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Abstract 

The salience of judicial institutions in democratic and non-democratic countries has increased, 

making it important to have women on these powerful and visible decision-making bodies. Yet, 

women have only recently gained entrance to peak judicial bodies including constitutional and 

supreme courts. The appointment of the first woman to a high court is a historic landmark, 

breaking traditional ideas of who can and should be on the court. Based on a global, longitudinal 

data set we show that certain explanatory factors matter differently in wealthy, stable 

democracies and in developing countries. The method of selecting high court justices exerts 

influence in wealthy, stable democracies but not newer ones. Further, our findings suggest that in 

both sets of countries, appointments to high courts are not made in a domestic vacuum and are 

influenced by international norms of having women participate in governing institutions. 

 
  
Keywords: high courts, judicial selection, gender, women, women’s representation  

 

 

 

 

Supplementary material for this article is available in the appendix of the online edition. Data 

and materials necessary to reproduce the analyses in the published paper are available in the JOP 

Dataverse. 

This material is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant 

Nos. #SES-1324181, 1323949, and 1323968, and a Research Council Faculty Seed Grant and 

Senning Summer Fellowship from the University of Nebraska-Lincoln.



 1 

High courts have become increasingly powerful in democracies and non-democracies around the 

world (Ginsburg and Moustafa 2008; Tate and Vallinder 1995). While this is heralded as a move 

toward the rule of law, women have traditionally been excluded from the top bench.1 The lack of 

women on courts is a question of equality, fairness, and justice (Kenney 2012; Malleson 2003; 

Rackley 2013). Unequal access to the bench limits the variety of perspectives needed for 

collective wisdom in decision making. While not assuming that women are essentially different 

from men, empirical research shows that the presence of women on courts can alter decision 

making both in terms of outcomes and processes, even when there is just one woman (e.g., Boyd, 

Epstein, and Martin 2010; Gryski, Maïn, and Dixon 1986; Harris and Sen 2019; Moyer and 

Tankersley 2012; Peresie 2005). More broadly, research demonstrates that the presence of 

previously underrepresented groups affects perceptions of the legitimacy of those institutions and 

their decisions (Clayton, O’Brien, and Piscopo 2019; Gibson and Nelson 2018; Scherer and 

Curry 2010). 

Given the history of women’s exclusion from the judiciary and the importance of having 

even one woman on a powerful decision-making body, the appointment of the first female justice 

to a high court is a significant event. The first woman disrupts traditional ideas about who can 

and should serve on a high court. A comparative study of Argentina, Australia, Canada, South 

Africa, and the United States finds that the first woman on the country’s highest court receives 

unprecedented media coverage, making her a highly visible symbol (Escobar-Lemmon, 

 
1 Common law systems generally have a single peak court that has the power of judicial review 

and is the highest court of appeal. Civil law countries often divide these powers between a 

constitutional court and court of last resort. Our analysis includes all three high courts.  
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Hoekstra, Kang, and Kittilson 2016). The earlier a woman is put on the highest court, the sooner 

other women aspire to become judges, the sooner the public sees women in positions of power, 

and in certain cases, the sooner more inclusive decision making takes place. Further, 

understanding how and when women join high courts may illuminate the conditions under which 

other underrepresented groups are most likely to access arenas from which they have been 

historically excluded. 

There are vast differences in when countries first elevated women to high courts. Figure 1 

shows the decade in which countries made the breakthrough. Strikingly, early appointers are not 

limited to rich, stable democracies. For instance, by the time Sandra Day O’Connor joined the 

U.S. Supreme Court in 1981, Cecilia Muñoz-Palma had been on the Supreme Court of the 

Philippines for eight years. Other countries have been slower to end the tradition of all-male 

benches. The United Kingdom did not reach the milestone until 2004, and as of 2013, at least 29 

high courts have had never had a female justice. Previous empirical work on gender and high 

courts, however, is restricted to members of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD) for a recent year (Hoekstra, Kittilson, and Bond 2014; Valdini and 

Shortell 2016; Williams and Thames 2008) or a single country (e.g., Driscoll and Nelson 2015).2 

Scholars have yet to systematically explain change and variation among developing countries.  

Why do some countries appoint the first woman to a high court earlier than others? We 

theorize that the degree of exposure to rising international norms of women’s participation in 

 
2 OECD countries include Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, 

Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United Kingdom, and United States.  
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governance influences the timing of the appointment of the first woman to the high court. 

International norms of women’s participation in decision-making bodies erode traditional 

expectations of who can and ought to serve on the high court, breaking historic patterns of 

exclusion. We also propose that different factors matter in wealthy stable democracies and in 

developing countries. Scholars of women’s legislative representation have found that due to 

broadly different economic, political, and social histories, beyond controlling for wealth, 

developing countries should be examined separately from high-income and stable democracies 

(see, for instance, Hughes 2009; Viterna, Fallon, and Beckfield 2008). We agree and suggest that 

certain institutional variables (e.g. selection method and religious law) are more germane for one 

set of countries than the other. 

To study why women crack the judicial glass ceiling when they do, we assembled the 

first data set of the initial appointment of women to high courts in 124 countries from 1970 to 

2013. By adopting a global and longitudinal view, we have unprecedented ability to test existing 

and new hypotheses about change in the composition of high courts and examine whether 

differences exist between OECD and non-OECD countries (our operationalization for stable, 

wealthy democracies versus new democracies and developing countries). We find that the 

judicial glass ceiling is not cracked in a domestic vacuum. The appointment of the first woman is 

influenced by international norms. The first woman is more likely to be appointed when more 

civil society organizations are connected to the international women’s movement, particularly in 

the developing world. After other countries in the region appoint a female judge to their high 

courts, a country becomes more likely to follow suit. We also find the institutional context 

shapes when the first woman will be appointed. Using religion as a source of law lengthens the 
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time a country will take to appoint its first woman in developing countries, whereas the method 

of selecting high court justices exerts influence in wealthy, stable democracies.  

Our study expands the way we think about women’s participation in governance. A 

wealth of studies address women’s representation in national parliaments and executive cabinets 

(e.g., Escobar-Lemmon and Taylor-Robinson 2016; Fallon, Swiss, and Viterna 2012; Hughes 

2009; Krook and O’Brien 2012; Paxton, Hughes, and Green 2006; Schwindt-Bayer 2010; Tripp 

and Kang 2008). Scholars of gender and politics overlook the judiciary, in large part due to the 

absence of longitudinal, cross-national data. Given the increasing number of laws to prohibit sex 

discrimination and violence (Htun and Weldon 2018), it is all the more imperative to examine 

the high courts that will adjudicate these policies. We propose and test a new set of hypotheses 

for the initial inclusion of women on high courts, bridging the scholarship on judicial politics and 

gender and politics.  

 

The Significance of the First Woman on High Courts 

The first woman appointed disrupts traditional ideas about who can and should serve on 

powerful courts. By the time that Sandra Day O’Connor was appointed to the US Supreme Court 

in 1981, 74% of courts for which we have data never had a woman on the bench. All-male courts 

signal exclusive legal processes, and the elevation of the first women to high-level all-male 

courts can empower women in the legal profession. Ginsburg and Brill (1995, 281) argue that the 

first female “way pavers” in the U.S. federal judiciary “made it less difficult for the rest of us to 

gain appointment or election to the judiciary, and realistic for legions of women in the future to 

aspire to—and achieve—a full life in the law.”  
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In addition to symbolic importance, serving as symbols of women’s suitability for high 

courts, the way pavers may also organize to boost women’s presence at all levels of the judiciary. 

For example, the first woman appointed to the Supreme Court of Bangladesh, Nazmun Sultana, 

formed Bangladesh’s chapter of the International Association of Women Judges. Similarly, the 

first woman appointed to the South Korean Supreme Court, Young-ran Kim, organized her 

chapter, which in 2006 held a meeting on “Judicial Leadership: Empowerment of Women 

Judges” (Hedlund, Glazebrook, Pacht, and Wainwright 2010).  

Empirical research finds that adding just one woman to otherwise all-male judges’ panels 

can alter judicial outcomes by shifting the behavior of the male justices. Studying three-judge 

panels of the circuit courts of appeal in the U.S., Boyd, Epstein, and Martin (2010) show that 

panels with at least one female judge more often supported plaintiffs’ claims of sex 

discrimination (see also Gryski, Maïn, and Dixon 1986). Similar panel effects have been found 

for sexual harassment cases (Moyer and Tankersley 2012; Peresie 2005; see also Farhang and 

Wawro 2004).  

After the selection of the first woman, countries rarely return to having an all-male high 

court. For the 186 country-courts for which we have data on the percentage of women, there are 

23 (12%) instances where the country returns to having an all-male court. In 15 of those 23 

instances where a court did go back to being all-male, the exclusion of women was not long 

lived; in most cases, a woman was appointed within six years (for further discussion, see the 

supplemental materials). In the vast majority of the cases (88%), once the glass ceiling was 

cracked at least one woman held a seat on the court thereafter. In U.S. state courts, female 

justices tend to be replaced by women (Arrington 2018), further pointing to the need to 

understand why and how the first woman came to the bench. The achievement of other 



 6 

milestones has been far slower than might be expected, especially relative to the rising presence 

of women in parliaments and presidential cabinets. For country-courts where we have data, it 

was not until 1983 when the first high court (Uruguay) reached 25% women, and as late as 2000, 

14% of high courts for which we have data reached the benchmark. Gender parity is rare. In 

1996, the Honduran Supreme Court became the first we were able to identify where women held 

over 50% of the seats. We identified only 17 other instances where a court had gender parity.  

 

Institutional Context: Previous Studies 

Judicial appointments are political appointments. While the exact concerns that enter in will vary 

across countries and over time, selectors make choices given the domestic political context. 

When selectors have the opportunity to appoint a judge to the highest court in the country, they 

balance multiple concerns including the person’s ideology and partisanship (Epstein and Segal 

2005; Malleson and Russell 2006). Why and under what conditions would appointers also care 

about gender diversity on the court and select a woman, particularly when none have held a seat 

before? Past research—much of it based on wealthy stable democracies—focuses on whether 

selection methods shape women’s numerical representation on high courts. Taking a more global 

approach, we consider whether these explanations matter differently for high-income 

democracies and developing countries, extending previous work on women’s legislative 

representation that argue for distinguishing between the two (e.g., Hughes 2009; Viterna, Fallon 

and Beckfield 2008). Further, we propose new institutional explanations that may be germane for 

developing countries. 

Researchers hypothesized that merit selection systems and gubernatorial appointment in 

the U.S. should increase diversity over other forms of selection since commissions might take 
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diversity more seriously. However, there is no consensus (Alozie 1996; Bratton and Spill 2002; 

Goelzhauser 2011; Hurwitz and Lanier 2001, 2003, 2008; Williams 2007) and modes of 

selection are more diverse globally than they are within the U.S. Epstein, Knight, and Shvetsova 

(2001) compare term length and qualifications, but do not conduct multivariate analyses. 

Arrington, Bass, Glynn, Staton, et al. (2017) focus on the number of selectors and arrive at null 

findings.  

Taking into consideration the substantial variation in how countries pick judges, 

comparative empirical studies of judicial appointments distinguish between selection by exposed 

versus sheltered appointers (Valdini and Shortell 2016; Williams and Thames 2008). Elected 

selectors may seek to gain victory points among voters with their judicial selections, especially 

when selectors think their choice will draw media attention (Bratton and Spill 2002; 507-8; 

Graham 1990; Slotnick 1984). Appointing justices from previously excluded groups, such as 

women, may be one of an arsenal of tactics selectors make to court strategically important 

segments of the public (Means 2018). In campaigning for the U.S. presidency, Ronald Reagan 

pledged to appoint a woman to the Supreme Court to attract women voters to the Republican 

Party ticket (Abraham 2008, Chapter 11). When a vacancy arose, Reagan reportedly told an 

advisor, “I promised to have a woman on the Supreme Court. Now, if there are no qualified 

women, I understand. But I can't believe there isn't one” (Thomas 2019, 122-3) and then 

appointed O’Connor. By contrast, when unelected officials such as attorney generals pick judges, 

they may care more about satisfying the predominantly male legal profession and maintain all-

male high courts. In the United Kingdom, where an unelected Lord Chancellor appointed Law 

Lords, the country took much longer to appoint the first woman (Kenney 2008). Thus, while 
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there are many nuances in how judges are chosen, the distinction between elected and unelected 

selectors may separate out the earlier from the later appointers.  

Previous comparative research on exposed versus sheltered selectors focuses on wealthy 

established democracies. This variable may be less germane among developing countries 

because countries ranked lower on the global social hierarchy seek to move up the ladder by 

bringing women into state institutions (Towns 2010). Putting a woman on the country’s most 

visible court can help a country improve its international status. If appointers—elected or not—

see the appointment of the first woman as beneficial for their country’s global standing, they will 

be incentivized to select a woman. Among countries that are further down the global order, the 

difference between exposed and sheltered modes of selection ought to be limited.  

