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Abstract

Kao et al. (2024) use phone-based survey experiments in Jordan,
Tunisia and Morocco to test whether established theories about the
effect of descriptive representation on perceived democratic legiti-
macy hold in the Middle East. They find that the presence of women
in deliberative bodies legitimizes decision-making even in more so-
cially conservative, less democratic societies. We blindly reproduced
their study, and then extend their analysis with five additional ro-
bustness checks. We find that their analysis is reproducible and
robust in several ways, although there were ambiguities in the origi-
nal text which prolonged this process. Finally, we also extended their
analysis by using iterative machine learning models to study hetero-
geneous treatment effects. We find that marital status as well as
pre-treatment attitudes on related issues affect the response to the
treatment.
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1 Introduction

Recent findings in developed democracies have linked women’s descriptive representa-
tion to perceptions of the legitimacy of democratic institutions, and of their outputs
(Banducci, Donovan, and Karp 2004; Mansbridge 1999; Scherer and Curry 2010). Kao
et al. (2024) extend this analysis to different polities by examining the effect of the gen-
der composition of legislative bodies on citizens’ evaluations of their decision-making
processes in three Middle East and North African (MENA) countries: Morocco, Jordan
and Tunisia. They employ vignette computer-assisted telephone interview (CATI) sur-
vey experiments to test whether citizens respond to treatments regarding both women’s
representation and policy outcomes favoring women. They find that, contrary to their
expectations, citizens in these three countries display the same preferences as citizens
in developed democracies. Women’s presence on legislative bodies promoted percep-
tions of the legitimacy of these bodies and their outcomes, and pro-women outcomes
were associated with increased legitimacy.

We found that the study was reproducible and robust to several additional tests.
First, we add controls for income and marital status, which potentially confound sexist
attitudes. Second, we investigate potential heterogeneity based on whether respon-
dents found the treatment to be realistic. Third, we add some additional tests for
social desirability bias. In each case, we find that the original results are robust. In
the last part of our replication, we extend their original analysis by analyzing heteroge-
neous treatment effects using iterative machine learning models. We find that marital
status and pre-treatment attitudes on related issues facet the response to the treat-
ment. However, we encountered some difficulties during our initial blind replication
of the analysis due to a few small ambiguities in the original replication package. In
particular, the codebook omitted information on the coding or reference categories
for some variables, and the precise way in which variables had been standardized was
not immediately apparent. Nonetheless, this did not in general affect our ability to
reproduce the original results.

This report proceeds as follows. First, we report the results of our blind replication.
We then conduct several additional robustness checks: adding controls for income and
marital status, and dropping controls altogether; subsetting by participant’s perception

Institute for Replication I4R DP No. 146

4



of the legitimacy of the treatment; and further testing concerns regarding social desir-
ability bias by removing non-responders to questions about sexism. Finally, we discuss
heterogeneous treatment effects based on an estimation strategy using Bayesian Ad-
ditive Regression Trees (BART). We conclude by making some suggestions for how
authors of future work can maximize the clarity of their replication materials based on
our experience with this paper.

This report was completed for the UC Berkeley Replication Games on March 7,
2024, organized by the Institute for Replication 1. Our replication package can be
found at the following link2.

2 Blind replication

We first attempted a blind replication in R using the text of the paper and supplemen-
tary appendices. By a blind replication, we mean attempting to generate the original
results without looking at the authors’ code, relying only on what is written in the
manuscript or supplementary documents. This follows generally accepted standards
for replication: the replication standard holds that "sufficient information exists with
which to understand, evaluate, and building upon a prior work if a third party could
replicate the results without any additional information from the author" (King 1995,
p. 444).

While we were able to replicate Figures 2, 3, and 4 in full with no discrepancies from
the original results, there were some small ambiguities in the text and the replication
package which slightly prolonged this process. In particular, the precise way in which
the dependent variables had been standardized could have been made more apparent

1 For more information about the Institute for Replication, see: Brodeur, Mikola, and
Cook (2024).

2 https://osf.io/7nqrm/?view_only=c14f6dfb2f42412887fc923d0b536490.
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in the text or the supplementary appendices. While the standardization is implied
when the original authors discuss their results in terms of standard deviation changes
in the dependent variable, this could have been made slightly clearer through direct
mention in the text, labelling the axes of the figures to reflect the standardization of
the dependent variable, or mentioning this in the notes below the relevant tables and
figures. It could also have been clarified in the text whether the dependent variable
was standardized within countries (which is the case for the individual country-level
analysis), or standardized across the pooled sample. It took some trial and error to find
the correct specifications: however these amibguities were minor and did not affect
our ability to reproduce the main results.

