state has been repressive before (high values of Political Terror and a 

dummy value of 1), it increases the risk of extreme repressive behavior the following years (see 

e.g. Poe and Tate 1994). What is interesting to note in this model is that the dummy variable of 

whether the target country was a foreign country or not was not included in the regression when 

the statistical software discovered that it predicted repression perfectly. This means that all of 

the campaign-years which targeted a foreign country suffered from extreme repression. 

Therefore, those observations have been excluded from the analysis since they could bias the 

results depending on some hidden mechanism. I will discuss this in further detail in the section 

on limitations of the study. Still, when regressing with the same variables without the dummy 

variable and including all the observations, the estimates do not change considerably (see 

appendix table E.1). Neither of the remaining control variables are significant, however it is 

interesting to note that the signs in front of both Polity2 and military regimes are not behaving 

as anticipated. When the dummy variable of military regime takes the value of 1 (it is a military 

regime), this decreases extreme repression, contrary to what was expected by the theoretical 

argument. Further, the indicator of democracy, Polity2 has a positive coefficient which would 

indicate that at higher levels of democracy, the log odds of repression is higher than at low 

levels of democracy. However, since the standard errors related to the coefficients are so large 

and thereby the confidence intervals range from negative to positive values (for Polity2: -0.03 

to 0.63), it is difficult to interpret the effect of the indicators and they are not significant either 

way7.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
7 Since inflated standard errors could be a sign of multicollinearity, the results from collinearity diagnostics are 

discussed in the section on robustness tests. 
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Table 3: Logit estimates of models 1-4. 

Dependent variable: Repression (dichotomous) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Model 1: Only 

WPEI 

Model 2: All 

controls 

Model 3: Polity2 

squared included 

Model 4: Trimmed 

model 

     

WPEI -4.882*** -4.958*** -4.996*** -4.495*** 

 [0.794] [1.737] [1.697] [1.131] 

Primary Method  -2.456*** -2.717*** -2.457*** 

  [0.477] [0.521] [0.496] 

Political Terror  0.906*** 0.696** 1.006*** 

  [0.326] [0.348] [0.296] 

Polity2   0.0143 0.0158  

  [0.0487] [0.0480]  

Polity2 Squared   -0.0127*  

   [0.00704]  

GDP logged  -0.370 -0.261  

  [0.235] [0.244]  

Military Regime  -0.820 -0.915*  

  [0.515] [0.504]  

Constant 4.764*** 8.642*** 8.708*** 5.222*** 

 [0.509] [2.231] [2.107] [0.694] 

     

Pseudo R2 0.11 0.3140 0.3230 0.2969 

Adjusted pseudo R2 0.106 0.293 0.299 0.287 

Log likelihood -414.37         -227.24 -224.24 -280.43 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 832.7457           468.48 464.50 568.86 

     

Campaigns 226 170 170 201 

Observations 1,174 941 941 1,094 

Robust standard errors in brackets 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Still, to investigate whether the relationship in fact is curvilinear which some scholars 

has suggested (Fein 1995; Melander 2005b) I conducted an additional regression including also 

the squared term of Polity2. The results are reported in model 3 and suggest, that in fact, that 

might be the case. The Polity2 coefficient is still not significant and has the wrong sign, but the 

squared term of Polity2 surprisingly is significant on the 90 % confidence level. This could 

suggest empirical support for the More Murder in the Middle hypothesis as explained in the 

theory chapter (Fein 1995), indicating that the probability of repression is lower in full 

autocracies as well as in full democracies and that campaigns in semi-democracies run a higher 
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risk of repression.8 Further, in model 3, the military regime variable became statistically 

significant on the 90 % level, while the size of the coefficient and the standard errors remained 

largely the same. WPEI, primary method and Political Terror are all still significant on the 95 

% confidence level. By the recommendation of Long and Freese (2014, 227), I will use 

predicted probabilities in order to interpret the results from the binary logistic regression rather 

than interpretation of regression coefficients. However, I have included the odds ratios of the 

regression in table C.1 in the appendix for a more detailed interpretation the magnitude of 

effects. To give an example of interpretation, the odds ratio of Political Terror is 2 in model 3 

which means that in a country which has experienced previous repressive behavior, the odds of 

repression toward a campaign is twice as big as for a country that has not, all other things equal.  

In the fourth model I have dropped all variables that were not significant at the 5 % level 

one by one in order of worst significance and thereby created a trimmed model. The squared 

term of Polity2 was even significant on the 90 % confidence level in the trimmed model when 

the original Polity2 term has been dropped (see table D.1 in the appendix). Three independent 

variables were left; WPEI, primary method and Political Terror, and they are all still statistically 

significant on the 99 % confidence level and the estimates are still behaving as anticipated. 