 Taking a global approach, we identify two additional institutional variables that may 

influence the timing of the first milestone. During the 1990s, many countries wrote or revised 

constitutions to restructure the judicial branch, often establishing a separate constitutional court. 

At the same time constitutional revisions were taking place, the international women’s 

movement and UN Conferences on Women were raising the salience of women’s representation. 

Because constitutional reforms enhanced the visibility of the judiciary and all seats had to be 

filled simultaneously, representational concerns were more likely to come to the forefront, and 

women had to be included on these reformed high courts. Yet, after the initial court is seated, the 

window in which representational concerns take center stage may close. Thus, in the first year of 

their existence, new courts should have a higher chance of appointing a woman.  

Further, the use of religious law may be an important aspect of the legal context. Htun 

and Weldon (2015) argue that many world religions have historically been patriarchal and that 

the state’s recognition of one type of ideology creates vested interests in maintaining those 
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beliefs. In such contexts, calls for women’s inclusion may be stifled. For instance, Saudi Arabia 

draws on religion as a source of law and has not had a woman on its highest court. On the other 

hand, women have served as judges on Islamic courts in Indonesia at least since the mid-1960s 

(Cammack 1989). While religious law can be interpreted differently, debates over women 

serving as judges may slow women’s appointment to high courts.  

Institutional factors shape the windows of opportunity and incentives for the appointment 

of the first women. Yet, institutions such as the method of selection, the post-1990s courts, and 

the use of religious law may be more germane in particular contexts. Across these varied 

contexts, women have been excluded from holding positions of power in the judicial branch. 

Next, we propose that international factors are important to understanding when and how male-

dominant norms changed around the world leading to the appointment of the first woman. 

 

How Norm Diffusion Influences the Appointment of the First Woman  

To bring an end to women’s exclusion from high courts, deeply held norms must be altered to 

reimagine who can and should be a judge. We propose that the global spread of norms raises 

expectations that at least one woman should be present on high courts. Growing international 

consensus about women’s participation in governing institutions may erode traditional 

expectations, leading to the initial breakdown of historic barriers. Thus, the spread of norms 

likely influence the appointment of the first woman. We identify three mechanisms through 

which norms of women’s inclusion in the judiciary may spread: prior commitment to 

international law, connections to the international women’s movement, and regional peer effects. 

Importantly, international women’s rights law expanded alongside the development of 

international human rights jurisprudence. Previous research identifies the Convention on the 
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Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) as an important conduit 

of norms of the participation of women in schools, national legislatures, executive cabinets, and 

other decision making bodies (Baldez 2014; Jacob, Scherpereel, and Adams 2014; Krook and 

True 2012; Simmons 2009; but see Paxton, Hughes, and Green 2006). We expect the longer a 

country has been committed to CEDAW, the sooner it will appoint the first woman to a high 

court.  

Ratifying CEDAW may improve women’s access to public positions through its 

reporting process. Member states are required to submit reports to an international committee, 

detailing compliance with the treaty. This process facilitates the internalization of global 

expectations of women’s participation as it pressures states to demonstrate changes. For 

example, in 1994 the CEDAW committee recognized the “big strides” that Japan made by 

appointing the first woman, Hisako Takahashi, to the Supreme Court, among other things 

(CEDAW 1994, paras 547 and 550). In evaluating Afghanistan, the committee in 2013 expressed 

“its concern at the . . . total absence of women judges in the Supreme Court” (CEDAW 2013, 7, 

para 28). In 2015, Afghan President Ashraf Ghani nominated a female judge, Anisa Rasooli, to 

serve on the highest court. Although her initial nomination fell nine votes short in the legislature, 

Ghani proposed Rasooli a second time in 2018, and she was appointed to the Supreme Court.  

Second, transnational communication disseminates new ideas about women’s 

participation in governing institutions. The international women’s movement heightened 

discussion of gender diversity, particularly through international conferences (Berkovitch 1999; 

Paxton, Hughes, and Green 2006; Ramirez, Soysal, and Shanahan 1997). As Schultz and Shaw 

(2013, 8-9) write, after the first UN World Conference on Women in 1975, women’s advocates 

“vociferously demanded the admission of female judges, thereby building up political pressure.”  
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Keck and Sikkink (1998) depict non-governmental organizations (NGOs) as 

intermediaries between the international and local. The work that NGOs do in translating new 

expectations is especially vital when there are gaps between global standards and local 

understandings. For example, the Association of Women in Judges in Spain, a national 

organization belonging to the International Association of Women Judges, advocates for more 

women in the judiciary, calling attention to the dearth of women on Spain’s highest court 

(Asociacion de Mujeres Juezas de España 2019). The number and importance of women’s 

organizations in developing countries has grown since the 1970s (Tripp, Casimiro, Kwesiga, and 

Mungwa 2009), often framing women’s participation as central to democracy and modernization 

(Towns 2010). For instance, in Egypt, organizations such as the Alliance of Arab Women, 

Egyptian Center for Women’s Rights, and the Arab Center for the Independence of the Judiciary 

called for the inclusion of women in the judiciary in the 1990s. In the 2000s, civil society 

advocates lobbied then-first lady Suzanne Mubarak as well as the chief justice to improve 

women’s participation on the bench. In 2003, Tehani al-Gebali became the first female judge on 

the Supreme Constitutional Court (Lindbekk 2017, 289-91).  

Norms of women’s participation in public office may spread to countries that have more 

ties to the international women’s movement. As these norms strengthen and are transmitted from 

the global to local level, resistance to appointing women may erode. We expect the more 

women’s international non-governmental organizations (WINGOs) in a country, the sooner a 

country will appoint the first woman to a high court.  

Last, emulation involves the adoption of a socially accepted practice. New practices are 

more likely to be adopted when members of a country’s reference group adopt them. Goodman 

and Jinks (2004, 638) refer to emulation as acculturation, “adopting the beliefs and behavioral 
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patterns of the surrounding culture.” In the United Kingdom, political elites responded in part to 

regional comparisons that portrayed the judiciary as behind the times for excluding women from 

the high bench (Kenney 2008). Previous research suggests that regional patterns matter, as 

countries within the same geographic area often see each other as peers. Ramirez, Soysal, and 

Shanahan (1997) find that women’s suffrage spread regionally from 1930 to 1990. Women’s 

rights policies also spread regionally (Htun and Weldon 2018; Hughes, Krook, and Paxton 

2015). By extension, we propose that countries emulate the behavior of their peers when it 

comes to the judiciary. We expect that if there are more high courts in the region with a woman, 

a country will appoint the first woman to a high court sooner. 

 

Research Design 

We now test which factors influence the appointment of the first woman to 159 high courts in 

124 sovereign countries with a population of 200,000 or greater (as of 2010). Our original data 

set recording the year in which the first woman was appointed to a high court draws on 

information from government websites, correspondence with ministry and court officials, 

newspaper articles, and secondary sources.  

We begin our analysis in 1970 to capture years before the start of international pressure 

for including women.3 In 1975, the first UN World Conference on Women was held. Before this 

point there was limited global pressure for the inclusion of women in positions of decision-

making power.  

 
3 The supplemental materials show that our results are robust to starting in 1975, 1980, or 1985.  
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Our unit of analysis is the country-high court year. Where there is a single peak bench, as 

in India, Nigeria, and the US, it is our court of interest. In countries with a separate constitutional 

court and highest court of appeal, such as Egypt, Italy, and South Africa, we made attempts to 

collect data on both. (For a list of high courts and the year of the first woman, see the 

supplemental materials.) Where a court was created after 1970, we begin observing it at the time 

of its formation. For instance, Colombia’s Supreme Court of Justice enters the data set in 1970, 

while the Constitutional Court enters in 1992. Because there are multiple courts for countries in 

the dataset, and events in that country may affect both, we calculate standard errors clustered on 

country.  

Table 1 shows the initial inclusion of women on peak benches is dynamic. In 1970, 

women had been appointed to 18% of the 108 high courts for which we have data. In 1980, 

nearly a quarter of the high courts in our data set had, or previously had, a female judge. As of 

2013, women had broken the judicial glass ceiling in 86% of peak courts in our data set. 

Scandinavia is an innovator, with 80% of high courts having had a female judge by 1970. By 

contrast, high courts in the Middle East and North Africa and in South Asia were all-male in 

1970 and began to include women thereafter.  

 

Modeling the Appointment of the First Woman 

Our dependent variable can be thought of as the length of time it takes for the first woman to be 

appointed to the peak bench. For this kind of variable, event history or survival analysis is the 

most appropriate method and has been employed by scholars of gender and politics and of 

judicial politics to understand the timing of promotions (e.g., Goelzhauser 2011; O’Brien 2015). 

The preferred choice for analyzing continuous-time data is the Cox proportional hazards model. 
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However, because our data are discretized into years with many variables only observed 

annually, we use a discrete-time complementary log-log model, which is analogous to the Cox 

model. Following Box-Steffensmeier and Jones (2004, 74-79) we test six different forms of the 

baseline hazard: linear, natural log transformation, quadratic transformation, cubic 

transformation, cubic spline, and lowess. We compare each to the null model of temporal 

independence. Based on a comparison of the log-likelihoods, we use the null model.4 High courts 

that had no women judges prior to or in 2013 are right-censored. 

 
Variables 

Turning to the institutional context, to assess whether courts with electorally accountable 

selectors are faster to appoint the first women, we created a new variable that codes the method 

of selection. Previous coding of selection is limited to wealthy democracies at a single point in 

time (Valdini and Shortell 2016; Williams and Thames 2008). To collect longitudinal data for a 

global sample, we examined the text of the constitutions for each country, including 

amendments, and other sources over our time period. Electorally accountable selectors equals 

one if any or all those selecting judges for the high court are elected (e.g. president) and zero if 

all the selectors for the bench hold appointed or inherited positions (e.g., minister of justice, 

prince). If a combination of unelected and elected officials are selectors, we code the case as 

electorally accountable because at least some are subject to electoral pressure. As such, a system 

that uses both merit commissions and gubernatorial appointment would be coded as being 

 
4 Our main findings about electorally accountable selection and diffusion are robust to using a 

Cox proportional hazard, Weibull, and logit discrete-time models as shown in the supplemental 

materials. 
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accountable. This is also a dynamic variable; 15 of the 159 country-courts change over time.5  

Additionally, we examine whether courts created in or after 1990 are more likely to 

appoint a woman in their first year. Newer court equals one in the first year of existence for 

courts created in or after 1990 and zero otherwise. We code for whether countries recognize 

religious law as a valid source of law with Religious law (JuriGlobe 2015). The variable equals 

one if the country uses religion as a sole source of law or combines it with other forms (common 

law, civil law, or customary law) and zero otherwise.6  

We theorized that greater exposure to international norms of women’s participation in 

governing bodies lead countries to appoint the first woman to the peak bench sooner. A longer 

commitment to international law should heighten the likelihood of appointing the first woman. 

Log years since CEDAW is the natural log of the years since the country ratified the convention 

(United Nations 2017).7 For countries that had not ratified CEDAW, the unlogged version equals 

zero. To capture connections to the international women’s movement, we use Log WINGOs, the 

natural log of the number of women’s international NGOs to which citizens in a country belong 

(Hughes, Paxton, Quinsaat, and Reith 2017). WINGOs is coded for 1965 and every five years 

between 1973 and 2013; we linearly impute missing years.8 Finally, countries may follow the 

 
5 For descriptive statistics, consult our supplemental materials. 

6 Our supplemental materials show that Religious law is not a proxy for the Middle East and 

North Africa region and that our main results are robust to excluding one region at a time. 

7 We replace zero values with 0.001 and take the natural log of years since CEDAW and 

WINGOs given significant skew.  

8 We use the ipolate command in Stata for this and our education variable. 
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lead of their regional peers. Using the demarcation of regions listed in Table 1, Regional peer 

effects is the cumulative percentage of high courts in the region that appointed a woman in the 

year or previous years and for which we had data on the first woman. The denominator is the 

number of high courts in the region, which increases over time if countries gain independence or 

create new courts. 

Our models include a variety of control variables. Drawing on JuriGlobe (2015), Civil 

law equals one if the country uses civil law. If the country uses common law or a mixed system 

(e.g., common law and civil law, religious and civil law), the variable equals zero. The type of 

legal system may influence women’s appointments to high courts, and we expect consistent 

effects for wealthy and developing countries. In civil law systems entrance into the judicial 

profession is often through examination, a process that may be less biased against women. In 

contrast, in common law systems one needs previous experience and the right connections to 

become a judge, a process that tends to favor men (Bauer and Dawuni 2015; Schultz and Shaw 

2003, although see Malleson and Russell 2006 and Dawuni and Kang 2015).  