We were unable to replicate Figure 5 (Effect of Gender Balance Condition on Com-
mittee Decision, p.500) from the original manuscript. Running the same analysis we
used to create the previous exhibits and interacting the two treatment variables did
not produce exactly the same results seen in the manuscript. Following some tweaks
to the specification, we decided to then look at the code used to produce the results.
One issue was that the pooled model in Panel 1 (far left) does not include HC0 clus-
tered standard errors. However, amending this did not completely fix the issue. While
directionally the results all appear to be similar to the results in the manuscript, and
the coefficients are of a similar size, we were unable to resolve this issue with the
existing code and data within the timeframe of the replication games.

In addition, although this did not prevent our replication, it would have been use-
ful if the codebook in the replication package had included slightly more information.
For a few variables, the codebook and supplementary appendices did not explain the
different levels of each variable. In particular, it would have been helpful if the variable
’d_issue_dv’, which describes the issue treatment (domestic violence or littering),
had been labelled with its different levels. While we were able to work out the correct
coding based on the frequency table, we suggest that authors of future work make
sure to include this information to streamline replication efforts.

One final small ambiguity was that in the original supplementary appendices in
Table A4, which reports the models for Figure 2, the coding of the education variable
appears different to that in the dataset. The original authors do not report the ref-
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erence category they use for the education variable in the supplementary appendices,
and in Table A4 the levels do not match those in the replication data. In particular,
there are two missing levels ’High school’ and ’Less than high school’ which are present
in the dataset. This did not, however, affect the results.

Regarding the data provided in the authors’ replication package: all data provided
had been pre-processed (cleaned, subsetted, recoded) which, while convenient for our
replication of results, misses an important step in the replication process. Ideally, the
raw survey data could also be included in the replication package to allow replication
of the pre-processing steps. With the survey data in particular, meta-variables (such as
the time taken for the respondent to complete the survey) may be useful for studying
heterogeneous treatment effects and testing the overall robustness of original findings.
Again, this is only a small issue, and indeed the provision of the raw survey data may
be infeasible due to ethical considerations, but we recommend that authors include
this information in their replication packages where possible.

We do not wish to overstate these difficulties. None of these ambiguities prevented
us from replicating the original results. Even before resolving them, the differences
with the original results were very slight. Nonetheless, we believe there are a few
areas (particularly the codebook) in which some small amendments could be made
to benefit future replicators without requiring any significant additional investment of
time. We encourage authors of replication packages to make sure that their codebooks
are complete and that standardized variables are clearly labelled in tables and figures.
We report our finalized replication figures below in Figures 1 through 4. We report the
accompanying tables in Appendix A2, alongside the original results in Appendix A1.
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Figure 1: Replication of Figure 2: ATEs on Agreement that Committee made the
Right Decision
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Figure 2: Replication of Figure 3: ATEs on Attitudes toward the Committee
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Figure 3: Replication of Figure 4: ATEs on Belief that Public Will Accept the
Committee’s Decision
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Figure 4: Replication of Figure 5: Effect of Gender Balance Conditional on
Committee Decision
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3 Additional robustness checks

Kao et al. conduct several robustness tests which they report in the supplementary
appendices. In this section, we report the results of four additional robustness tests.
In general, we find that the results are very similar across these different tests, and
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combined with the original tests conducted by Kao et al., we are confident that the
results are robust in several ways.

3.1 Models with additional control variables

We additionally control for two variables which may confound sexist attitudes towards
women: personal income and marital status. While much of the relationship between
income and social liberalism are likely due to education, we might still expect the
addition of income to capture this relationship more fully and, absent a variable for class
in the data, capture some of that effect too. Marriage may confound sexist attitudes
for two reasons. Firstly, because conservatives, typically measured by partisanship, are
more likely to get married (Fangmeier et al. 2020; Wilcox 2015), and secondly because
marriage may reinforce traditional gender roles, particularly in more patriarchal, socially
conservative societies in the MENA. We find that the inclusion of both of these controls
does not, however, substantively change any of the conclusions from the models. We
report these results in Appendix A3.

3.2 Models without control variables

Controls are theoretically unnecessary for causal identification in randomized survey
experiments, but they may improve the precision of the estimator and help in the case
of unbalanced treatment and control groups. Kao et al. perform successful balance
tests, but elect to include controls for age, gender and education in their final models.
We replicated their models without these additional controls. Again, this did not
substantively change the results; the coefficient estimates change only very slightly.
We report these results in Appendix A4.