In order to investigate which one of two big models provides the best estimates for the 

outcome, I used the Akaike’s information criteria (AIC) which is used when comparing the 

performance of two or more models which involve the same observations (Long and Freese 

2014, 123). The results showed that there is weak support for the second model, but they are to 

a substantial extent the same9. For logistic regression, the obtained pseudo R2 value cannot 

simply be interpreted as the amount of variation explained by the model as is the case in linear 

regression. However, it can provide a ground for comparison since a higher value of pseudo R2 

suggest that the model better capture the variation in the dependent variable (Long and Freese 

2014, 126). The pseudo R2 suggests that model 3 is performing moderately better but since the 

pseudo R2 always increases when new variables are added, we need to adjust for the number of 

parameters (ibid).  When doing that, the difference between the second and the third model on 

one hand and the fourth model on the other hand is not as large anymore, see adjusted R2 in 

table 3. Therefore, in order to simplify the upcoming interpretations, model 4 will be used. 

                                                           
8 Additionally, I also followed Davenport and Armstrong’s (2005) findings concerning the presumed negative 

linear relationship between democracy and dissent occurring on higher levels of democracy. However, the 

estimated coefficient of that variable turned out to be not significant. 
9 I also calculated the Bayesian Information Criteria (BIC) and the results are the same. 
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In order to test the second hypothesis, that gender equality will influence state behavior 

also in relation to a nonviolent campaign, I conducted a regression with all control variables, 

using only the campaign-years when the campaign used nonviolent methods. This resulted in 

263 observations and also some changes in the regression results as can be seen in model 4. 

WPEI is still significant on the 95 % confidence level but Political Terror is not. To investigate 

why, I used the ordinal scale of Political Terror as the independent variable rather than the 

dichotomous modified variable. When analyzing the results in detail then, it is shown that the 

lowest (1) and the two highest numbers (4 and 5) on the Political Terror scale predicts no 

repression and repression perfectly and have therefore been omitted from the regression by the 

statistical software. This in addition to the smaller sample size could be the reason as to why 

the variable is no longer significant. To conclude, the results lend support to the second 

hypothesis, it seems that the level of gender equality affects how a state acts in relation to 

nonviolent dissent too.  Even when the citizens protesting are unarmed, the state responds with 

violent means but when the level of gender equality is higher, it is at least less violent. 

 

Table 4: Logit estimates for model with only nonviolent observations 

Dependent variable: Repression (dichotomous) 

Model: Only nonviolent observations 

 

  

WPEI -3.591** 

 [1.648] 

Political Terror 0.542 

 [0.393] 

Polity2 0.0101 

 [0.0481] 

Polity2 Squared -0.0103 

 [0.00842] 

GDP logged -0.00298 

 [0.259] 

Military Regime -0.653 

 [0.532] 

Constant 3.049 

 [2.208] 

Pseudo R2 0.0645 

Log likelihood -151.16 

Campaigns 99 

Observations 263 

 Robust standard errors in brackets 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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To summarize, there seems to be support for both the hypotheses, although the effect of the 

single variables, and especially the WPEI since it is an index, is difficult to interpret by just 

looking at the regression tables. Since I am not using linear regression due to the nature of the 

dependent variable, it is not possible to simply interpret the regression coefficients as the effect 

of that specific variable on the outcome. Instead, predicted probabilities will be used since it is 

considered to be more informative of a variable’s effect and it also facilitates interpretation for 

the reader (Long and Freese 2014, 227). In figure 4 below, it is possible to see how the WPEI 

predicts the probability of repression (=1) when using the fourth model which was trimmed to 

only include the significant variables. I have also grouped the probabilities based on the method 

of resistance, violent or nonviolent. In the figure, the predicted probabilities of repression with 

the corresponding 95 % confidence intervals are displayed. It is shown that at lower levels of 

WPEI, repression is very likely to occur but that the risk of repression decreases when WPEI 

increases. When comparing the probabilities for violent versus nonviolent campaigns, it is also 

clear that violent campaigns suffer from a higher risk of repression in general. One can also see 

that the probability of repression decreases at a higher rate for nonviolent campaigns relative to 

violent campaigns. However, there is a quite large spread at the higher values of WPEI for both 

types of campaigns. This is most likely because repression occurs even at high levels of WPEI 

and therefore the uncertainty is higher due to large standard errors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Figure 5: Predicted probabilities of repression, grouped by Primary Method relative to 

WPEI 
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Further, by using predicted probabilities, it is also possible to illustrate and further clarify the 

likelihood of repression by assigning certain values to WPEI and see how that effects the 

probability of repression by keeping all other variables at specific values10. In table 5 below, 

the outputs from performing such an analysis is presented. I have also assigned values to the 

other two control variables, primary method and Political Terror, to see the marginal effects of 

the model in total. The selected values are chosen since they are within the interval of the 

observed values and since they demonstrate interesting variations in the probabilities. 