Comparative studies have identified a general pattern: the more powerful the position, the 

more likely women are to be excluded (Putnam 1976). Past research produces mixed findings 

regarding prestige, proxied by the size of the court and term length and null results regarding the 

effect of the power of judicial review (contrast Valdini and Shortell 2016 with Williams and 

Thames 2008). To code Prestigious court, we treat constitutional courts and supreme courts 

(single peak courts) as more prestigious than the highest appellate courts.9  

We also include Level of democracy, a continuous variable from the Polity IV data set 

 
9 We examine the difference between prestige and civil law in the supplemental materials. 
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(Marshall, Gurr, and Jaggers 2015).10 On the one hand, while authoritarian states may feel less 

pressure to include women, leaders may appoint the first women to appear more inclusive to 

domestic and international audiences. On the other hand, democracies may include women to 

show that the judicial process is inclusive.  

We include measures to capture a country’s wealth and gender egalitarian context and 

expect both to speed the first women’s selection for the top bench. Cross-national studies suggest 

that modernization is the foundation of a broad set of processes that improve women’s status 

(Inglehart and Norris 2003). Thus, wealthier countries may appoint the first woman sooner. Log 

GDP per capita is the logged gross domestic product per capita in that year. We use Graham and 

Tucker’s (2019) combination of World Bank and Penn World Tables values, averaging 1998 and 

2000 figures for 1999, which is missing.  

Finally, more women gaining education and working in the fields that traditionally serve 

as springboards to high court appointments may lead the first women to be selected sooner. 

However, mixed findings characterize the relationship in the U.S. (Alozie 1996; Arrington 2018; 

Cook 1984; Kenney 2012; Solberg and Bratton 2005; Williams 2007) and cross-national analysis 

(Valdini and Shortell 2016). To our knowledge, there is no cross-national longitudinal data set on 

the percentage of women lawyers or women completing judges’ school. As a proxy, we use 

Tertiary completion, female to male lagged 20 years, the ratio of women completing tertiary 

education relative to men from Barro and Lee’s (2013) data set. Data are available every five 

 
10 Our results are robust to using alternative measures of legal system and democracy, as shown 

in the supplemental materials.  
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years through 2010 so we linearly impute the variable for intervening years. Because judges 

rarely join a high court upon graduation, we lag the variable 20 years.  

 

Results 

Table 2 presents models estimating the effect of institutions and norms on the appointment of the 

first woman. We present the global sample results without and with the education variable in 

Models 1 and 2 because missing data on tertiary completion rates causes us to lose data from 20 

countries (25 courts). To identify whether the same processes are at work in OECD and non-

OECD countries, we split the sample and present the results of our estimates in Models 3 and 4.  

In examining a global sample of countries, we do not find that selectors who can be held 

electorally accountable are more likely to appoint the first woman, although the coefficient is 

positively signed.11 However, prior cross-national research only includes democratic countries 

(e.g. Valdini and Shortell 2016). Among the OECD countries there is a strong, positive effect 

where selectors are subject to electoral pressure (Model 3). The results for the OECD  

are consistent with the existing literature, although caution is warranted as the OECD sample 

size is small, which limits the precision of the estimates. Within the sample, for countries where 

appointers are elected the hazard of appointing a woman to the high court is higher than that of 

countries where none of the appointers are elected. Having selectors subject to electoral pressure 

does not have an effect distinguishable from zero in the non-OECD countries (Model 4).  

We also observe a significant and substantively large effect of new courts in their first 

year of existence. During that brief window—when the entire court is being appointed at once—

 
11 Excluding autocracies produces similar findings, as shown in the supplemental materials. 
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the hazard of the first woman being appointed increases markedly. This reflects the reality that of 

the 17 African constitutional courts included in Model 1 and created between 1990 and 2013, 12 

included a woman from the start. In the non-OECD sample in Model 3, newer courts also have a 

notably higher hazard. As expected, whether a country uses religious law has a significant effect 

on the hazard rate in Model 1. In Model 2, the coefficient of religious law is negatively signed 

but no longer exerts a significant effect upon the appointment of the first woman. This is likely 

because the effect is captured by the positive and significant effect caused by women’s 

educational attainment. We do not include Religious law and Newer court in the OECD-only 

model because they do not vary. 

Our results in Table 2 provide support for two of the three expectations about the 

importance of the diffusion of international norms in explaining the appointment of the first 

woman to a country’s high court. In the global sample in Model 1, connectedness to the 

international women’s movement and regional peer effects positively influence countries that 

have not previously appointed a woman to the high court to do so. The length of commitment to 

international law, measured as log years since the ratification of CEDAW, does not have an 

effect distinguishable from zero. This may reflect a limitation in our measure, which does not 

capture the way that domestic actors use international treaties to their own effect or the way 

treaties are used for show. When we split the data into OECD and non-OECD countries 

commitment to international law does not have an effect distinguishable from zero. 

An increase in the number of women’s international NGOs in a country produces mixed 

results. Having more linkages makes a country more likely to appoint the first woman to the top 

bench when we control for women’s educational attainment. For instance, both Morocco and 

Mauritania created constitutional courts (prestigious) in 1999 and have electorally accountable 
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selectors. However, in 1998, there were 17 WINGOs in Mauritania, compared to 40 in Morocco 

which may help explain why Morocco appointed the first woman in 1999, but Mauritania has yet 

to achieve this milestone. When we consider OECD and non-OECD countries separately, 

however, we obtain divergent results with regard to transnational linkages to the international 

women’s movement. Among the non-OECD countries, the results mirror those from the full 

sample estimation with more WINGOs being tied to increased risk of appointing the first 

woman, and in this case the effect is statistically different from zero. Among the OECD 

countries, however, the effect is statistically significant and negative. Additional WINGOs 

corresponds to a decrease in the hazard the first woman is appointed. Caution is warranted 

because of the small sample size and the possibly different role for WINGOs in the OECD. 

Future research that can identify differences among WINGOS is required to more fully 

understand this relationship.  

Our results suggest that countries are influenced by the behavior of their regional peers. 

As the percentage of high courts in the region that have appointed a woman increase, the chances 

a country appoints the first woman rise. A useful illustration of this finding is a comparison 

between Liberia and Sri Lanka. Liberia’s first woman on the supreme court was appointed in 

1977 and Sri Lanka in 1996. Neither country uses religious law nor is purely based on civil law. 

Seats on the countries’ high courts were chosen by electorally accountable selectors, and the 

courts were created before the 1990s. A key difference is that Liberia’s neighbor, Sierra Leone, 

appointed its first woman to the high court in 1976, whereas no country in South Asia had a 

woman on peak benches at that time. The behavior of other countries in the region exerts a 
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positive and significant effect even when we split the sample. Both OECD and non-OECD 

countries follow the lead of their regional peers.12 

While the use of civil law has no effect in any model in Table 2, the prestigious courts in 

the non-OECD sample and the global model including education are more likely to include a 

woman sooner. Caution is warranted in drawing strong conclusions about women’s ability to 

crack prestigious courts more easily as this finding may be due to missing information on the 

selection of women to some of the highest appellate courts in the developing world and the fact 

that many new courts were constitutional courts. Both the level of democracy and economic 

development are insignificant in all four models, supporting the examples from the introduction 

showing that women have been appointed in varied countries. As women complete tertiary 

education at similar rates to men, a country becomes more likely to appoint the first woman in 

the global sample and among the non-OECD countries.13  

 
 

 

 
12 We test whether having more women in parliament or women’s political empowerment makes 

a country faster to appoint the first woman. We report the results in the supplemental material. 

Linkages to the international women’s movement and regional peer effects continue to exert a 

positive and statistically significant effect on the chances that the first woman is appointed. 

13 Our supplemental materials show that our main results are robust to using left political 

ideology; a binary measure of CEDAW ratification; NGOs at the 1995 UN Conference; the 

behavior of neighbors and subregional peers; foreign aid; time since suffrage and first women in 

parliament; and gender quotas. 
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Conclusion 

All-male courts signal exclusionary legal processes. The appointment of the first woman is a 

historic landmark, breaking traditional ideas of who can and should be on the court. Ending the 

exclusion of women from high courts is all the more salient as courts across the globe have 

become increasingly important arbiters of politics. As issues of human rights and women’s rights 

as human rights ascend, having women on the highest courts is vital in adjudicating laws and 

policies such as violence against women, sexual harassment, and discrimination. Exclusion from 

the bench means exclusion from decision making processes, which in turn may erode public 

confidence in the judiciary and their integrity of decisions. Public confidence and support for 

legal institutions is essential for independent judiciaries.  

To understand why women are able to break barriers and join high courts for the first 

time, we examined explanations rooted in institutions and the international spread of norms of 

women’s participation in decision-making. The scope of established comparative research on 

women on high courts has been limited. Our global and longitudinal lens allows us to expand our 

theory of change on these powerful institutions. We find that some influences are more germane 

for wealthy stable democracies and others more influential in developing countries. Electoral 

accountability in selection methods influences the timing of the appointment of the first woman 

among high-income democracies (OECD members), a finding consistent with prior research 

(Valdini and Shortell 2016; Williams and Thames 2008). However, looking beyond the OECD to 

countries that have received far less attention in past empirical research, we find that electoral 

accountability does not exert the expected impact. Certainly, selectors can have multiple criteria 

and motivations in mind when selecting a judge. Appointers, for instance, can seek judges using 

a combination of ideological, racial, geographic, and gender criteria. An important avenue for 
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future research is to unpack more fully and with more finely grained data the differences among 

domestic institutions. Particular institutional designs may create opportunities or barriers for 

women in ways that we were not able to capture in this study.  

Our findings challenge the way we think about judicial institutions around the world. In 

recent decades, legal normative ideas have increasingly crossed state boundaries, as part of a 

process of transjudicial communication (Slaughter 1994, 101). We find that a growing 

international consensus on the legitimacy of having women in positions of political power 

appears to raise expectations for having at least one woman on the bench. This shows that the 

spread of norms has affected not only jurisprudence but also the composition of domestic courts.  

Emulation of regional peers increase the risk of appointing the first woman: one 

country’s appointment of a woman to its high court has positive implications for the 

diversification of the judiciary beyond its borders. In addition, transnational linkages (the number 

of WINGOs) exert an important influence in developing countries. For those working for change 

on the ground through women’s organizations, this is an encouraging finding. Given the small 

sample of OECD countries and the potentially different role and focus of these organizations in 

that context, it is difficult to say much on our negative finding for this subset. Both these findings 

point to the need for further research on the role of NGOs on women’s appointments in both sets 

of countries.  

Surprisingly, when subject to empirical testing across a wide variety of countries and 

regions, a number of conventional explanations do not appear to influence the timing of the first 

woman. Neither level of wealth nor type of legal system emerge as directly powerful influences. 

Even still, accounting for differences between wealthy stable democracies and developing 

countries is essential to understanding how mechanisms of change operate. Rather than broad 
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structural influences, the more proximate and dynamic influences on groundbreaking changes 

emanate from the transmission of new ideas, regional behaviors, and new courts. 

Our findings suggest that previously marginalized groups can maximize opportunities to 

break patterns of exclusion by paying careful attention to shifts in their environments. When 

gatekeepers see peers stepping away from the status quo and diversifying decision-making 

bodies, or when institutions are created from scratch, the conditions are ripe for inclusion. 

Further, in wealthy democracies, rules that render appointers accountable to the public appear to 

encourage initial inclusion in governing institutions. Outside the OECD, strong and vibrant 

international social movements exert pressure to ending exclusion. Simply put, international 

interconnectedness not only shapes how courts adjudicate but also who adjudicates. 

Of course, having one woman on a court falls far from equity. The influences that 

encourage the appointment of the first woman may share similarities and differences with the 

process of further diversification. The diffusion of international ideas about women’s presence in 

governance may affect the appointment of the first woman and the achievement of other 

benchmarks. As the discourse surrounding women’s participation in governance shifts from 

inclusion to parity (Paxton, Hughes, and Green 2006), the consequences of international norms 

and advocacy may move from the first woman to more substantial gains. Further, the novelty and 

visibility associated with appointing the first woman may create greater incentive for electorally 

accountable selectors to break the all-male tradition. More important for subsequent 

appointments may be domestic institutions related to the number of opportunities to appoint, 

such as the size of the court and turnover. Scholars ought to collect data on repeated events and 

examine what happens after the first appointment occurs (Boehmke and Witmer 2004). 
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Furthermore, scholars should consider the confluence of ideology and institutions from a 

comparative perspective. Detailed country studies showing whether and how domestic actors use 

treaties such as CEDAW to promote women’s representation on courts are also important. While 

research on state courts in the U.S. as well as cross-national comparative research has 

emphasized the method of selection, measures of formal rules may not always fully capture 

actual practices in nomination and appointment procedures. In-depth comparative qualitative 

work is needed to identify the informal norms that shape how qualifications are defined, who 

makes it to shortlists, and who is ultimately appointed.   