3.3 Perceived realism

One potential concern with an audio treatment is that respondents might not find the
treatment realistic. Kao et al. account for this by asking respondents: ’Could you
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imagine a real legislative committee in (country name) considering raising penalties
for (domestic violence/littering)? (Yes, No)’. In each country, a majority of respon-
dents reported perceiving the treatment to be realistic, but a non-negligible minority
reported either being unsure or believed the experiment to be unrealistic.

As a robustness check, we removed those who reported being unsure and those
who believed that the experiment was not realistic, to test whether the results differed
substantially between these two groups. We report the results in Appendix A5. The
results are similar but, in general, the effect sizes of the two main treatments are
slightly stronger. This may suggest that the true effect of gender balance is slightly
stronger than those estimated by Kao et al., although our evidence does not suggest
that this discrepancy would be large.

3.4 Social desirability bias

As Kao et al. note in their conclusion, one substantial concern, particularly with
phone-based surveys, is that respondents may feel unable to share their true opinions.
They point out that many people were willing to express openly sexist views in direct
questions, which limits the likelihood of social desirability bias being a significant issue
in this case.

As an additional test for this, we used the variables recording whether respondents
refused to answer questions on the hostile sexism and benevolent sexism scale. We
suggest that those who refused to answer more of these questions may have felt more
subject to social pressure against revealing sexist attitudes. We therefore constructed a
new variable which is the sum of the number of questions on the hostile and benevolent
sexism scales which each respondent refused to answer. We then included then included
this variables as an additional control. We report these results in Appendix A6. The
results are very similar to those in the paper.
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4 Heterogeneous treatment effects

Lastly, we go beyond the analysis by Kao et al. by delving deeper into heterogeneous
treatment effects. Kao et al. analyze theoretically motivated heterogeneous treatment
effects by simply interacting hypothesized variables faceting treatment effects with the
treatment in separate models. Doing so, they only find limited support for heteroge-
neous responses to the treatment but call for a more sophisticated analysis of these
effects. We aim to provide this more extensive analysis by using Bayesian Additive
Regression Trees (BART) to test for more variables causally affecting responses to the
treatment. To do so, we build upon recent studies advocating for the use of machine
learning in the analysis of experimental data (e.g, Green and Kern 2012; Künzel et al.
2019). Our approach is adapted from the study and supplementary materials by Duch
et al. 2020. This approach has the advantages of not having to specify a functional
form for the heterogeneity of treatment effects and can deal well with small sizes of
subgroups.

The analysis shows that some variables indeed affect treatment outcomes. The
following analyses were run for the gender balance treatment and the right decision
index as the outcome variable. Figures 5 below, and 6 and 7 in the appendix show the
results from the analyses for heterogeneous treatment effects using BART. The top
panel of Figure 5 displays the Conditional Average Treatment Effects (CATEs) ordered
by their size. The blue line denotes the mean CATE and the green line a CATE of 0.
We see that there is considerable variation in the CATEs across the iterations run by
the BART algorithm. 87.3% of CATEs are above 0 and 54.8% larger than the mean
CATE of 0.077 (SD = 0.063). Together, this supports the effects found by Kao et al..
The lower two panels show the distribution of covariate levels across the sorted CATEs.
For instance, we see that marital status affects treatment response to a large extent
with married respondents having a larger, positive CATE than single respondents. Not
surprisingly, pre-treatment attitudes towards increasing penalties for domestic violence
also facet treatment response with people in favor of increasing the penalty reacting
more positively to the treatment. These two covariates show the clearest patterns
of heterogeneous treatment effects. The two figures in the appendix show the other
covariate profiles used in estimating the BART models. Apart from income, age, and
gender, which exhibit slight patterns, none of the other covariates exhibit signs of
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heterogeneous treatment effects. Hence, we conclude that these analyses support the
main findings by Kao et al. with the addition of looking at the effects of marital status
as well as pre-treatment attitudes on related issues.

5 Conclusion

In this report from the 2024 UC Berkeley Replication Games, we blindly replicated
Kao et al. (2024) and conducted several additional robustness checks. While we have
highlighted a few areas in which Kao et al. could improve the clarity of their replication
materials, we were able to successfully blindly replicate their study and demonstrate
its robustness in a number of ways.