 
Table 5: Marginal effects of model 3 

WPEI Primary 

Method 

Political 

Terror 

Probability of 

repression=1 

Confidence interval 

0.3 Violent No 0.980 0.962 – 0.998 

0.3 Violent Yes 0.992 0.986 – 0.999 

0.3 Nonviolent No 0.805 0.644 – 0.966 

0.3 Nonviolent Yes 0.918 0.853 – 0.977 

0.9 Violent No 0.764 0.551 – 0.977 

0.9 Violent Yes 0.899 0.790 – 0.357 

0.9 Nonviolent No 0.217 0.078 – 0.357 

0.9 Nonviolent Yes 0.432 0.246 – 0.617 

 

 

Looking at table 5, it can be concluded that an increase in WPEI and the use of nonviolent 

methods affect repression negatively.  For instance, the biggest difference in probability of 

repression are the ones marked out in bold. For the value of 0.9 on the WPEI for a country 

where a nonviolent campaign occurs, and no previous repressive behavior was observed, the 

average probability of getting the value 1 on repression (indicating extreme repression) is 0.22 

while if it would have been a violent campaign in a country with a value of 0.3 on the WPEI 

and previous repressive behavior, the risk is 0.99 instead. Recall from figure 5 above, that the 

standard errors are larger in relation to higher values of WPEI which we can see in clear 

numbers when looking at the confidence intervals for the marginal effects above. To further 

illustrate, a value of 0.3 on the Women’s Political Empowerment Index is corresponding to 

Yemen in 2013 for instance. Respectively, a value of 0.9 on the WPEI is corresponding to Italy 

in 2016.  

                                                           
10 Generally, it is common to keep the other independent variables at their mean values (Long and Freese 2014, 

142) but since the other two independent variables in the fourth model are binary, it makes more sense to assign 

them the value of 0 and 1. 
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4.3 Discussion 

The empirical findings suggest that there is support for the proposed main hypothesis that in 

countries with a high level of gender equality, state repression toward a maximalist campaign 

tend to be less violent. However, it is also notable that extreme repression is very common 

against these campaigns since it occurs in a majority of the cases studied, which is coherent 

with the “law of coercive responsiveness” (Davenport 2007a, 7). I also find support for some 

explanations that previous research has put forward. First, that the primary method of resistance 

of the uprising is associated with the severity of repression (Carey 2010). When the campaign 

is nonviolent, the probability of repression is lower and vice versa.  Second, when the state has 

been engaged in previous repressive behavior, measured by the Political Terror Scale, it is also 

increasing the risk of repression toward a campaign (Poe and Tate 1994). The findings hold 

when controlling for the potentially confounding variables democracy (through Polity2), 

economic development (GDP per capita logged) and military rule. There were two additional 

observations in relation the main results. First, there seems to be support for the More Murder 

in the Middle hypothesis since it was discovered that the squared term of Polity2 better fit the 

data and that the relationship between democracy and repression could be curvilinear rather 

than linear. It is also interesting to note that explanations put forward by previous research do 

not gain the same significance in this study, particularly the level of democracy. This could 

strengthen Davenport’s (2007b, 180) findings, that under political conflict, the pacifying effect 

of democracy is not as visible. More research is needed to fully understand the democracy-

gender equality nexus, especially in relation to repression. Second, it was discovered that for 

all the observations where the campaign targeted a foreign country (occupier), there was 

extreme repression (the dependent variable took the value of 1). Therefore, these observations 

were excluded from the analysis since there could be some other mechanism in place explaining 

this potentially systematic bias. Perhaps it could be linked to the discussion about legitimacy 

since violent repression toward an uprising in another country might not hurt the regime in the 

same way as repression toward a domestic uprising. 68 of the 78 observations were campaigns 

that targeted a country with a Polity2 score of 4 or higher (the exception being Soviet).  This 

could be linked to the citizens’ possibility of holding the regime accountable for its actions 

domestically. Perhaps the regime is afraid to appear weak or it is simply just that the repressive 

actions are not as visible for the citizens. It could also be something context-specific, an omitted 

variable not included in the data, for these four campaigns particularly. 

There is also quantitative evidence supporting the second hypothesis, which suggested 

that even though nonviolent campaigns per se suffer from less violent repression, gender 
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equality also influenced the severity of it. When analyzing only the campaign-years using 

nonviolent methods, which created a much smaller sample size, it was found that the indicator 

for gender equality, WPEI, still was significant on the 5 % confidence level. The Political Terror 

scale variable was no longer significant but a more detailed analysis using the original ordinal 

scale showed that it was most likely because it predicted repression and no repression perfectly 

on the lower and higher end of the scale. This finding further strengthens previous research but 

also adds the new aspect of gender equality to the civil resistance field. There are in general 

three different outcomes of repression for nonviolent uprisings: they are suppressed, further 

mobilized or escalate into civil war (Svensson 2017). Perhaps could the results in this thesis 

create new pathways for how repression affects the prospects of nonviolent movements. The 

connection between the expanding research on civil resistance and the vast literature on 

repression was just recently emphasized (Chenoweth, Perkoski and Kang 2017) and there is 

still a lot to study concerning this nexus. 