 26 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

We thank the three reviewers, Ernesto Calvo, Anne Goldstein, Jonathan Klaaren, Diana Z. 

O’Brien, Jessica Preece, Julia Reilly, Michelle Taylor-Robinson, and participants at the UC 

Berkeley African Studies Center brownbag for their helpful feedback. An earlier version of this 

manuscript was presented at the 2019 American Political Science Association Meeting and the 

2019 European Conference on Politics and Gender. Replication data and files, in addition to 

being available in JOP’s Dataverse, may be found on our website, 

http://womenonhighcourts.com/.  

 

REFERENCES 

Abraham, Henry. 2008. Justices, Presidents, and Senators: A History of the U.S. Supreme Court 

Appointments from Washington to Clinton. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield. 

Alozie, Nicholas. 1996. “Selection Methods and the Recruitment of Women to State Courts of 

Last Resort.” Social Science Quarterly 77 (1): 110-26. 

Arrington, Nancy. 2018. “Gender and Judicial Replacement: The Case of US State Supreme 

Courts.” Journal of Law and Courts 6 (1): 127-54.  

Arrington, Nancy, Leeann Bass, Adam Glynn, Jeffrey Staton, et al. 2017. “Gender Diversity on 

High Courts.” Varieties of Democracy Working Paper 54. 

Asociación de Mujeres Juezas de España. 2019. http://www.mujeresjuezas.es/objectivos 

(accessed May 15, 2019). 

Baldez, Lisa. 2014. Defying Convention: US Resistance to the UN Treaty on Women’s Rights. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 



 27 

Barro, Robert, and Jong Wha Lee. 2013. “A New Data Set of Educational Attainment in the 

World, 1950–2010.” Journal of Development Economics 104:184-198. 

Berkovitch, Nitza. 1999. From Motherhood to Citizenship: Women’s Rights and International 

Organizations. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Boehmke, Frederick, and Richard Witmer. 2004. “Disentangling Diffusion: The Effects of Social 

Learning and Economic Competition on State Policy Innovation and Expansion.” Political 

Research Quarterly 57 (1): 39-51. 

Box-Steffensmeier, Janet, and Brad Jones. 2004. Event History Analysis: A Guide for Social 

Scientists. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Boyd, Christina L., Lee Epstein, and Andrew D. Martin. 2010. “Untangling the Causal Effects of 

Sex on Judging.” American Journal of Political Science 54 (2): 389-411. 

Bratton, Kathleen A., and Rorie L. Spill. 2002. “Moving up the Judicial Ladder: The Nomination 

of State Supreme Court Justices to the Federal Courts.” American Politics Research 32 (2): 

198-218. 

Cammack, Mark. 1989. “Islamic Law in Indonesia’s New Order.” International & Comparative 

Law Quarterly 38 (1): 53-73. 

Clayton, Amanda, Diana Z. O’Brien, and Jennifer Piscopo. 2019. “All Male Panels? 

Representation and Democratic Legitimacy.” American Journal of Political Science 63 (1): 

113-129.  

Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women. 1994. “Concluding Comments 

of the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women: Japan, Second and 

Third Periodic Reports.” Supplement No. 38 (A/49/38). Thirteenth session, 17 January-4 

February. 



 28 

Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women. 2013. “Concluding 

Observations on the Combined Initial and Second Periodic Reports of Afghanistan.” 

CEDAW/C/AFG/1-2. 

Cook, Beverly. 1984. “Women Judges: A Preface to their History.” 14 Golden Gate University 

Law Review 573. 

Coppedge, Michael, John Gerring, Carl Henrik Knutsen, Staffan I. Lindberg, et al. 2019. “V-

Dem [Country-Year/Country-Date] Dataset v9.” Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Project. 

Bauer, Gretchen, and Josephine Dawuni, eds. 2015. Gender and the Judiciary in Africa: From 

Obscurity to Parity? New York: Routledge. 

Dawuni, Josephine, and Alice Kang. 2015. “Her Ladyship Chief Justice: The Rise of Female 

Leaders in the Judiciary in Africa.” Africa Today 62 (2): 45-69. 

Driscoll, Amanda, and Michael Nelson. 2015. “Judicial Selection and the Democratization of 

Justice: Lessons from the Bolivian Judicial Elections.” Journal of Law and Courts 3 (1): 115-

48. 

Epstein, Lee, Jack Knight, and Olga Shvetsova. 2001. “Comparing Judicial Selection Systems.” 

William and Mary Bill of Rights Journal 10 (1): 7-36. 

Epstein, Lee, and Jeffrey A. Segal. 2005. Advice and Consent: The Politics of Judicial 

Appointments. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Escobar-Lemmon, Maria C., Valerie Hoekstra, Alice J. Kang, and Miki Caul Kittilson. 2016. 

“Just the Facts? Media Coverage of Female and Male High Court Appointees in Five 

Democracies.” Politics & Gender 12 (2): 254-74.  

Escobar-Lemmon, Maria C., and Michelle M. Taylor-Robinson. 2016. Women in Presidential 

Cabinets: Power Players or Abundant Tokens? New York: Oxford University Press.  



 29 

Fallon, Kathleen M., Liam Swiss, and Jocelyn Viterna. 2012. “Democracy Paradox: 

Democratization and Women’s Legislative Representation in Developing Nations, 1975-

2009.” American Sociological Review 77 (3): 380-408. 

Farhang, Sean, and Gregory Wawro. 2004. “Institutional Dynamics on the U.S. Court of 

Appeals: Minority Representation Under Panel Decision Making.” Journal of Law, 

Economics and Organization 20 (2): 299-330. 

Gibson, James L., and Michael Nelson. 2018. Black and Blue: How African Americans Judge the 

U.S. Legal System. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

Ginsburg, Ruth Bader, and Laura W. Brill. 1995. “Women in the Federal Judiciary: Three Way 

Pavers and the Exhilarating Charge President Carter Wrought.” 64 Fordham Law Review 

281. 

Ginsburg, Tom, and Tamir Moustafa, eds. 2008. Rule by Law: The Politics of Courts in 

Authoritarian Regimes. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Goelzhauser, Greg. 2011. “Diversifying State Supreme Courts.” Law and Society Review 45 (3): 

761-81. 

Goodman, Ryan, and Derek Jinks. 2004. “How to Influence States: Socialization and 

International Human Rights Law.” Duke Law Journal 54 (3): 621-703. 

Graham, Barbara Luck. 1990. “Do Judicial Selection Systems Matter?: A Study of Black 

Representation on State Courts.” American Politics Quarterly 18 (3): 316–336.  

Graham, Benjamin, and Jacob Tucker. 2019. “The International Political Economy Data 

Resource.” Review of International Organizations 14 (1): 149-61. 

Gryski, Gerard S., Eleanor C. Main, and William J. Dixon. 1986. “Models of State High Court 

Decision Making in Sex Discrimination Cases.” The Journal of Politics 48 (1): 143-155. 



 30 

Harris, Allison P., and Maya Sen. 2019. “Bias and Judging.” Annual Review of Political Science 

21: 241-59. 

Hedlund, Mary-Ann, Susan Glazebrook, Arline Pacht, and Jill Wainwright, eds. 2010. The 

IAWJ: Twenty Years of Judging for Equality. Washington, DC: International Association of 

Women Judges. 

Hoekstra, Valerie, Miki Kittilson, and Elizabeth Andrews Bond. 2014. “Gender, High Courts and 

Ideas about Representation in Western Europe.” In Maria C. Escobar-Lemmon and Michelle 

M. Taylor-Robinson, eds., Representation: The Case of Women. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press, 103-17. 

Htun, Mala, and S. Laurel Weldon. 2015. “Religious Power, the State, Women’s Rights, and 

Family Law.” Politics & Gender 11 (3): 451-77. 

Htun, Mala, and S. Laurel Weldon. 2018. The Logics of Gender Justice: State Action on 

Women’s Rights around the World. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Hughes, Melanie M. 2009. “Armed Conflict, International Linkages, and Women’s 

Parliamentary Representation.” Social Problems 56 (1): 174-204. 

Hughes, Melanie M., Mona Lena Krook, and Pamela Paxton. 2015. “Transnational Women’s 

Activism and the Global Diffusion of Gender Quotas.” International Studies Quarterly 59 

(2): 357-72. 

Hughes, Melanie M., Pamela Paxton, Sharon Quinsaat, and Nicholas Reith. 2017. Women’s 

International Nongovernmental Organizations, 1950-2013. [Computer file]. Ann Arbor, MI: 

Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research [distributor]. 

Hurwitz, Mark, and Drew Lanier. 2001. “Women and Minorities on State and Federal Appellate 

Benches, 1985 and 1999.” Judicature 85 (2): 84-92. 



 31 

Hurwitz, Mark, and Drew Lanier. 2003. “Explaining Judicial Diversity: The Differential Ability 

of Women and Minorities to Attain Seats on State Supreme and Appellate Courts.” State 

Politics and Policy Quarterly 3 (4): 329-52. 

Hurwitz, Mark, and Drew Lanier. 2008 “Diversity in State and Federal Appellate Courts: Change 

and Continuity Across 20 Years.” Justice System Journal 29 (1): 47-70. 

Inglehart, Ronald, and Pippa Norris. 2003. Rising Tide: Gender Equality and Cultural Change 

Around the World. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Jacob, Suraj, John A. Scherpereel, and Melinda Adams. 2014. “Gender Norms and Women’s 

Political Representation: A Global Analysis of Cabinets, 1979-2009.” Governance: An 

International Journal of Policy, Administration, and Institutions 27 (2): 321-45. 

JuriGlobe. 2015. “Legal Systems Classification.” University of Ottawa Faculty of Law World 

Legal Systems Research Group. http://www.juriglobe.ca/eng/sys-juri/index.php (accessed 

October 13, 2015). 

Keck, Margaret, and Kathryn Sikkink. 1998. Activists Beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks in 

International Politics. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 

Kenney, Sally J. 2008. “Gender on the Agenda: How the Paucity of Women Judges Became an 

Issue.” Journal of Politics 70 (3): 717-35. 

Kenney, Sally J. 2012. Gender and Justice: Why Women in the Judiciary Really Matter. New 

York: Routledge. 

Krook, Mona Lena, and Diana Z. O’Brien. 2012. “All the President’s Men? The Appointment of 

Female Cabinet Ministers Worldwide.” Journal of Politics 74 (3): 840-55. 



 32 

Krook, Mona Lena, and Jacqui True. 2012. “Rethinking the Life Cycles of International Norms: 

The United Nations and the Global Promotion of Gender Equality.” European Journal of 

International Relations 18 (1): 103-27. 

Lindbekk, Monika. 2017. “Women Judges in Egypt: Discourse and Practice.” In Nadia 

Sonneveld and Monika Lindbekk, eds., Women Judges in the Muslim World: A Comparative 

Study of Discourse and Practice. Leiden: Brill, 284-316. 

Malleson, Kate. 2003. “Justifying Gender Equality on the Bench: Why Difference Won’t Do.” 

Feminist Legal Studies 11 (1): 1-24. 

Malleson, Kate, and Peter Russell. 2006. Appointing Judges in an Age of Judicial Power: 

Critical Perspectives from around the World. Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 

Marshall, Monty, Ted Robert Gurr, and Keith Jaggers. 2015. “Polity IV Project: Political Regime 

Characteristics and Transitions, 1800-2015.” http://www.systemicpeace.org/inscrdata.html 

Means, Taneisha Nicole. 2018. “Race, Gender, and the Battle to Seat Constance Baker Motley, 

the First Black Woman Appointed to the Federal Bench.” In Samantha Hernandez and 

Sharon Navarro, eds., Race, Gender, Sexuality, and the Politics of the American Judiciary. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 98-122. 

Moyer, Laura P., and Holley Tankersley. 2012. “Judicial Innovation and Sexual Harassment 

Doctrine in the U.S. Courts of Appeals.” Political Research Quarterly 65 (4): 784–798. 

O’Brien, Diana. 2015. “Rising to the Top: Gender, Political Performance, and Party Leadership 

in Parliamentary Democracies.” American Journal of Political Science 59 (4): 1022-39. 

Paxton, Pamela, Melanie M. Hughes, and Jennifer L. Green. 2006. “The International Women’s 

Movement and Women’s Political Representation, 1893-2003.” American Sociological 

Review 71 (6): 898-920. 



 33 

Peresie, Jennifer L. 2005. “Female Judges Matter: Gender and Collegial Decisionmaking in the 

Federal Appellate Courts.” The Yale Law Journal 114 (7): 1759-1790. 

Putnam, Robert. 1976. The Comparative Study of Political Elites. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice 

Hall. 

Rackley, Erika. 2013. Women, Judging and the Judiciary: From Difference to Diversity. New 

York: Routledge. 