We recommend that authors of replication packages include the full coding of
each variable in their codebooks, and that decisions to standardize variables are clearly
communicated in all relevant tables, figures, and accompanying text. Nonetheless,
we stress that these issues were minor and did not ultimately affect our ability to
reproduce the original findings. We do not contest the substantive conclusions of
the study (indeed, some of our robustness checks suggest that the true effect may
be slightly stronger than that originally reported), and we found that the results are
robust in a number of ways.
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Appendix A: Tables.

Appendix A1: Original results

Table A1: Original results for Figure 2

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.08 0.03 0.01 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.66 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.11 0.05 0.02 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.76 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance 0.04 0.05 0.46 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.63 0.06 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance 0.09 0.05 0.11 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.60 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
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Table A2: Original results for Figure 3

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.14 0.03 0.00 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.56 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.15 0.05 0.00 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.72 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance 0.12 0.06 0.03 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.50 0.06 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance 0.16 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.48 0.05 0.00 Tunisia

Table A3: Original results for Figure 4

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.02 0.03 0.57 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.42 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.08 0.05 0.11 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.51 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance -0.02 0.05 0.76 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.28 0.05 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance -0.02 0.05 0.72 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.45 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
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Table A4: Original results for Figure 5

term estimate std.error Significance model outcome

1 Interaction between treatments 0.1 0.1 Not sig. Pooled Right decision scale
2 Decision treatment 0.6 0.0 0.001 Pooled Right decision scale
3 Gender balance treatment 0.0 0.0 Not sig. Pooled Right decision scale
4 Interaction between treatments 0.2 0.1 Not sig. Jordan Right decision scale
5 Decision treatment 0.7 0.1 0.001 Jordan Right decision scale
6 Gender balance treatment 0.0 0.1 Not sig. Jordan Right decision scale
7 Interaction between treatments 0.0 0.1 Not sig. Tunisia Right decision scale
8 Decision treatment 0.6 0.1 0.001 Tunisia Right decision scale
9 Gender balance treatment 0.1 0.1 Not sig. Tunisia Right decision scale

10 Interaction between treatments 0.0 0.1 Not sig. Morocco Right decision scale
11 Decision treatment 0.6 0.1 0.001 Morocco Right decision scale
12 Gender balance treatment 0.0 0.1 Not sig. Morocco Right decision scale
13 Interaction between treatments 0.1 0.1 Not sig. Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
14 Decision treatment 0.5 0.0 0.001 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
15 Gender balance treatment 0.1 0.0 Not sig. Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
16 Interaction between treatments 0.1 0.1 Not sig. Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
17 Decision treatment 0.7 0.1 0.001 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
18 Gender balance treatment 0.1 0.1 Not sig. Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
19 Interaction between treatments 0.0 0.1 Not sig. Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
20 Decision treatment 0.5 018 0.001 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
21 Gender balance treatment 0.1 0.1 Not sig. Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
22 Interaction between treatments 0.2 0.1 Not sig. Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
23 Decision treatment 0.4 0.1 0.001 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
24 Gender balance treatment 0.0 0.1 Not sig. Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
25 Interaction between treatments 0.0 0.1 Not sig. Pooled Public acceptance
26 Decision treatment 0.4 0.0 0.001 Pooled Public acceptance
27 Gender balance treatment 0.0 0.1 Not sig. Pooled Public acceptance
28 Interaction between treatments -0.0 0.1 Not sig. Jordan Public acceptance
29 Decision treatment 0.5 0.1 0.001 Jordan Public acceptance
30 Gender balance treatment 0.1 0.1 Not sig. Jordan Public acceptance
31 Interaction between treatments 0.1 0.1 Not sig. Tunisia Public acceptance
32 Decision treatment 0.4 0.1 0.001 Tunisia Public acceptance
33 Gender balance treatment -0.0 0.1 Not sig. Tunisia Public acceptance
34 Interaction between treatments 0.2 0.1 Not sig. Morocco Public acceptance
35 Decision treatment 0.2 0.1 0.01 Morocco Public acceptance
36 Gender balance treatment -0.1 0.1 Not sig. Morocco Public acceptance
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Appendix A2: Tables for main replication

Table A1: Replication of Figure 2

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.08 0.03 0.01 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.66 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.11 0.05 0.02 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.76 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance 0.04 0.05 0.46 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.63 0.06 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance 0.09 0.05 0.11 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.60 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
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Table A2: Replication of Figure 3

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.14 0.03 0.00 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.56 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.15 0.05 0.00 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.72 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance 0.12 0.06 0.03 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.50 0.06 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance 0.16 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.48 0.05 0.00 Tunisia