In terms of the causal story, the results suggest that at lower levels of gender equality, 

the probability of extreme repression is higher and vice versa. However, I built the claim on 

two theoretical mechanisms, namely that this happens because militarized masculinities are 

strongly present which in turn is reflected in the treatment of ‘others’ in society. Thus, the 

gender norms within a patriarchal society affect the conflict norms and violence is more 

accepted as a means to dominate others. When the state is facing an uprising, the threshold to 

use violence toward the dissidents is lower and repression will be more violent and extreme in 

a gender unequal country. This causal mechanism has not and cannot be strengthened or 

disregarded through solely a quantitative analysis, which will be further discussed in the section 

below on alternative explanations. I do not argue that the only determinant of the severity of 

state repression is the level of gender equality but rather the results suggest that this aspect can 

no longer be ignored in the repression-dissent research.  

 

4.4 Extending the analysis 

Even though there is support for the proposed hypothesis, there are also reasons to be cautious 

when interpreting the results. To begin with, the indicator used to measure repression was based 

on the most repressive action executed by the state agents that particular year. This has 

implications for the results since it means that the state could in practice have been using 

nonviolent means for the main part of that year but if it did just something that made it qualify 

as “extreme repression”, that is how that year was coded. However, if I would have used some 
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sort of “mean repression” instead, this could have skewed the results too. Event-level data on 

repression is available in a newer version of the NAVCO data but also not appropriate since 

there is no such disaggregated data on gender equality. Further, one single campaign could also 

experience different types of repression during the years it was active which is not captured by 

the operationalization and statistical analysis in the thesis.  This could have made it more 

difficult to get statistical significance since one campaign with practically the same value of the 

WPEI could have both values on the repression variable during different years of the campaign. 

Still, WPEI was still statistically significant despite this potential disturbance in the data and 

this problem could instead strengthen the results. 

4.4.1 Robustness tests 

For the purpose of evaluating the strength and accuracy of the above presented models, it is 

important to perform robustness tests and control if the results hold if for instance using another 

estimation method and other operationalizations of the main variables. Therefore, I will carry 

out several robustness tests to check the performance of the models. 

Alternative estimation technique 

For the models presented in table 3, I aggregated the dependent variable repression from the 

NAVCO dataset into a dichotomous variable. As a robustness test, I kept the original scale of 

four categories of repression as outcome and performed an ordinal logistic regression to see if 

the results were still the same. As can be seen in table F.1 in the appendix, the reported results 

were approximately the same. Since the interpretation of ordinal regression is more complicated 

than logistic regression, I will not go into detail into how to infer the table since the most 

important take-away is that the results still hold. 

Alternative dependent variable 

Further, it could also be the case that the variable repression does not completely encapsulate 

what the hypothesis set out to test since I wanted to study less violent repression, remembering 

that the categories demonstrating level of repression only differed between killings or no 

killings. Therefore, I also aggregated the original repression variable by coding the first two 

categories 0 and the last two categories 1. Thereby, the distinction does not capture the 

difference between killings or no killings but rather physical actions or not toward the 

campaign. Since the trimmed model, which only included WPEI, primary method and previous 

repressive behavior, was considered to be the most accurate one, these are the variables I will 

include in the robustness tests models. As can be seen in table F.2 in the appendix, the estimates 
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are largely the same and the results still hold with this operationalization which strengthens the 

results. 

Another operationalization of violence toward a campaign could therefore be the 

number of fatalities associated with campaign participants. The findings are reported in table 

F.3 in the appendix and it is possible to conclude that the results still hold. WPEI, primary 

method and previous repressive behavior are all still significant on the 99% confidence level, 

both in the binary and the ordinal logistic regression. 

 

Alternative independent variable 

Further, it is possible that the selected operationalization of gender equality does not capture 

what is intended to be captured, which could result in low validity (Powner 2015, 168). I have 

therefore run another set of regression with fertility rates (births per woman) and ratio of female 

to male secondary education (%) respectively as the main independent variable (see appendix 

table F.4). The findings show that fertility rate is significantly associated with repression and 

that an increase in the number of children, reflecting a lower level of gender equality, makes 

extreme repression more likely in the face of a maximalist campaign. Interestingly, secondary 

education (% female) is not significantly linked to repression. Perhaps an explanation to this 

could be that for the countries observed in our dataset, most values are centered around 0.5, 

indicating an equal distribution of men and women in higher education (see appendix figure 

F.1). In fact, the global average for this indicator is 48 % in 2015 (World Bank 2018). For these 

countries then, there seem to be an equal amount of resources invested in women as in men. 

However, there is a need to be cautious when interpreting the results from the latter model since 

the variable suffer considerably from missing data (only 787 observations were included) which 

could affect the results and the model’s reliability.  

Multicollinearity 

When performing a logistic regression, there are certain assumptions that have to be valid in 

order for the results to be reliable. One of the main assumptions is that there is no 

multicollinearity in the model, meaning that two or more of the predictor variables are 

correlated and actually explain the same variation in the dependent variable. Multicollinearity 

in a model will inflate the standard errors and thereby make the confidence intervals of the 

coefficients larger, resulting in a higher uncertainty. The coefficients will not be biased but 

unstable which is a problem. Multicollinearity could potentially be a problem in my regression 

when it comes to the relationship between gender equality and democracy. A first control is to 
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see whether there is any high correlation between any of the independent variables. After 

checking the correlation matrix (table B.1 in the appendix) I discovered that WPEI and Polity2 

had a positive correlation of 0.55 (the highest pairwise correlation among the independent 

variables), however this is not a disturbingly high number as the general limit to be concerned 

is at correlation levels of more than 0.8 and its negative counterpart. 