Ramirez, Francisco O., Yasemin Soysal, and Suzanne Shanahan. 1997. “The Changing Logic of 

Political Citizenship: Cross-National Acquisition of Women’s Suffrage Rights, 1890-1990.” 

American Sociological Review 62 (5): 735-45. 

Scherer, Nancy, and Brett Curry. 2010. “Does Descriptive Race Representation Enhance 

Institutional Legitimacy? The Case of the U.S. Courts.” Journal of Politics 72 (1): 90-104. 

Schultz, Ulrike, and Gisela Shaw, eds. 2003. Women in the World’s Legal Professions. Oxford: 

Hart Publishing. 

Schultz, Ulrike, and Gisela Shaw, eds. 2013. Gender and Judging. Oxford: Hart Publishing. 

Schwindt-Bayer, Leslie A. 2010. Political Power and Women’s Representation in Latin 

America. New York: Oxford University Press.  

Simmons, Beth A. 2009. Mobilizing for Human Rights: International Law in Domestic Politics. 

New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Slaughter, Anne-Marie. 1994. “A Typology of Transjudicial Communication.” University of 

Richmond Law Review 29: 99-137. 

Slotnick, Elliot. 1984. “Judicial Selection Systems and Nomination Outcomes.” American 

Politics Quarterly 12 (2): 225-40. 



 34 

Solberg, Rorie L. Spill, and Kathleen A. Bratton. 2005. “Diversifying the Federal Bench: 

Presidential Patterns.” Justice System Journal 26 (2): 119-33. 

Tate, C. Neal, and Torbjorn Vallinder, eds. 1995. The Global Expansion of Judicial Power. New 

York: New York University Press. 

Thomas, Evans. 2019. First: Sandra Day O’Connor. New York: Random House. 

Towns, Ann E. 2010. Women and States: Norms and Hierarchy in International Society. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Tripp, Aili Mari, Isabel Casimiro, Joy Kwesiga, and Alice Mungwa. 2009. African Women’s 

Movements: Transforming Political Landscapes. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Tripp, Aili Mari, and Alice Kang. 2008. “The Global Impact of Quotas: On the Fast Track to 

Female Representation.” Comparative Political Studies 41 (3): 338-61. 

United Nations. (1980) 2017. “Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination 

against Women.” Treaty Series, vol. 1249, p. 13. http://treaties.un.org (accessed December 1, 

2017). 

Valdini, Melody, and Christopher Shortell. 2016. “Women’s Representation in the Highest 

Court: A Comparative Analysis of the Appointment of Female Justices.” Political Research 

Quarterly 69 (4): 865-76. 

Viterna, Jocelyn, Kathleen Fallon, and Jason Beckfield. 2008. “How Development Matters: A 

Research Note on the Relationship between Development, Democracy, and Women's 

Political Representation.” International Journal of Comparative Sociology 49 (6): 455-77. 

Williams, Margaret S. 2007. “Women’s Representation on State Trial and Appellate Courts.” 

Social Sciences Quarterly 88 (5): 1192-1204. 



 35 

Williams, Margaret S., and Thames, Frank C. 2008. “Women’s Representation on High Courts 

in Advanced Industrialized Countries.” Politics & Gender 4 (3): 451-71. 

 

BIOGRAPHICAL STATEMENT 

Maria C. Escobar-Lemmon is a Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M University, College 

Station, TX 77843. 

 

Valerie Hoekstra is an Associate Professor of Politics and Global Studies at Arizona State 

University, Tempe, AZ 85287. 

 

Alice J. Kang is an Associate Professor of Political Science and Ethnic Studies at University of 

Nebraska-Lincoln, Lincoln, NE 68588. 

 

Miki Caul Kittilson is a Professor of Politics and Global Studies at Arizona State University, 

Tempe, AZ 85287. 



 36 

TABLE 1. The Cumulative Percentage of High Courts that Had a Female Judge, 1970-2013  

Source: Authors’ data set. 

Note: The number of courts within a region increases over time where new courts are created.  

  

Region 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 

East Asia and the Pacific 36.4 35.7 31.3 47.1 80.0 

Eastern Europe and former Soviet Asia 60.0 60.0 57.1 80.0 96.7 

Latin America and the Caribbean 8.7 16.7 40.7 73.3 96.7 

Middle East and North Africa 0.0 13.3 11.1 22.7 41.7 

Scandinavia 80.0 80.0 100 100 100 

South Asia 0 0 12.5 37.5 44.4 

Sub-Saharan Africa 7.1 19.4 41.2 70.2 86.5 

West (excluding Scandinavia) 17.4 30.4 58.3 88.9 100 

Overall 17.6 24.8 40.3 67.7 84.6 
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TABLE 2. Appointment of the First Woman on High Courts, 1970-2013 

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

 All countries All countries OECD 
countries 

Non-OECD 
countries  

Institutional Context     
Electorally accountable selectors 0.33 0.29 2.12** -0.00 
 (0.27) (0.29) (0.76) (0.35) 
Newer court 2.04*** 2.03***  1.92*** 
 (0.28) (0.28)  (0.28) 
Religious law -0.87* -0.65  -0.74 
 (0.37) (0.40)  (0.40) 
Norm Diffusion     
Log years since CEDAW 0.01 -0.03 0.02 -0.05 
 (0.03) (0.04) (0.11) (0.04) 
Log WINGOs 0.27 0.59** -3.84* 0.66*** 
 (0.15) (0.18) (1.69) (0.19) 
Regional peer effects 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.10*** 0.03*** 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) 
Controls     
Civil law 0.10 0.29 -0.43 0.28 
 (0.24) (0.23) (0.67) (0.27) 
Prestigious court 0.35 0.53* -1.09 0.79** 
 (0.21) (0.24) (0.67) (0.27) 
Level of democracy -0.01 -0.01 -0.05 0.00 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.09) (0.02) 
Log GDP per capita 0.01 -0.12 4.83 -0.07 
 (0.10) (0.10) (2.65) (0.12) 
Tertiary completion, female to male   0.61*** 1.48 0.63*** 
lagged 20 years  (0.11) (0.78) (0.12) 
Constant -5.63*** -6.22*** -42.06 -6.71*** 
 (0.84) (0.95) (22.53) (1.05) 
Number of appointments/high courts 138 / 159 115 /134 22 /22 93 /112 
Number of countries 124 104 17 87 
Observations 2,701 2,314 443 1,871 
Log Likelihood -443.7 -372.6 -67.19 -292.5 

Note: Complementary log-log models. Standard errors clustered on country in parentheses,  

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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FIGURE 1. The Appointment of the First Woman to High Courts, 1946-2013 

 
Source: Authors’ data set. 
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1. Overview of the Dependent Variable 

 
We constructed a new data set of first women to be appointed to high courts around the world 
using a combination of primary and secondary sources. Here, we note specific decisions we 
made about what it means to be the first woman on a high court. 
 

1.1 Defining High Court 

The coding of a country’s high courts as Appellate, Constitutional, or Supreme was done by the 
authors and followed the following logic. Our coding relied upon the de facto allocation of 
responsibility and function of the courts as well as the actual name of a country’s court. In 
countries such as the United States where there is a single apex court that court is coded as being 
Supreme. Conveniently in the United States that is the name of the court, but in Australia it is 
referred to as the High Court of Australia. In countries where a separate body has responsibility 
for ruling on the constitutionality of laws, decrees, and acts we code that body as a country’s 
constitutional court. Finally, in cases where we have coded a country as having a constitutional 
court the other peak court responsible for acting as the last court of appeal is coded as Appellate. 
Among these appellate courts we notice the most variability in names. Thus, coded as appellate 
courts are Bahrain’s Court of Cassation aka Supreme Court of Appeal, the Bolivian Tribunal 
Supremo de Justicia (Supreme Tribunal of Justice), Senegal’s Court of Final Appeals (Cour de 
Cassation), and the South African Supreme Court of Appeals. In these cases a separate 
constitutional court was created. Thus, regardless of whether it is called a high court, a supreme 
court, a court of cassation, or a court of appeal it is coded as appellate in our dataset.  
 
For a number of former British colonies, a privy council served as a high or highest court of 
appeal. In these cases, we examine the highest court with a physical presence in the country. For 
instance, we examine whether there were women on the High Court of Kenya in from 1970 to 
1977, even though there was a higher Court of Appeal for East Africa.  
 

1.2 Defining the First Woman 

For a number of countries in the British Commonwealth, expatriate judges were or are appointed 
to serve on high courts (e.g., Botswana, Lesotho, Papua New Guinea, Swaziland, and 
Zimbabwe). This practice is criticized as a form of discrimination against citizens who are 
qualified to serve on the bench (e.g., Bauer and Ellett 2016, 39; Ellett and Mafukidze 2013). For 
these cases, we focus on when the first female citizen of the country is appointed to the high 
court.  
 
If a woman is appointed to be an acting or interim judge, we do not include her as being the first 
woman.   
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1.3 Year the First Woman was Appointed as of 2013  

 
Table A1. List of Countries and High Courts in Table 2, Model 1 
 
Country Appellate Constitutional Supreme 
Afghanistan   No women 
Albania Not Available (NA) 1998  
Algeria NA 1999  
Angola 1980 2008  
Argentina   1970 
Armenia 1991(a) 1996  
Australia   1987 
Austria 1988 1994  
Azerbaijan 1991(a) 1998  
Bangladesh 2011 2000  
Belarus NA 1994  
Belgium 1978 1984  
Benin 1973 1993  
Bhutan   2012 
Bolivia 2012 1999  
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2004 1998  
Botswana No women 1998  
Brazil   2000 
Bulgaria [1957] 1991  
Burkina Faso 1983 2002  
Burundi NA 1992  
Cambodia NA 2004  
Cameroon 1988 (b)  
Canada   1982 
Central African Rep.. NA 1996  
Chile 2002 1989  
Colombia 1983 2001  
Congo, Rep. 1982 2003  
Costa Rica 1984 1993  
Côte d’Ivoire 1994 1995  
Croatia 1995 1999  
Czech Republic 1993 1993  
Dominican Republic 1996 NA  
Ecuador 2007 NA  
Egypt No women 2003   
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Country Appellate Constitutional Supreme 
El Salvador   1994 
Ethiopia   1983 
Finland   1970 
France [1946] 1992  
Gabon 1983 1991  
Gambia, The   No women 
Georgia NA 1996  
Greece   2005 
Guatemala 1982 1995  
Guinea 1986 (b)  
Guinea-Bissau   1996 
Haiti   1986 
Honduras   1996 
Hungary [1956] 1999  
India   1989 
Indonesia [1968] 2008  
Iran, Islamic Rep.   No women 
Iraq   No women 
Ireland   1992 
Israel   1976 
Italy 1988 1996  
Jamaica 2006 NA  
Japan   1994 
Jordan No women No women  
Kazakhstan NA 2002  
Kenya   1998 
Korea, Rep. (South) 2004 2003  
Kuwait No women No women  
Latvia 1991(a) 1996  
Lebanon NA No women  
Lesotho 2004 2002  
Liberia   1977 
Libya   2010 
Lithuania NA 1993  
Madagascar NA 1991  
Malawi   2007 
Malaysia   2001 
Mali 2000 1994  
Mauritania No women No women  
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Country Appellate Constitutional Supreme 
Mauritius   1993 
Moldova 1991 2001  
Morocco 1978 1999  
Mozambique NA 2003  
Myanmar   No women 
Namibia   No women 
Nepal   2001 
New Zealand   1993 
Nicaragua   1979 
Niger 1996 2003  
Nigeria   2005 
Oman   No women 
Pakistan   No women 
Panama   1983 
Papua New Guinea   2001 
Paraguay   2004 
Peru 1993 1996  
Philippines   1973 
Poland [1948] 1985  
Portugal 2004 1989  
Romania [1964] 2004  
Rwanda   1994 
Saudi Arabia   No women 
Senegal NA 1993  
Sierra Leone   1976 
Singapore   1994 
Slovakia 1993 1993  
Slovenia 1991(a) 1998  
South Africa 1991 1994  
Spain 2002 1980  
Sri Lanka   1996 
Swaziland No women NA  
Switzerland   1975 
Syrian Arab Republic NA No women  
Tajikistan NA 2009  
Tanzania   2002 
Thailand 1995 NA  
Togo NA 2007  
Trinidad and Tobago   1972 
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Country Appellate Constitutional Supreme 
Turkey [1954] 1995  
Uganda   1997 
Ukraine 1991(a) 1996  
United Arab Emirates   No women 
United Kingdom   2004 
United States   1981 
Uruguay   1981 
Uzbekistan NA 2011  
Yemen, Rep.   2006 
Zambia 1982 (b)  
Zimbabwe 2001 2013  

Notes: N of countries = 124. N of high courts = 159. NA indicates a court that we know exists, 
but for which we are missing data on the year of the first woman appointed. (a) indicates courts 
for which we have data on the first woman but dropped from the main analysis due to missing 
data on WINGOs. (b) indicates the court had not yet come into existence as of 2013. In brackets, 
we note the year of the first appointment where the court is not included in the event history 
analysis because the first woman was appointed prior to 1970. 