Table A3: Replication of Figure 4

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.02 0.03 0.57 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.42 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.08 0.05 0.11 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.51 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance -0.02 0.05 0.76 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.28 0.05 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance -0.02 0.05 0.72 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.45 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
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Table A4: Replication of Figure 5

term estimate std.error p.value model outcome

1 Interaction between treatments 0.04 0.04 0.35 Pooled Right decision scale
2 Decision treatment 0.62 0.04 0.00 Pooled Right decision scale
3 Gender balance treatment 0.08 0.06 0.21 Pooled Right decision scale
4 Interaction between treatments 0.02 0.07 0.78 Jordan Right decision scale
5 Decision treatment 0.66 0.07 0.00 Jordan Right decision scale
6 Gender balance treatment 0.18 0.10 0.05 Jordan Right decision scale
7 Interaction between treatments 0.09 0.07 0.24 Tunisia Right decision scale
8 Decision treatment 0.60 0.08 0.00 Tunisia Right decision scale
9 Gender balance treatment 0.00 0.11 0.99 Tunisia Right decision scale

10 Interaction between treatments 0.03 0.09 0.74 Morocco Right decision scale
11 Decision treatment 0.62 0.08 0.00 Morocco Right decision scale
12 Gender balance treatment 0.02 0.11 0.85 Morocco Right decision scale
13 Interaction between treatments 0.09 0.05 0.06 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
14 Decision treatment 0.51 0.04 0.00 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
15 Gender balance treatment 0.10 0.06 0.11 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
16 Interaction between treatments 0.10 0.08 0.21 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
17 Decision treatment 0.66 0.07 0.00 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
18 Gender balance treatment 0.12 0.10 0.24 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
19 Interaction between treatments 0.14 0.08 0.06 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
20 Decision treatment 0.46 0.08 0.00 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
21 Gender balance treatment 0.02 0.11 0.83 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
22 Interaction between treatments 0.02 0.09 0.79 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
23 Decision treatment 0.41 0.08 0.00 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
24 Gender balance treatment 0.18 0.11 0.11 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
25 Interaction between treatments -0.01 0.04 0.89 Pooled Public acceptance
26 Decision treatment 0.39 0.04 0.00 Pooled Public acceptance
27 Gender balance treatment 0.04 0.06 0.45 Pooled Public acceptance
28 Interaction between treatments 0.09 0.07 0.20 Jordan Public acceptance
29 Decision treatment 0.53 0.07 0.00 Jordan Public acceptance
30 Gender balance treatment -0.03 0.10 0.79 Jordan Public acceptance
31 Interaction between treatments -0.05 0.08 0.54 Tunisia Public acceptance
32 Decision treatment 0.43 0.07 0.00 Tunisia Public acceptance
33 Gender balance treatment 0.05 0.11 0.61 Tunisia Public acceptance
34 Interaction between treatments -0.10 0.08 0.22 Morocco Public acceptance
35 Decision treatment 0.20 0.07 0.01 Morocco Public acceptance
36 Gender balance treatment 0.16 0.11 0.14 Morocco Public acceptance
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Appendix A3: Tables for replication with income and marital status controls

Table A5: Replication of Figure 2

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.08 0.03 0.01 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.66 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.11 0.05 0.02 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.75 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance 0.04 0.05 0.43 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.63 0.06 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance 0.08 0.05 0.12 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.60 0.05 0.00 Tunisia

Institute for Replication I4R DP No. 146

23



Table A6: Replication of Figure 3

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.14 0.03 0.00 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.56 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.16 0.05 0.00 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.71 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance 0.13 0.06 0.02 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.51 0.06 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance 0.16 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.48 0.05 0.00 Tunisia

Table A6: Replication of Figure 4

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.02 0.03 0.60 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.42 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.08 0.05 0.10 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.51 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance -0.03 0.05 0.58 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.28 0.05 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance -0.02 0.05 0.70 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.45 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
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Table A7: Replication of Figure 5

term estimate std.error p.value model outcome

1 Gender balance treatment 0.04 0.04 0.37 Pooled Right decision scale
2 Decision treatment 0.62 0.04 0.00 Pooled Right decision scale
3 Interaction between treatments 0.08 0.06 0.19 Pooled Right decision scale
4 Gender balance treatment 0.02 0.07 0.75 Jordan Right decision scale
5 Decision treatment 0.66 0.07 0.00 Jordan Right decision scale
6 Interaction between treatments 0.19 0.10 0.05 Jordan Right decision scale
7 Gender balance treatment 0.08 0.07 0.27 Tunisia Right decision scale
8 Decision treatment 0.60 0.08 0.00 Tunisia Right decision scale
9 Interaction between treatments 0.01 0.11 0.95 Tunisia Right decision scale