Further, I have evaluated the Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) with the assistance of a 

statistical command which produced collinearity diagnostics. According to Midi, Sarkar and 

Rana (2010), a VIF value exceeding 2.5 in a logistic regression is seen as problematic and no 

such high values were observed. Also, the main problem with multicollinearity is that it could 

result in non-significant results which is not the case here. The diagnostics are reported in table 

G.1 in the appendix.  

In sum, no major problematic issues were detected when performing the robustness tests 

and I will now proceed by instead discussing the theoretical and empirical limitations. 

 

4.5 Limitations of the study and alternative explanations 

A general limitation of the study is that it only looks at how gender equality affects the severity 

of repression when the state faces a maximalist campaign. The focus is therefore not on 

repression or human rights abuses in general, but rather, I was interested in limiting the attention 

to state responses toward threats rather than general behavior. For a majority of the models, 

around 300 observations were excluded due to missing data in one of the independent variables 

or the control variables. If the reason as to why there was no data available is a systematic error, 

the results could be misleading. This is most important when it comes to the main suggested 

independent variable, gender equality. For instance, if there is no data on the WPEI for a 

country, that could be the consequence of that country not considering it crucial and if that is 

the case for several countries, there is a systematic bias due to higher levels of WPEI in the data 

than there should be. However, by using another independent variable, fertility rates, which to 

a large extent covers the observations that WPEI does not, I have strived to account for this (see 

discussion above and the summary statistics in the appendix table A.1). 

The thesis also is limited in the sense that it theorizes that gender equality in a country 

affects how a state act toward a campaign but the attitudes to gender equality among the actual 

decision-makers cannot be measured. This is simply because there is no such data available and 

the closest proxy that can be used is political gender equality. I argue that changes in this 

variable should reflect changes in the social norm related to the subordination of women and 
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militarized masculinities. Still, even though it is the government that issue the order of 

repression, the repressive agents are for instance the security forces or the military. Even though 

they formally should carry out their orders without questioning, they have agency and if 

possible, should be included in the equation (deMeritt 2016). Additionally, as discussed in the 

chapter on research design, there is an on-going discussion in the literature on how gender 

inequality best should be measured (Forsberg and Olsson 2018). Most scholars use several 

indicators to account for different types of gender equality and using an index gives the same 

results since the index is composed by different indicators. I also use fertility rates and ratio of 

female to male secondary education (%) as robustness tests, but there is always the risk that 

another operationalization could have been more appropriate. However, due to the time and 

scope of this thesis, additional operationalizations were not possible and the relevance of the 

WPEI is considered accurate according to the theoretical framework and general aim of the 

study. 

There are also empirical problems when studying repression. Governments could 

likewise engage in preventive repression to stop a movement from being established in the first 

place, resulting in non-starters which are difficult to measure. This under-reporting bias could 

lead to a skew where only successful movements are included in the dataset, especially when it 

comes to nonviolent movements which do not attract as much attention generally (Chenoweth 

and Lewis 2013). The usual way of dealing with this problem is to study both nonviolent and 

violent movements, so that also unsuccessful violent movements risk to not be included, to be 

able to make a comparison when applicable to the research question (Chenoweth and Lewis 

2013; Svensson 2017) and this is also what this thesis commits to. Another empirical problem 

is that the movements themselves are rational actors which anticipates repression and therefore 

should prepare for it. However, some movements are more resilient and better organized than 

others which could result in less violent repression (Sutton, Butcher and Svensson 2014). Still, 

in quantitative analysis, it is not possible to control for all possible alternative explanations to 

the dependent variable but rather, one has to assume that the campaigns are relatively similar 

and that as long as all confounding factors are included, the results are still applicable. 

Since this thesis took on a quantitative approach, it is limited in the sense that it can only 

be concluded that there is a relationship between the independent and the dependent variable, 

but not exactly how. To give an example, it is possible that the level of gender equality in itself, 

and especially the proposed mechanism, is not the explanatory factor as to why there is less 

violent repression toward a nonviolent campaign. It could be argued that this association could 

be explained by the fact that if there are higher levels of gender equality in a country, more 
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women will participate in the campaign, especially if the method of resistance is nonviolent. If 

there are more women participating, the security forces (the people actually carrying out the 

repressive tactics) might be more reluctant to the use of force against women, since women are 

most often considered to be in need of protection. One of the main arguments as to why 

nonviolent campaigns are more successful than violent campaigns is that the barriers to 

participation are lower (Chenoweth and Stephan 2008). Participating in violent movements 

involves higher requirements from an individual, such as physical strength, able to leave the 

household for a long time, etc. These kinds of demands are not usually made when it concerns 

a nonviolent campaign. Instead, there are several ways to participate, such as strikes, boycotts, 

demonstrations, that do not expose the participants to the same risk (Chenoweth and Stephan 