1.4 Country-courts that had a First Woman before 1970  

 
1. France, peak appellate court, 1946 
2. Poland, peak appellate court, 1948 
3. Germany, peak appellate court, 1951 
4. Germany, constitutional court, 1951 
5. Denmark, supreme court, 1953 
6. Turkey, peak appellate court, 1954 
7. Hungary, peak appellate court, 1956 
8. Taiwan, peak appellate court, 1956 
9. Bulgaria, peak appellate court, 1957 
10. Mexico, supreme court, 1961 
11. Ghana, supreme court, 1961 
12. China, supreme court, 1963 
13. Romania, peak appellate court, 1965 
14. Taiwan, constitutional court, 1967 
15. Netherlands, supreme court, 1967 
16. Sudan, supreme court, 1967 
17. Indonesia, peak appellate court, 1968 
18. Norway, supreme court, 1968 
19. Sweden, supreme court, 1968 
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1.5 The First Woman as the Start of a Trend  

 
Several pieces of evidence suggest that the appointment of the first woman to the high court as 
the start of a trend and not simply an isolated incident.  
 
First, we look at countries for which we have compositional data and where we had the year of 
the first women and could examine whether a court was all male. For the 186 country-courts that 
meet this criteria, we find that in only 23 instances did a country court go back to being all male 
after appointing the first woman. Thus, in 88% of the cases we observe, once the judicial glass 
ceiling was cracked it remained broken and women continued to be a part of the court.  
 
In 15 of those 23 instances where a court did go back to being all-male, the exclusion of women 
was not long lived. In most cases, a woman was appointed within six years. In only a few 
instances is the gap long enough so as to call into question the trend: Argentina and Colombia 
(Appeals Court). Argentina is the country we observe with the longest period without a woman 
after having a woman on the court (30 years). It is worth noting though, that Margarita Arguás 
was appointed in 1970 by the de facto President of the country Roberto Marcelo Levingston, a 
general who had seized power in a military coup. This set of circumstances might explain why 
Argentina is exceptional in not having this start a trend. The second long-retrograding case is 
Colombia where after the 1974 appointment of Fanny Gonzalez Franco to the Labor Chamber of 
the Supreme Court of Justice it was not until 2001 that the second woman – Isaura Vargas Diaz – 
was appointed. The 18-year exclusion of women from the court in Colombia is likely linked to 
the fact that Fanny Gonzalez was assassinated along with 11 other Supreme Court Justices when 
rebels from the M-19 movement took over the Supreme Court Building. In the violent political 
context – which also included death threats from drug cartels as the court considered the 
constitutionality of extradition to the United States – individuals nominated for the court 
frequently declined to serve. The extraordinary political situation may consequently explain 
Colombia’s lack of women on the highest appellate court after the passing of Gonzalez. These 
cases notwithstanding, our data suggest that even if the first woman’s appointment does not 
guarantee the court will always contain a woman, there is evidence that it sets that precedent in 
the majority of cases.  
 
Third, we also examine the extent to which norms have shifted over time to show that there is a 
strong world-wide trend to courts having at least one woman. In the figure below we show the 
declining percentage of courts that have no women (dark purple area) and the increasing fraction 
of courts having at least one woman (light pink area).   
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Figure A1. Cumulative Percentage of High Courts that Have No Women, 1970-2013  

 
 
This provides supportive evidence for a norm of courts having at least one woman. As we 
explore in other work – the courts where this has not spread have tended to be non-democratic 
states where the use of religious law is common.   
 
Third, we show a rachet effect for the number of countries breaking the judicial glass ceiling. In 
the figure below, we present the cumulative number of countries that have appointed the first 
woman. This shows a steady increase globally as the rate accelerates over time. Of particular 
note in the increasing trend following the 1985 UN World Conference on Women in Nairobi. 
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Figure A2. Cumulative Percentage of High Courts that Appointed a Woman, 1970-2013 

 
Note: The number of courts changes as new high courts are created. 
Source: Authors’ data.  
 

2. Overview of the Independent Variables  

2.1 Electorally Accountable Selectors 

In order to find information on whether selectors were exposed to electoral accountability or 
sheltered from electoral accountability we collected information from a variety of sources. 
Where possible we consulted constitutions through Hein Online’s repository of older 
constitutions and the Constitute Project Website (http://www.constituteproject.org) to determine 
who was responsible for selecting judges. In cases where the constitution did not contain this 
information we searched for laws regulating the judicial branch on court web pages, consulted 
academic and additional on-line sources, and relied on GlobaLex 
(http://www.nyulawglobal.org/globalex//index.html). In instances where this did not yield 
sufficient information for us to code the process as exposed or sheltered, we used information 
from the CIA World Factbook (https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-
factbook/fields/2094.html).  
 
We use the term “selectors” to include both those responsible for nominating or proposing judges 
as well as those responsible for confirming or appointing. Thus, in the United States we consider 
both the president (who nominates justices) and the Senate (who confirms them) to be selectors. 
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In countries where a judicial council or commission proposes and then a legislature or president 
confirms we consider both as selectors.  
 
In cases where the appointment process changed over time, for instance when a new constitution 
was adopted and reformed how appointments are made, we attempted to capture those changes. 
This variable also varies across courts within a country in those instances where the process by 
which judges are selected is different for constitutional and highest appellate courts.  
 
In many cases it was unambiguous who was responsible for the appointment and whether that 
person was exposed to or sheltered from electoral pressure. For instance, in the United States the 
president is responsible for nominating Supreme Court justices who must be confirmed by the 
Senate. Since both the president and the Senate are directly elected, both are electorally 
accountable, making the US an instance of electorally accountable selectors. In countries such as 
Canada, where the Prime Minister is responsible for appointing the chief justice and other 
justices of the Supreme Court of Canada, we treated the Prime Minister as electorally 
accountable (exposed) because even though his or her election as PM is indirect, he or she still 
maintains strong electoral accountability. Selectors in 127 of the 159 courts (79.8%) are exposed 
to electoral pressure.  
 
In some instances, elected and non-elected officials share responsibility for naming judges. In 
Colombia, three of the nine justices on the constitutional court are proposed by the Council of 
State, three by the Supreme Court (both of whom select replacements), and the remaining three 
by the president (directly elected). At each replacement opportunity they send a list of three 
names to the Senate (popularly elected) who selects from among those three names. In Botswana 
the president (elected and accountable) appoints justices upon the advice of the Judicial Service 
Commission (unelected and sheltered). In these instances of mixed openness to electoral 
accountability among the selectors, we code the country as having a process that is electorally 
accountable because at least some are subject to electoral pressure (even if not all). The 127 
country-courts coded as exposed or electorally accountable contain both instances were all 
selectors are accountable as well as those where it is mixed.   
 
Other cases were unambiguously not electorally accountable (sheltered). For instance, the 
Constitutional Court of Jordan is appointed by the king. Being electorally accountable is not the 
same as being a democracy, and it is not appropriate to assume that all democracies have 
selectors exposed to electoral accountability. In some democratic states responsibility for both 
nominating and selecting judges rests with either the Minister of Justice, a Judicature Council, or 
the court itself. For instance, replacements to the Colombian Supreme Court are named by the 
other sitting judges. In Spain, the king appoints justices to the Tribunal Supremo (Supreme 
Court) from candidates proposed by the General Council of the Judiciary Power (a non-elected 
body). In 32 of the 159 countries (20.1%) selectors are fully sheltered from electoral 
accountability. We show in the table below the lack of correspondence between regime type and 
electoral accountability.   
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Table A2.1: Polity Score and Coding of Selectors as Electorally Accountable  
 

Polity Score 
Selectors Not Electorally 

Accountable 
Electorally Accountable 

Selectors 
-10 100 0 
-9 125 95 
-8 105 37 
-7 149 262 
-6 44 140 
-5 23 62 
-4 19 31 
-3 19 45 
-2 33 65 
-1 17 17 
0 10 26 
1 7 20 
2 16 12 
3 22 26 
4 26 60 
5 6 58 
6 16 164 
7 6 102 
8 26 180 
9 36 77 
10 144 273 

Note: Sample size for this matches the estimation sample used in Table 2, Model 1. Each 
observation, not each country court enters here because Polity scores change over time.  
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2.2 Civil Law Systems and Prestige of the Courts 

 
We restrict our coding of countries as “pure” civil to those where there was only considered to be 
civil law. All others were either common law, religious law, or mixed based on JuriGlobe 
(2015).  
 
There is not perfect overlap between “pure” civil law systems and those with multiple peak 
courts as demonstrated in the table below.  
 
Table A2.2: Pure Civil Law System by Court Type  
 
 Not Pure Civil Law 

System 
Pure Civil Law 
System 

Appellate Court 22 (51.2%) 21 (48.8%) 
Constitutional Court 26 (40.6%) 38 (59.4%) 
Supreme Court 40 (76.9%) 12 (23.1%) 
All Courts  88 (55.4%) 71 (44.7%) 

Note: Sample size for this matches the estimation sample used in Table 2, Model 1. 
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2.3 Regional Variation Exists in the Coding of Religious Law 

 
While the majority of countries in our sample that allow the use of religious law are Muslim-
majority societies it is not true that they all are (e.g. India and Israel). This is because to be coded 
as allowing religious law means it can be used either in some parts of the country or in some 
instances (e.g. Nigeria); religious law is not required to be used in all instances for a country to 
be coded as allowing its use. Additionally, it is worth pointing out that for countries included in 
our estimation sample the use of religious law is not a proxy for the Middle East and North 
Africa region.  
 
Table A2.3: Countries Allowing the Use of Religious Law by Region 
 
East Asia and 
Pacific 

Middle East & North 
Africa 

South Asia Sub-Saharan 
Africa 

Indonesia Algeria Afghanistan Gambia, The 
Malaysia Egypt Bangladesh Kenya 
Singapore Iran, Islamic Rep. India Mauritania  

Iraq Pakistan Nigeria  
Israel 

  
 

Jordan 
  

 
Kuwait 

  
 

Lebanon 
  

 
Libya 

  
 

Morocco 
  

 
Oman 

  
 

Saudi Arabia 
  

 
Syrian Arab Republic 

  
 

United Arab Emirates 
  

 
Yemen, Rep. 

  

Note: Sample size for this matches the estimation sample used in Table 2, Model 1. 
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2.4 Descriptive Statistics 

Table A2.4: Descriptive Statistics and Sources 
 
Variables in the Main Models Min Max Mean Std. 

Dev. Sources 

Dependent variable      
First woman 0 1 0.05 0.22 Authors’ dataset 
      
Independent and control variables       
Electorally accountable selectors 0 1 0.65 0.48 Authors’ dataset 
Newer court 0 1 0.02 0.13 Authors’ dataset 
Religious law 0 1 0.33 0.47 JuriGlobe (2015) 
Years since CEDAW (unlogged) 0 32 4.02 6.20 United Nations (2017) 
Years since CEDAW (logged) -6.91 3.47 -3.08 4.42 United Nations (2017) 
WINGOs (unlogged) 0 136 25.38 19.23 Hughes, Paxton, Quinsaat, and Reith (2017, 2018) 
WINGOS (logged) -6.91 4.91 2.84 1.17 Hughes, Paxton, Quinsaat, and Reith (2017, 2018) 
Regional peer effects 0 100 34.68 24.68 Authors’ dataset 
Civil law 0 1 0.33 0.47 JuriGlobe (2015) 
Prestigious court 0 1 0.63 0.48 Authors’ dataset 
Level of democracy -10 10 0.15 7.38 Marshall, Gurr, and Jaggers (2015); authors’ coding 
Log GDP per capita 5.31 11.99 8.09 1.45 Graham and Tucker (2019)  
Tertiary education, female to male lagged 20 
years 

0 8.94 0.33 0.45 Barro and Lee (2013) 

      
Note: Number of observations = 2,701 in Table 2, Model 1. Tertiary education has fewer observations. 
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3. Alternative Model Specifications 

3.1 Alternative Start Year of Risk  

 (1) (2) (3) 
 Risk begins at 1975 Risk begins at 1980 Risk begins at 1985 
    
Electorally accountable selectors 0.29 0.39 0.34 
 (0.30) (0.33) (0.37) 
Newer court 2.03*** 2.03*** 2.04*** 
 (0.29) (0.28) (0.29) 
Religious law -0.64 -0.83* -0.69 
 (0.39) (0.40) (0.42) 
Log years since CEDAW -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 
 (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) 
Log WINGOs 0.55** 0.58** 0.61** 
 (0.18) (0.19) (0.20) 
Regional peer effects 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 
 (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 
Civil law 0.24 0.21 0.19 
 (0.23) (0.25) (0.27) 
Prestigious court 0.51* 0.51* 0.62* 
 (0.24) (0.25) (0.27) 
Level of democracy -0.00 -0.00 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) 
Log GDP per capita -0.10 -0.09 -0.14 
 (0.10) (0.11) (0.13) 
Tertiary completion, female to male 
lagged 20 years 