10 Gender balance treatment 0.03 0.09 0.73 Morocco Right decision scale
11 Decision treatment 0.62 0.08 0.00 Morocco Right decision scale
12 Interaction between treatments 0.03 0.11 0.82 Morocco Right decision scale
13 Gender balance treatment 0.09 0.05 0.05 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
14 Decision treatment 0.51 0.04 0.00 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
15 Interaction between treatments 0.10 0.06 0.12 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
16 Gender balance treatment 0.09 0.08 0.23 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
17 Decision treatment 0.65 0.07 0.00 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
18 Interaction between treatments 0.13 0.10 0.19 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
19 Gender balance treatment 0.15 0.08 0.06 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
20 Decision treatment 0.47 0.08 0.00 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
21 Interaction between treatments 0.02 0.11 0.85 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
22 Gender balance treatment 0.04 0.09 0.68 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
23 Decision treatment 0.42 0.08 0.00 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
24 Interaction between treatments 0.17 0.11 0.12 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
25 Gender balance treatment -0.01 0.04 0.85 Pooled Public acceptance
26 Decision treatment 0.40 0.04 0.00 Pooled Public acceptance
27 Interaction between treatments 0.05 0.06 0.43 Pooled Public acceptance
28 Gender balance treatment 0.09 0.07 0.19 Jordan Public acceptance
29 Decision treatment 0.53 0.07 0.00 Jordan Public acceptance
30 Interaction between treatments -0.03 0.10 0.78 Jordan Public acceptance
31 Gender balance treatment -0.05 0.08 0.52 Tunisia Public acceptance
32 Decision treatment 0.43 0.07 0.00 Tunisia Public acceptance
33 Interaction between treatments 0.06 0.11 0.59 Tunisia Public acceptance
34 Gender balance treatment -0.11 0.08 0.15 Morocco Public acceptance
35 Decision treatment 0.20 0.07 0.01 Morocco Public acceptance
36 Interaction between treatments 0.16 0.11 0.13 Morocco Public acceptance
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Appendix A4: Tables for replication without controls

Table A8: Replication of Figure 2

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.08 0.03 0.01 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.66 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.10 0.05 0.03 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.76 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance 0.04 0.05 0.48 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.64 0.06 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance 0.09 0.05 0.11 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.60 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
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Table A9: Replication of Figure 3

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.14 0.03 0.00 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.57 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.16 0.05 0.00 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.72 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance 0.13 0.06 0.03 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.51 0.06 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance 0.15 0.06 0.01 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.46 0.06 0.00 Tunisia

Table A10: Replication of Figure 4

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.01 0.03 0.61 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.42 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.07 0.05 0.12 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.51 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance -0.03 0.05 0.63 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.27 0.05 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance -0.02 0.05 0.70 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.45 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
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Table A11: Replication of Figure 5

term estimate std.error p.value model outcome

1 Gender balance treatment 0.04 0.04 0.40 Pooled Right decision scale
2 Decision treatment 0.62 0.04 0.00 Pooled Right decision scale
3 Interaction between treatments 0.08 0.06 0.17 Pooled Right decision scale
4 Gender balance treatment 0.02 0.07 0.74 Jordan Right decision scale
5 Decision treatment 0.67 0.07 0.00 Jordan Right decision scale
6 Interaction between treatments 0.17 0.10 0.09 Jordan Right decision scale
7 Gender balance treatment 0.08 0.07 0.31 Tunisia Right decision scale
8 Decision treatment 0.59 0.08 0.00 Tunisia Right decision scale
9 Interaction between treatments 0.02 0.11 0.85 Tunisia Right decision scale