2011). However, up until now, there is no available data regarding to what extent women 

participate in maximalist campaigns, and especially whether they participate to a larger extent 

in nonviolent ones, which makes this type of argument more difficult to test. Another argument 

that could make the presented mechanism weaker is the potential increased participation of 

women in the security forces due to higher levels of gender equality. If the norms about 

militarized masculinities have shifted and thereby it becomes more acceptable for women to 

get involved in the military and/or police, that could potentially also affect the level of 

repression through the repressive agents. Still, if a country has a high level of political gender 

equality, the gender norms of the decision-makers might as well have spread to the military and 

security forces too. However, as mentioned above, due to the research design of this study, we 

can only test the relationship between the level of gender equality and state repression and not 

the causal story. This limitation could be further investigated by case study research and 

specifically, by tracing the process behind the choice to repress or not. For instance, it would 

be interesting to find cases where a violent or nonviolent campaign has occurred, and the 

severity of repression differs in relation to the level of gender equality in the country. Thereby, 

the mechanism in place could be further highlighted which also could give rise to more concrete 

policy implications. Political conflicts will always burst out but how successful they become 

could in many cases depend upon the response of the state. 
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5. CONCLUSION 

The main goal with this study was to examine if there is a relationship between the level of 

gender equality in a country and how that state acts toward a maximalist campaign. The 

theoretical argument underlying the hypothesis was grounded in the claim that the prevailing 

gender norms are reflected in conflict norms which briefly meant that high levels of gender 

equality would lead to less violent state repression. The approach was driven by recent 

research’s emphasis on gender inequality as an essential determinant to conflict and collective 

violence (see e.g. Caprioli 2000; Melander 2005b). By using regression analysis, the findings 

suggest that there is a relationship between the level of gender equality, operationalized through 

the Women’s Political Empowerment Index, and the occurrence or absence of extreme 

repression in a country in relation to violent and nonviolent dissent. The quantitative analysis 

also lends support to the hypothesis proposing that even though nonviolent campaigns per se 

should experience less violent repression, the level of gender equality also had an influence. 

The results hold when controlling for economic development, democracy and military rule. 

This thesis thus contributes to the field investigating the relationship between dissent and 

repression by incorporating the level of gender equality as a determinant to the severity of 

repression. It also strengthens previous research’s findings in that the previous repressive 

behavior of the regime also is associated with the level of repression as well as the primary 

resistance method used by the dissidents. It is still important to remember that the aim of the 

thesis was not to study repression in general but rather in relation to a maximalist campaign 

striving for political change.   

 Even though the statistical analysis indicates that there is a relationship between gender 

equality and severity of repression, there are important limitations of this study. For instance, it 

is not possible to measure exactly what within the concept of gender equality that has a 

pacifying effect on state behavior. The thesis theorizes that it has to do with the norms and 

attitudes to gender equality among specifically the state decision-makers, but a quantitative 

study cannot identify the causal chain. Hence, there is a need for future research to look at this 

at another level of analysis and illuminate the causal mechanism that possibly could explain the 

relationship between the two variables in more detail.  

 There are several implications for future research stemming from this thesis. 

First, the findings could contribute to advance the understanding of the punishment puzzle, as 

described earlier. There is not yet consensus in the repression literature on the effects of 

repression and the question concerning why states choose to repress when the stakes are so high 
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remains. Integrating gender equality into the analysis could create new pathways for research 

to understand why and under what conditions repression sometimes increases mobilization and 

sometimes not, certainly with ethical considerations in mind. Since there currently is data on 

backfiring and international sanctions within the NAVCO data project, this opens up for the 

possibility to further explore both statistically and in depth how the attitudes to gender equality 

in a country is related to the punishment puzzle. It would also be interesting to assess what 

causes states to switch from nonviolent to violent methods of repression. The findings in this 

thesis also creates new questions, for instance: does the state or the repressive forces react 

differently if there is a majority of women demonstrating in the streets? Does the gender 

diversity of a movement matter when the movement is using violent methods? Soon there will 

also be data available displaying the different roles women and men partake in nonviolent 

movements (Chenoweth 2018). This data can be used to further explore the relationship 

between gender equality and nonviolent resistance in general. Lately, there has also been an 

increased interest in what scholars refer to as “smart repression” (Chenoweth, Perkoski and 

Kang 2017), that is a subtler form of repression using methods such as Internet surveillance or 

censorship. This is likely a result of nonviolent movements becoming more successful than 

violent movements recently which some regimes seem to have realized (Chenoweth 2017, 95). 

The findings in this thesis are important since it shows a structural condition which in general 

affect the severity of repression but the adaptation by authoritarian regimes creates new 

demands for the resilience of civil resistance movements (Chenoweth 2017). 