0.61*** 0.59*** 0.57** 

 (0.10) (0.11) (0.20) 
Constant -5.99*** -6.22*** -6.31*** 
 (0.93) (1.00) (1.12) 
Observations 1,980 1,640 1,324 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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3.2 Semi-Parametric, Parametric, and Logit Models 

Here, we examine whether our results are robust to using the Cox proportional hazard model 
using the Breslow method for ties, Cox using the exact discrete method for handling ties (using 
the exactp option in Stata and not clustering the data on country), Weibull parametric, and 
discrete-time logit event history models. 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 Cox, 

Breslow 
method 

Cox,   
exact 

discrete 
method  

Weibull Logit  

Electorally accountable selectors 0.23 0.26 0.26 0.28 
 (0.27) (0.28) (0.29) (0.31) 
Newer court 0.89 1.46* 2.76*** 2.34*** 
 (0.59) (0.74) (0.59) (0.37) 
Religious law -0.49 -0.54 -0.76 -0.68 
 (0.38) (0.38) (0.42) (0.43) 
Log years since CEDAW 0.00 0.00 -0.03 -0.02 
 (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) 
Log WINGOs 0.52** 0.63** 0.42* 0.64** 
 (0.17) (0.21) (0.17) (0.20) 
Regional peer effects 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.02*** 0.03*** 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) 
Civil law 0.21 0.20 0.32 0.30 
 (0.21) (0.25) (0.23) (0.25) 
Prestigious court 0.38 0.42 0.66** 0.56* 
 (0.24) (0.26) (0.24) (0.25) 
Level of democracy -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Log GDP per capita -0.08 -0.08 -0.10 -0.11 
 (0.09) (0.11) (0.10) (0.11) 
Tertiary completion, female to male 
lagged 20 years 

0.46*** 0.60*** 0.47*** 0.63*** 

 (0.09) (0.17) (0.09) (0.12) 
ln_p   0.29*  
   (0.11)  
Constant   -6.79*** -6.38*** 
   (1.01) (1.00) 
Observations 2,314 2,314 2,314 2,314 
Log Likelihood -410.5 -301.1 -113.2 -373.4 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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3.3 Discrete-Time Models with Alternative Duration Specifications  

On discrete-time models, Box-Steffensmeier and Jones (2004, 75) note that “Transforming the values of the duration time can 
sometimes lead to a better (and more parsimonious) characterization of the time dependency in the hazard. For example, through the 
use of the natural log transformation or polynomials, different forms (or “shapes”) of the baseline hazard can be captured. Indeed, 
there are numerous kinds of mathematical transformation of the duration time that could be applied, and the choice of which one (or if 
one is even necessary) should routinely be tested against a null model of temporal independence. In this sense, the choice of the 
appropriate transformation is an empirical matter.” We estimate a null model of temporal independence where no temporal 
dependency is assumed and then re-estimate the model using six different functional forms of the baseline hazard: linear, natural log 
transformation, quadratic transformation, cubic transformation, cubic spline, and lowess. In the table below, we report the log-
likelihood, AIC, and BIC for each model.  
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
 None Linear   Natural log  Quadratic  Cubic  

polynomial  
Cubic spline Lowess 

Electorally accountable selectors 0.29 0.28 0.29 0.26 0.26 0.25 0.28 
 (0.29) (0.29) (0.29) (0.29) (0.29) (0.29) (0.29) 
Newer court 2.03*** 1.91*** 1.94*** 2.11*** 2.05*** 1.99*** 2.13*** 
 (0.28) (0.32) (0.45) (0.37) (0.45) (0.33) (0.59) 
Religious law -0.65 -0.59 -0.64 -0.52 -0.52 -0.50 -0.65 
 (0.40) (0.40) (0.40) (0.41) (0.40) (0.39) (0.40) 
Log years since CEDAW -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 
 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Log WINGOs 0.59** 0.63*** 0.60** 0.61*** 0.61*** 0.63*** 0.59** 
 (0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.19) (0.18) (0.19) (0.18) 
Regional peer effects 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Civil law 0.29 0.27 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.32 0.29 
 (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) 
Prestigious court 0.53* 0.47 0.51* 0.43 0.43 0.46* 0.53* 
 (0.24) (0.25) (0.24) (0.25) (0.25) (0.24) (0.24) 
Level of democracy -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Log GDP per capita -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 
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 (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 
Tertiary completion, female to 
male lagged 20 years 

0.61*** 0.61*** 0.61*** 0.61*** 0.61*** 0.63*** 0.61*** 

 (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.11) 
Time  -0.01  0.03 0.01   
  (0.01)  (0.03) (0.09)   
Natural log of time   -0.04     
   (0.15)     
Time2    -0.00 0.00   
    (0.00) (0.00)   
Time3     -0.00   
     (0.00)   
Lowess       -1.65 
       (8.44) 
_spline1      0.00  
      (0.00)  
_spline2      -0.00  
      (0.00)  
_spline3      0.00  
      (0.00)  
Constant -6.22*** -6.21*** -6.17*** -6.48*** -6.40*** -6.41*** -6.13*** 
 (0.95) (0.94) (0.99) (0.99) (1.01) (0.96) (1.09) 
Observations 2,314 2,314 2,314 2,314 2,314 2,314 2,314 
Log Likelihood -372.6 -372.3 -372.5 -371.7 -371.7 -371.1 -372.5 
AIC 769.1 770.7 771.1 771.5 773.4 772.1 771.1 
BIC 838.1 845.4 845.8 851.9 859.6 858.3 845.8 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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4. Institutions: Additional Measures  

4.1 Left  

To consider ideology, we use three variables. The first is a variable for left executive or 
government, which equals one if the chief executive’s party and/or the largest party in 
government is left (communist, socialist, social democratic, or left-wing), and zero if both the 
chief executive’s party and largest party in government are centrist or right (conservative, 
Christian democratic, right-wing). Our source is the Database of Political Institutions’ (DPI) 
2015 update (Beck, Clarke, Groff, Keefer et al 2001; taken from Graham and Tucker 2019). 
Note that there are many cases in the DPI where parties do not fit into a category or where there 
is no information, so including the variable brings our number of observations considerably 
down. Second, using the latest release of the V-DEM data set (Version 9), we created a variable 
for socialist, a continuous variable that ranges in our data set between -1.5 and 1 (Coppedge, 
Gerring, Knutsen, Lindberg, et al. 2019). This variable was made using V-DEM’s ideology 
variables, v2exl_legitideolcr_1 to v2exl_legitideolcr_4. Each variable indicates the extent to 
which country experts deem a country’s government to be socialist (or left), conservative (or 
right), separatist, and religious, on a scale from 0 to 1. We created a variable that equals the 
socialist score minus the conservative, separatist, and religious scores. Guatemala and the UAE 
receive the lowest score in our data set, of -1.5, for certain years. Countries that are the most 
socialist (coded as 1) include Angola, Poland, Tanzania, Zambia, and Zimbabwe in specific 
years. Third, we use a dichotomous variable for whether a country has a Marxist-Leninist 
ideology, as coded in Paxton, Green, and Hughes (2008). Column 1 uses the DPI-based proxy 
for left executive or government to our main model (Table 2, Model 2). Column 2 employs the 
socialist variable generated using V-Dem’s data. In Column 3, we use the variable for Marxist-
Leninist ideology from Paxton, Green, and Hughes (2008).  
 
 (1) (2) (3) 
 Left government or 

executive 
Socialist political 

ideology 
Marxist 

Electorally accountable selectors 0.08 0.53 0.28 
 (0.37) (0.40) (0.29) 
Newer court 2.54*** 2.21*** 1.98*** 
 (0.37) (0.35) (0.29) 
Religious law 0.62 -0.51 -0.65 
 (0.68) (0.41) (0.39) 
Log years since CEDAW -0.03 -0.00 -0.03 
 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Log WINGOs 0.36* 0.55** 0.62*** 
 (0.18) (0.20) (0.18) 
Regional peer effects 0.04*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Civil law -0.05 0.23 0.28 
 (0.28) (0.30) (0.23) 
Prestigious court 0.25 0.50 0.53* 
 (0.29) (0.28) (0.23) 
Level of democracy -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 
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 (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) 
Log GDP per capita -0.03 -0.04 -0.13 
 (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) 
Tertiary completion, female to male 
lagged 20 years 

0.57* 0.61*** 0.62*** 

 (0.26) (0.10) (0.10) 
Left executive or government  -0.12   
 (0.25)   
Socialist political ideology  0.53  
  (0.28)  
Marx   0.63 
   (0.94) 
Constant -5.83*** -6.71*** -6.23*** 
 (1.16) (1.00) (0.95) 
Observations 1,074 1,711 2,314 
Log Likelihood -245.9 -263.3 -372.1 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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4.2 Omitting Autocracies  

Using Boix, Miller, and Rosato’s (2012) dichotomous coding of democracy, as collected by 
Graham and Tucker (2019), we only include countries that were democratic for the entire period 
under which countries were under observation. This brings down the number of countries 
considerably to 39 and removes many country-high courts from the developing world. 
 
 (1) 
 Only democracies 
Electorally accountable selectors 0.07 
 (0.87) 
Newer court 2.10*** 
 (0.50) 
Religious law 0.33 
 (0.85) 
Log years since CEDAW -0.07 
 (0.07) 
Log WINGOs 0.55 
 (0.34) 
Regional peer effects 0.05*** 
 (0.01) 
Civil law 0.92 
 (0.51) 
Prestigious court 0.30 
 (0.50) 
Level of democracy 0.49* 
 (0.22) 
Log GDP per capita -0.57* 
 (0.24) 
Tertiary completion, female to male lagged 20 years 0.00 
 (0.57) 
Constant -7.18*** 
 (2.16) 
Observations 593 
Log Likelihood -121.9 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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5. International Factors: Alternative and Additional Measures  
5.1 Alternative Measures of Commitment to CEDAW 

Recognizing that previous studies use a simple dichotomous measure (ratify or not), we created a 
binary variable of whether the country ratified CEDAW. We also assessed whether ratifying 
CEDAW matters more in recent decades. The first column shows what happens when we use a 
dichotomous measure of CEDAW rather than the log number of years since ratification. The 
second column presents results for when countries have ratified CEDAW and the calendar years 
are the 1990s onward. 
 
 (1) (2) 
 Binary CEDAW Binary CEDAW,  

1990s and 2000s 
Electorally accountable selectors 0.30 0.29 
 (0.29) (0.29) 
Newer court 2.02*** 2.05*** 
 (0.29) (0.29) 
Religious law -0.69 -0.65 
 (0.39) (0.40) 
CEDAW 0.06  
 (0.35)  
CEDAW, 1990s and 2000s  -0.20 
  (0.31) 
Log WINGOs 0.53** 0.57*** 
 (0.17) (0.16) 
Regional peer effects 0.03*** 0.03*** 
 (0.00) (0.01) 
Civil law 0.25 0.27 
 (0.23) (0.23) 
Prestigious court 0.51* 0.53* 
 (0.23) (0.24) 
Level of democracy -0.01 -0.01 
 (0.02) (0.02) 
Log GDP per capita -0.09 -0.11 
 (0.10) (0.10) 
Tertiary completion, female to male lagged 20 
years 

0.58*** 0.60*** 

 (0.11) (0.10) 
Constant -6.07*** -6.04*** 
 (0.90) (0.91) 
Observations 2,314 2,314 
Log Likelihood -372.8 -372.6 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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5.2 Connections to the International Women’s Movement: NGOs at Beijing 

In this table, we use an alternative measure of a country’s embeddedness in the international 
women’s movement. NGOs at Beijing is coded as zero if before 1995 and one if 1995 and later 
and a country had 10 or more NGOs at Beijing (United Nations N.d.).  
 