10 Gender balance treatment 0.02 0.09 0.82 Morocco Right decision scale
11 Decision treatment 0.62 0.08 0.00 Morocco Right decision scale
12 Interaction between treatments 0.03 0.11 0.76 Morocco Right decision scale
13 Gender balance treatment 0.08 0.05 0.09 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
14 Decision treatment 0.51 0.05 0.00 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
15 Interaction between treatments 0.12 0.06 0.05 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
16 Gender balance treatment 0.11 0.08 0.15 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
17 Decision treatment 0.67 0.07 0.00 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
18 Interaction between treatments 0.10 0.10 0.30 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
19 Gender balance treatment 0.11 0.08 0.17 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
20 Decision treatment 0.43 0.08 0.00 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
21 Interaction between treatments 0.07 0.11 0.50 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
22 Gender balance treatment 0.01 0.09 0.91 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
23 Decision treatment 0.40 0.08 0.00 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
24 Interaction between treatments 0.22 0.11 0.05 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
25 Gender balance treatment -0.01 0.04 0.81 Pooled Public acceptance
26 Decision treatment 0.39 0.04 0.00 Pooled Public acceptance
27 Interaction between treatments 0.05 0.06 0.40 Pooled Public acceptance
28 Gender balance treatment 0.09 0.07 0.20 Jordan Public acceptance
29 Decision treatment 0.53 0.07 0.00 Jordan Public acceptance
30 Interaction between treatments -0.03 0.10 0.73 Jordan Public acceptance
31 Gender balance treatment -0.04 0.08 0.57 Tunisia Public acceptance
32 Decision treatment 0.43 0.07 0.00 Tunisia Public acceptance
33 Interaction between treatments 0.04 0.11 0.67 Tunisia Public acceptance
34 Gender balance treatment -0.12 0.08 0.12 Morocco Public acceptance
35 Decision treatment 0.18 0.08 0.02 Morocco Public acceptance
36 Interaction between treatments 0.19 0.11 0.08 Morocco Public acceptance
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Appendix A5: Tables for replication with only those who thought the ex-
periment was realistic

Table A12: Replication of Figure 2

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.09 0.03 0.01 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.69 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.13 0.05 0.01 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.85 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance 0.01 0.07 0.91 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.58 0.07 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance 0.12 0.06 0.06 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.62 0.06 0.00 Tunisia
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Table A13: Replication of Figure 3

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.14 0.03 0.00 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.56 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.15 0.05 0.00 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.72 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance 0.12 0.06 0.03 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.50 0.06 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance 0.16 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.48 0.05 0.00 Tunisia

Table A14: Replication of Figure 4

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.02 0.03 0.57 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.42 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.08 0.05 0.11 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.51 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance -0.02 0.05 0.76 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.28 0.05 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance -0.02 0.05 0.72 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.45 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
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Table A15: Replication of Figure 5

term estimate std.error p.value model outcome

1 Interaction between treatments -0.00 0.05 0.94 Pooled Right decision scale
2 Decision treatment 0.60 0.05 0.00 Pooled Right decision scale
3 Gender balance treatment 0.18 0.07 0.01 Pooled Right decision scale
4 Interaction between treatments 0.00 0.08 0.99 Jordan Right decision scale
5 Decision treatment 0.72 0.08 0.00 Jordan Right decision scale
6 Gender balance treatment 0.27 0.11 0.01 Jordan Right decision scale
7 Interaction between treatments 0.04 0.09 0.68 Tunisia Right decision scale
8 Decision treatment 0.54 0.09 0.00 Tunisia Right decision scale
9 Gender balance treatment 0.15 0.12 0.22 Tunisia Right decision scale

10 Interaction between treatments -0.06 0.11 0.61 Morocco Right decision scale
11 Decision treatment 0.52 0.10 0.00 Morocco Right decision scale
12 Gender balance treatment 0.12 0.14 0.40 Morocco Right decision scale
13 Interaction between treatments 0.11 0.05 0.05 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
14 Decision treatment 0.56 0.05 0.00 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
15 Gender balance treatment 0.05 0.07 0.45 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
16 Interaction between treatments 0.13 0.09 0.13 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
17 Decision treatment 0.75 0.08 0.00 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
18 Gender balance treatment 0.13 0.11 0.24 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
19 Interaction between treatments 0.18 0.09 0.04 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
20 Decision treatment 0.51 0.09 0.00 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
21 Gender balance treatment -0.12 0.12 0.34 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
22 Interaction between treatments 0.00 0.11 0.98 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
23 Decision treatment 0.35 0.10 0.00 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
24 Gender balance treatment 0.20 0.14 0.15 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
25 Interaction between treatments 0.02 0.05 0.73 Pooled Public acceptance
26 Decision treatment 0.46 0.05 0.00 Pooled Public acceptance
27 Gender balance treatment 0.03 0.07 0.64 Pooled Public acceptance
28 Interaction between treatments 0.13 0.08 0.12 Jordan Public acceptance
29 Decision treatment 0.62 0.08 0.00 Jordan Public acceptance
30 Gender balance treatment -0.01 0.11 0.96 Jordan Public acceptance
31 Interaction between treatments -0.09 0.09 0.31 Tunisia Public acceptance
32 Decision treatment 0.45 0.09 0.00 Tunisia Public acceptance
33 Gender balance treatment 0.09 0.12 0.45 Tunisia Public acceptance
34 Interaction between treatments -0.03 0.10 0.76 Morocco Public acceptance
35 Decision treatment 0.23 0.09 0.01 Morocco Public acceptance
36 Gender balance treatment 0.08 0.13 0.56 Morocco Public acceptance
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Appendix A6: Tables for replication with additional guards against social
desirability bias