Finally, the study provides insights for policymakers on yet another positive 

consequence of improving gender equality in a country. While the relationship between the 

feminist gap and violence is well-established, more research is required to fully understand how 

this works in the area of repression. The prevailing values and norms in a society affect both 

the type of campaigns arising (Schaftenaar 2017) and the state behavior toward them. There 

will always be challenges and uprisings against regimes, causing threats to the governments 

which they will have to respond to in some way. Improvements in gender norms and the 

attitudes to gender equality do not happen overnight, rather it is a part of a normative change 

where a bottom-up approach can be crucial. Nevertheless, this change is imperative in order to 

reduce the level of collective violence globally.  
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7. APPENDIX 
 

A. Summary statistics 

These are the descriptive statistics of the variables used in the data. The Repression and 

Fatalities variable where also aggregated into dummy variables which is not visible in 

this table. 

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

Variables N mean sd min max 

      

Repression 1,418 2.756 0.721 0 3 

WPEI 1,252 0.541 0.201 0.101 0.949 

Primary Method 1,418 0.307 0.461 0 1 

Political Terror 1,315 0.887 0.317 0 1 

Polity2  1,345 -0.655 6.318 -10 10 

GDP logged 1,344 7.784 0.999 5.429 10.36 

Military Regime 1,273 0.173 0.378 0 1 

Fertility Rates 1,410 4.234 1.862 1.140 7.830 

Secondary Education 825 0.441 0.0794 0 0.672 

Fatalities 1,275 2.893 1.780 0 6 

      
Table A.1: Descriptive statistics 

 

B. Correlation matrix for main IV and controls 

For correlation between the continuous variables I have used the Pearson pairwise correlation. 

For correlation between a continuous and a binary I have used the Point-biserial correlation 

coefficient. For correlation between two dichotomous variables, I have used Cramer’s V. 

 

 WPEI Primary 

method 

Political 

Terror 

Polity2 GDP 

logged 

Military 

Regime 

WPEI 1      

Primary method 0.1988 1     

Political Terror -0.3033 -0.1221 1    

Polity2 0.5547 -0.1239 -0.1834 1   

GDP logged 0.4869 0.2271 -0.2324 0.4002 1  

Military Regime -0.3183 -0.0126 0.0703 -0.2846 -0.2223 1 

Table B.1: Correlation matrix 
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C. Odds ratios 

 

Dependent variable: Repression (dichotomous) 

 Model 1: Only 

WPEI 

Model 2: All 

controls 

Model 3: Polity2 

squared included 

Model 4: Trimmed 

model 

     

WPEI 0.00758*** 0.00703*** 0.00676*** 0.0112*** 

 [0.00602] [0.0122] [0.0115] [0.0126] 

Primary Method  0.0858*** 0.0661*** 0.0857*** 

  [0.0409] [0.0345] [0.0425] 

Political Terror  2.475*** 2.006** 2.734*** 

  [0.808] [0.698] [0.809] 

Polity2  1.014 1.016  

  [0.0494] [0.0488]  

Polity2 Squared   0.987*  

   [0.00695]  

GDP logged  0.691 0.771  

  [0.163] [0.188]  

Military Regime  0.441 0.401*  

  [0.227] [0.202]  

Constant 117.2*** 5,665*** 6,051*** 185.2*** 

 [59.70] [12,640] [12,751] [128.5] 

     

Observations 1,174 941 941 1,094 

Robust standard errors in brackets 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Table C.1 Odds ratios 
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Dependent variable: Repression (dichotomous) 

(1) 

Model: Only nonviolent movements 

WPEI 0.0276** 

 [0.0455] 

Political Terror 1.720 

 [0.675] 

Polity2 1.0150 

 [0.0486] 

Polity2 Squared 0.990 

 [0.00833] 

GDP logged 0.997 

 [0.258] 

Military Regime 0.521 

 [0.277] 

Constant 21.10 

 [46.59] 

  

Pseudo R 0.0645 

Log Likelihood -151.16 

Campaigns 99 

Observations 263 

Robust standard errors in brackets 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

  
Table C.2 Only nonviolent movements odds ratios 
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D. Polity2 squared in the trimmed model 

 

Dependent variable: Repression (dichotomous) 

 Model: Trimmed 

model 

  

WPEI -3.762*** 

 [1.075] 

Primary Method -2.689*** 

 [0.493] 

Political Terror 0.923*** 

 [0.346] 

Polity2  

  

Polity2 Squared -0.0117* 

 [0.00626] 

GDP per capita  

  

Military Regime  

  

Constant 5.598*** 

 [0.836] 

  

Observations 1,122 

Robust standard errors in brackets 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
   Table D.1 Logit estimates 
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E. Alternative sample: all observations 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Model 1: Only 

WPEI 

Model 2: All 

controls 

Model 3: Polity2 

squared included 

Model 4: Trimmed 

model 

     

WPEI -4.326*** -4.728*** -4.875*** -3.987*** 

 [0.861] [1.764] [1.726] [1.183] 

Primary Method  -2.528*** -2.815*** -2.534*** 

  [0.472] [0.490] [0.507] 

Political Terror  1.057*** 0.777** 1.099*** 

  [0.305] [0.321] [0.293] 

Polity2   0.0165 0.0193  

  [0.0472] [0.0470]  

Polity2 Squared   -0.0164**  

   [0.00727]  

GDP logged  -0.229 -0.121  

  [0.229] [0.236]  

Military Regime  -0.807 -0.938*  

  [0.506] [0.504]  

Constant 4.532*** 7.388*** 7.766*** 4.961*** 

 [0.533] [2.147] [2.057] [0.687] 
     

Observations 1,252 1,007 1,007 1,162 
Table E.1: Logit estimates for the four main models when including all observations 
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F. Alternative models 

1. Alternative estimation technique 

Below, the results from using the ordinal scale of the repression variable is presented. 