 (1) (2) (3) 
 All countries OECD Non-OECD 
Electorally accountable selectors 0.17 2.60*** -0.29 
 (0.28) (0.66) (0.35) 
Newer court 1.87***  1.78*** 
 (0.27)  (0.27) 
Religious law -0.69  -0.79* 
 (0.39)  (0.39) 
Log years since CEDAW 0.02 0.02 -0.01 
 (0.03) (0.06) (0.03) 
NGOs at Beijing 0.70** 0.51 0.81** 
 (0.25) (0.86) (0.27) 
Regional peer effects 0.03*** 0.05*** 0.03*** 
 (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 
Civil law 0.12 -0.79 0.10 
 (0.22) (0.65) (0.24) 
Prestigious court 0.52* -1.35 0.73** 
 (0.24) (0.71) (0.27) 
Level of democracy 0.01 -0.06 0.02 
 (0.02) (0.10) (0.02) 
Log GDP per capita -0.03 2.19 -0.05 
 (0.08) (1.39) (0.09) 
Tertiary completion, female to male 
lagged 20 years 

0.47*** 1.24 0.51*** 

 (0.09) (0.69) (0.10) 
Constant -4.84*** -27.67* -4.50*** 
 (0.73) (13.82) (0.78) 
Observations 2,534 485 2,049 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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5.3 Additional or Alternative Measures of Peer Effects 

In the first model, in addition to including a variable for regional peer effects in the appointment 
of first women to high courts, we include the worldwide cumulative percentage of high courts 
that had appointed the first woman. The second model uses a subregional measure of peer effects 
using the UN categorization of subregions (United Nations 2019). Third, we add a measure of 
whether one or more of a country’s neighbors for which we have data appointed the first woman 
to a high court in year t-1. We use the Correlates of War contiguous states database to determine 
which states are neighbors (Correlates of War Project N.d., Stinnett, Tir, Schafer, Diehl et al 
2002). 

  
 (1) (2) (3) 
 World trend Subregional peer 

effects 
Neighbor effects 

Electorally accountable selectors 0.31 0.24 0.27 
 (0.29) (0.31) (0.30) 
Newer court 2.02*** 1.78*** 1.99*** 
 (0.28) (0.31) (0.29) 
Religious law -0.76 -0.94* -0.46 
 (0.45) (0.43) (0.40) 
Log years since CEDAW -0.04 -0.06 -0.04 
 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Log WINGOs 0.58** 0.59** 0.63*** 
 (0.18) (0.19) (0.19) 
Regional peer effects 0.02*  0.03*** 
 (0.01)  (0.01) 
World trend, % 0.01   
 (0.01)   
Subregional peer effects  0.04***  
  (0.01)  
Neighbor effects   0.14 
   (0.45) 
Civil law 0.32 0.56* 0.33 
 (0.23) (0.25) (0.24) 
Prestigious court 0.56* 0.47* 0.57* 
 (0.23) (0.24) (0.24) 
Level of democracy -0.01 -0.03 -0.01 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Log GDP per capita -0.10 -0.19 -0.15 
 (0.10) (0.11) (0.10) 
Tertiary completion, female to male 
lagged 20 years 

0.61*** 0.51*** 0.64*** 

 (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) 
Constant -6.51*** -6.05*** -6.33*** 
 (1.05) (0.92) (0.93) 
Observations 2,314 2,314 2,257 
Log Likelihood -372.3 -352.2 -363.4 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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5.4 Foreign Aid 

We consider whether dependence on official development assistance (ODA) predicts the timing 
of the first woman appointed to high courts. In this table, we restrict our analysis to non-OECD 
countries. Data on foreign aid are from the World Bank (2018). 
 
 (1) (2) (3) 
 Log ODA Log ODA per 

capita 
Log ODA, % GNI 

Electorally accountable selectors 0.03 -0.00 0.04 
 (0.36) (0.36) (0.36) 
Newer court 1.93*** 1.72*** 1.71*** 
 (0.28) (0.34) (0.33) 
Religious law -0.70 -0.71 -0.70 
 (0.40) (0.41) (0.41) 
Log years since CEDAW -0.05 -0.04 -0.04 
 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Log WINGOs 0.65*** 0.71** 0.71** 
 (0.19) (0.22) (0.23) 
Regional peer effects 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Civil law 0.26 0.35 0.34 
 (0.30) (0.31) (0.30) 
Prestigious court 0.78** 0.91** 0.92*** 
 (0.27) (0.28) (0.28) 
Level of democracy 0.01 -0.00 -0.00 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 
Log GDP per capita -0.06 -0.08 -0.04 
 (0.14) (0.16) (0.20) 
Tertiary completion, female to male 
lagged 20 years 

0.64*** 0.65*** 0.66*** 

 (0.12) (0.14) (0.13) 
Log ODA 0.01   
 (0.02)   
Log ODA per capita  0.03  
  (0.07)  
Log ODA, % GNI   0.02 
   (0.09) 
Constant -6.84*** -6.84*** -7.08*** 
 (1.27) (1.36) (1.72) 
Observations 1,814 1,732 1,633 
Log Likelihood -285.6 -267 -257.2 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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6. Control Variables: Alternative and Additional Measures  

6.1 Gender Equality and Women in Politics 

In these models, we consider whether our main findings are robust to including proxies for a country’s inclination toward promoting 
gender equality. We start by including the percentage of women in the lower-house or unicameral national legislature (Paxton, Green, 
and Hughes 2008, World Bank 2018). The second model uses V-Dem’s measure of women’s political empowerment (Coppedge, 
Gerring, Knutsen, Lindberg et al 2019). We then consider tertiary enrollment (not completion) (Barro and Lee 2013), and then time to 
suffrage and the first female MP (Paxton, Green, and Hughes 2008). For Models 4 and 5, we also include a variable for when the 
country gained independence because countries that became sovereign later were generally faster to grant universal suffrage and elect 
the first female parliamentarian. Finally, we consider whether the adoption of constitutional or statutory gender quotas correlates with 
faster women’s appointments using variables from the QAROT database (Hughes, Paxton, Clayton, and Zetterberg 2017; Hughes, 
Paxton, Clayton, and Zetterberg 2019). 
  
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
 Women in 

parliament 
Women’s 
political 

empower- 
ment 

Female to 
male tertiary 

education 

Time since 
suffrage 

Time since 
first female 

MP 

Gender quota Effective 
gender quota 

Electorally accountable selectors 0.33 0.26 0.24 0.20 0.19 0.31 0.29 
 (0.32) (0.29) (0.32) (0.33) (0.33) (0.29) (0.29) 
Newer court 2.04*** 1.99*** 1.80*** 2.09*** 2.10*** 2.02*** 2.02*** 
 (0.29) (0.29) (0.34) (0.32) (0.32) (0.28) (0.28) 
Religious law -0.57 -0.60 -0.87* -0.36 -0.37 -0.59 -0.64 
 (0.41) (0.40) (0.41) (0.43) (0.43) (0.42) (0.40) 
Log years since CEDAW -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 
 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Log WINGOs 0.51* 0.57** 0.76* 0.61*** 0.63** 0.64*** 0.61** 
 (0.20) (0.18) (0.30) (0.18) (0.20) (0.19) (0.19) 
Regional peer effects 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Civil law 0.16 0.28 0.15 0.32 0.32 0.31 0.29 
 (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.29) (0.28) (0.23) (0.23) 
Prestigious court 0.53* 0.52* 0.63* 0.47 0.47 0.50* 0.52* 
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 (0.24) (0.23) (0.25) (0.26) (0.26) (0.23) (0.24) 
Level of democracy -0.00 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Log GDP per capita -0.09 -0.12 -0.15 -0.07 -0.07 -0.14 -0.12 
 (0.11) (0.11) (0.13) (0.12) (0.12) (0.11) (0.11) 
Tertiary, female to male lagged 20 
years 

0.59*** 0.60*** 0.19*** 0.59*** 0.59*** 0.63*** 0.61*** 

 (0.11) (0.11) (0.03) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
Women in parliament, % 0.02       
 (0.02)       
Women’s political empowerment 
index 

 0.41      

  (0.81)      
Years since universal suffrage    0.00    
    (0.01)    
Year country became sovereign    0.00 0.00   
    (0.00) (0.00)   
Years since first female MP     -0.00   
     (0.01)   
Adopted quota (QAROT)      -0.31  
      (0.25)  
Effective quota (QAROT)       -0.20 
       (0.34) 
Constant -6.32*** -6.27*** -6.17*** -7.11*** -7.11*** -6.18*** -6.19*** 
 (1.00) (0.95) (1.09) (1.44) (1.46) (0.96) (0.95) 
Observations 2,045 2,261 1,971 2,044 2,044 2,314 2,314 
Log Likelihood -342.5 -371 -330.4 -310.8 -310.7 -372 -372.4 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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6.2 Legal System and Democracy 

In this table, we use an alternative measure of the country’s legal system (based on La Porta, 
López-de-Silanes, Pop-Eleches, and Shleifer 2004) and two alternative measures of democracy. 
One is based on Cheibub, Gandhi, and Vreeland (2010) and the other on Boix, Miller, and 
Rosato (2012), as compiled in Graham and Tucker (2019). 
 
 (1) (2) (3) 
 British legal system Democracy 

(Cheibub et al) 
Democracy (Boix 

et al) 
Electorally accountable selectors 0.19 0.29 0.25 
 (0.30) (0.30) (0.29) 
Newer court 1.89*** 1.99*** 2.01*** 
 (0.30) (0.30) (0.28) 
Religious law -0.72 -0.62 -0.61 
 (0.40) (0.37) (0.39) 
Log years since CEDAW -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 
 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Log WINGOs 0.63*** 0.59** 0.56** 
 (0.19) (0.18) (0.18) 
Regional peer effects 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Civil law  0.20 0.27 
  (0.25) (0.24) 
British legal system -0.46   
 (0.26)   
Prestigious court 0.56* 0.51* 0.54* 
 (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) 
Level of democracy -0.00 -0.10 0.04 
 (0.02) (0.25) (0.26) 
Log GDP per capita -0.14 -0.11 -0.14 
 (0.11) (0.10) (0.10) 
Tertiary completion, female to male 
lagged 20 years 

0.61*** 0.62*** 0.62*** 

 (0.10) (0.09) (0.10) 
Constant -5.82*** -6.23*** -5.97*** 
 (1.00) (0.91) (0.86) 
Observations 2,314 2,212 2,314 
Log Likelihood -371.5 -355.1 -372.6 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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7. Exclude One Region at a Time 

We drop one world region from our sample to assess whether our results are being driven by a particular geographic area.  
 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
 Exclude East 

Asia & 
Pacific 

Exclude 
Europe & 

former Soviet 
Asia 

Exclude 
Latin 

America & 
the Caribbean 

Exclude 
Middle East 

& North 
Africa 

Exclude 
Scandinavia 

Exclude 
South Asia 

Exclude Sub-
Saharan 
Africa 

Exclude West 
(non 

Scandinavia) 

Electorally 
accountable 
selectors 

0.18 0.33 0.87* 0.32 0.28 0.30 0.15 -0.02 

 (0.31) (0.29) (0.36) (0.32) (0.29) (0.30) (0.31) (0.35) 
Newer court 2.20*** 1.88*** 2.17*** 2.06*** 2.04*** 2.05*** 1.61*** 1.94*** 
 (0.29) (0.33) (0.30) (0.29) (0.29) (0.29) (0.42) (0.30) 
Religious law -0.71 -0.65 -0.59 -1.01* -0.67 -0.73 -0.09 -0.77* 
 (0.49) (0.40) (0.40) (0.48) (0.39) (0.45) (0.48) (0.39) 
Log years since 
CEDAW 

-0.03 -0.04 -0.01 -0.04 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.04 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
Log WINGOs 0.59** 0.60** 0.64** 0.64** 0.59** 0.53** 0.52* 0.67** 
 (0.18) (0.22) (0.23) (0.20) (0.18) (0.18) (0.21) (0.21) 
Regional peer 
effects 

0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Civil law 0.35 0.34 0.24 0.31 0.28 0.29 0.28 0.22 
 (0.26) (0.24) (0.32) (0.25) (0.23) (0.23) (0.34) (0.25) 
Prestigious court 0.52* 0.64** 0.18 0.53* 0.52* 0.54* 0.53 0.76** 
 (0.24) (0.24) (0.26) (0.25) (0.23) (0.24) (0.30) (0.27) 
Level of 
democracy 

-0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.00 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) 
Log GDP per 
capita 

-0.15 -0.15 -0.11 -0.15 -0.12 -0.07 -0.08 -0.08 

 (0.12) (0.11) (0.12) (0.12) (0.10) (0.10) (0.12) (0.11) 
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Tertiary 
completion, female 
to male lagged 20 
years 

0.61*** 0.63*** 0.62*** 0.64*** 0.61*** 0.56*** 0.58* 0.63*** 

 (0.12) (0.11) (0.12) (0.12) (0.11) (0.11) (0.24) (0.12) 
Constant -5.81*** -6.19*** -6.58*** -6.37*** -6.11*** -6.47*** -6.46*** -6.53*** 
 (0.98) (1.04) (1.06) (1.03) (0.94) (1.05) (1.10) (1.06) 
Observations 2,150 2,229 1,841 1,907 2,313 2,115 1,748 1,895 
Log Likelihood -338.2 -344.5 -287.7 -341.7 -370.7 -352.8 -274.2 -290.6 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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