Table A16: Replication of Figure 2

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.08 0.03 0.01 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.66 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.09 0.05 0.06 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.75 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance 0.04 0.06 0.51 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.63 0.06 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance 0.11 0.05 0.04 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.61 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
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Table A17: Replication of Figure 3

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.08 0.03 0.01 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.66 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.09 0.05 0.06 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.75 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance 0.04 0.06 0.51 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.63 0.06 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance 0.11 0.05 0.04 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.61 0.05 0.00 Tunisia

Table A18: Replication of Figure 4

term estimate std.error p.value model

1 Gender balance 0.02 0.03 0.50 Pooled
2 Pro-women decision 0.43 0.03 0.00 Pooled
3 Gender balance 0.07 0.05 0.14 Jordan
4 Pro-women decision 0.52 0.05 0.00 Jordan
5 Gender balance -0.01 0.06 0.87 Morocco
6 Pro-women decision 0.29 0.06 0.00 Morocco
7 Gender balance -0.01 0.05 0.92 Tunisia
8 Pro-women decision 0.46 0.05 0.00 Tunisia
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Table A19: Replication of Figure 5

term estimate std.error p.value model outcome

1 Interaction between treatments -0.00 0.05 0.94 Pooled Right decision scale
2 Decision treatment 0.60 0.05 0.00 Pooled Right decision scale
3 Gender balance treatment 0.18 0.07 0.01 Pooled Right decision scale
4 Interaction between treatments 0.00 0.08 0.99 Jordan Right decision scale
5 Decision treatment 0.72 0.08 0.00 Jordan Right decision scale
6 Gender balance treatment 0.27 0.11 0.01 Jordan Right decision scale
7 Interaction between treatments 0.04 0.09 0.68 Tunisia Right decision scale
8 Decision treatment 0.54 0.09 0.00 Tunisia Right decision scale
9 Gender balance treatment 0.15 0.12 0.22 Tunisia Right decision scale

10 Interaction between treatments -0.06 0.11 0.61 Morocco Right decision scale
11 Decision treatment 0.52 0.10 0.00 Morocco Right decision scale
12 Gender balance treatment 0.12 0.14 0.40 Morocco Right decision scale
13 Interaction between treatments 0.11 0.05 0.05 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
14 Decision treatment 0.56 0.05 0.00 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
15 Gender balance treatment 0.05 0.07 0.45 Pooled Attitudes toward committee scale
16 Interaction between treatments 0.13 0.09 0.13 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
17 Decision treatment 0.75 0.08 0.00 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
18 Gender balance treatment 0.13 0.11 0.24 Jordan Attitudes toward committee scale
19 Interaction between treatments 0.18 0.09 0.04 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
20 Decision treatment 0.51 0.09 0.00 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
21 Gender balance treatment -0.12 0.12 0.34 Tunisia Attitudes toward committee scale
22 Interaction between treatments 0.00 0.11 0.98 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
23 Decision treatment 0.35 0.10 0.00 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
24 Gender balance treatment 0.20 0.14 0.15 Morocco Attitudes toward committee scale
25 Interaction between treatments 0.02 0.05 0.73 Pooled Public acceptance
26 Decision treatment 0.46 0.05 0.00 Pooled Public acceptance
27 Gender balance treatment 0.03 0.07 0.64 Pooled Public acceptance
28 Interaction between treatments 0.13 0.08 0.12 Jordan Public acceptance
29 Decision treatment 0.62 0.08 0.00 Jordan Public acceptance
30 Gender balance treatment -0.01 0.11 0.96 Jordan Public acceptance
31 Interaction between treatments -0.09 0.09 0.31 Tunisia Public acceptance
32 Decision treatment 0.45 0.09 0.00 Tunisia Public acceptance
33 Gender balance treatment 0.09 0.12 0.45 Tunisia Public acceptance
34 Interaction between treatments -0.03 0.10 0.76 Morocco Public acceptance
35 Decision treatment 0.23 0.09 0.01 Morocco Public acceptance
36 Gender balance treatment 0.08 0.13 0.56 Morocco Public acceptance
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Figure 6: CATEs for Other Covariates
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