Model 1 includes all variables including the control variables while model 2 is trimmed 

and only includes the variables that were significant from the first regression. The 

coefficients are still behaving as expected with WPEI and primary method having 

negative signs while the Political terror dummy has a positive influence on repression. 

 

 

Dependent variable: Repression (ordinal scale) 

 (1) (2) 

 Model 1 Model 2 

   

WPEI -5.041*** -4.340*** 

 [1.789] [1.050] 

Primary Method -2.780*** -2.507*** 

 [0.494] [0.447] 

Political Terror 0.718* 1.010*** 

 [0.369] [0.293] 

Polity2 0.0181  

 [0.0492]  

Polity2 Squared -0.0122*  

 [0.00739]  

GDP logged -0.177  

 [0.267]  

Military Regime -0.820*  

 [0.497]  

Constant cut1 -9.383*** -6.577*** 

 [2.339] [0.741] 

Constant cut2 -9.033*** -6.142*** 

 [2.323] [0.726] 

Constant cut3 -8.048*** -5.155*** 

 [2.239] [0.683] 

   

Observations 941 1,094 

 Robust standard errors in brackets 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Table F.1 Logit estimates 
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2. Alternative models: dependent variable 

Alternative model with categories 0 and 1 combined and 2 and 3 combined respectively. 

Dependent variable: Repression 

(aggregated) 

 (1) 

 Repression 

  

WPEI -2.588** 

 [1.090] 

Primary Method -2.590*** 

 [0.407] 

Political Terror 0.875** 

 [0.371] 

  

Constant 5.188*** 

 [0.812] 

  

Observations 1,094 
   Table F.2 Repression 

Model 1 below is the model where the dependent variable takes the value 1 when there are 

fatalities and 0 when there is not in a given campaign-year. 

Model 2 is the model where the dependent variable has been aggregated so that it takes the 

value 1 when there has been more than 26 fatalities and the value 0 when there has been 25 or 

less fatalities in a given campaign-year. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



59 

 

3. Alternative dependent variable: Fatalities 

Dependent variable: Fatalities 

 Fatalities/no fatalities Fatalities 

aggregated 

Fatalities: ordinal 

scale 

    

WPEI -3.644*** -2.185*** -1.639*** 

 [0.773] [0.698] [0.496] 

Primary Method -2.684*** -2.411*** -2.529*** 

 [0.314] [0.286] [0.236] 

Political Terror 0.586* 1.300** 1.315*** 

 [0.314] [0.578] [0.311] 

Constant cut1   -2.750*** 

   [0.381] 

Constant cut2   -1.637*** 

   [0.405] 

Constant cut3   -1.135*** 

   [0.429] 

Constant cut4   -0.259 

   [0.421] 

Constant cut5   1.508*** 

   [0.403] 

Constant cut6   4.427*** 

   [0.622] 

Constant 4.756*** 1.445**  

 [0.699] [0.668]  

    

Observations 1,094 995 995 

Robust standard errors in brackets 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Table F.3 Logit estimates 
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4. Alternative models: independent variable 

Below are the results from the analysis using another operationalization of the main 

independent variable, gender equality. The number of observations in the first model is 

smaller than the other ones due to data limitations regarding the Secondary Education % 

female data. 

 (1) (2) 

 Model 1 Model 2 

   

Fertility Rates 0.371***  

 [0.127]  

Primary Method -2.302*** -1.848*** 

 [0.503] [0.608] 

Political Terror 1.381*** 1.688*** 

 [0.326] [0.351] 

Secondary Education  -3.509 

  [2.880] 

Constant 0.841 3.302*** 

 [0.779] [1.130] 

   

Observations 1,311 787 
Table F.4 Logit estimates with alternative independent variables 

 

 

 
Figure F.1 Kernel density plot of Secondary education % female 
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G. Collinearity diagnostics 

 

Variable VIF SQRT VIF Tolerance R-Squared 

WPEI 1.95 1.40 0.5120 0.4880 

Primary Method 1.14 1.07 0.8760 0.1240 

Political Terror 1.12 1.06 0.8957 0.1043 

Polity2  1.76 1.33 0.5687 0.4313 

GDP logged 1.39 1.18 0.7191 0.2809 

Military Regime 1.11 1.05 0.9049 0.0951 

Mean VIF 1.41  
Table G.1 Collinearity diagnostics 

 


