The Adverse Effects of Sunshine
 Evidence from a Field Experiment on Legislative Transparency in an Authoritarian Assembly
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Appendix 1: Summary of Experimental Design and Key Findings
This project was motivated by the desire to perform a limited test of transparency initiatives in an authoritarian environment.  The VNA offered an ideal forum for such a test because of its biannual query sessions, where universally-elected delegates representing particular geographic regions are allowed to quiz the Prime Minister and cabinet on their performance, pending legislation, and other issues of the day.  As part of the experiment, Vietnam’s highest profile online newspaper, VietnamNet, created a new political column called “Know Your Delegates.”  Under this column, we developed individual websites for 144 randomly selected delegates, where we posted legislative debates, query transcripts, and scorecards for each delegate and updated them in real time throughout the 6th legislative session.  
This experimental design allowed us to compare the changes in participation of treated delegates to a control group of 317 delegates, who did not have their performance posted.  The treatment for the selected delegates was designed to be powerful; a VietnamNet reporter met each of the delegates in person and handed them an official letter explaining that they would be assessed based on the quantity of their participation in legislative and query sessions, as well as how well they represented their provincial constituencies.  At the time of the treatment, delegates were well aware of the popularity of VietnamNet, which receives about thirty million page views a week.  Indeed, during the time of the 6th query session, our “Your Delegates” column became well-known in the country’s political media, receiving over 1.3 million page views and 820,000 hits on individual delegates’ pages. 
In the first set of analyses, we study the direct effects of the treatment on delegate behavior, looking specifically at whether delegates were more active and critical than in previous VNA sessions.   While some delegates increased the level and quality of their activity, others significantly reined in their activities.  As a result, the net treatment effect is not significantly different from zero in any of the specifications.  Because our experiment protocol called for blocking on whether the delegate was a central versus local nominee, full-time or part-time, and delegate age, we also were able to study heterogeneous treatment effects by delegate type.  In all cases, the treatment effect was not significantly different from zero. The findings make us cautious about the ability to successfully export legislative transparency initiatives to an authoritarian setting.
One element of our experimental design, however, did yield extremely important, but slightly more speculative, results.  It is crucial to note that the proportion of the Vietnamese population who read online newspapers varies dramatically across Vietnam.  As a result, our treatment intensity also varies across delegates, as their constituents are located in different provinces with varying levels of internet penetration and therefore varying levels of access to their delegates’ web pages. This variation allows us to observe the effects of different treatment intensities and provides important insights into our understanding of the adverse consequences of legislative transparency in authoritarian parliaments.  
We find that as internet penetration increases, delegates increase their visible effort in non-sensitive activities by participating more frequently in legislative debates, where there are limited political consequences to their actions.  However, these delegates also significantly reduce the quality of their engagement.  Furthermore, treated delegates ask fewer questions and are less critical of the national government and its policies in the biannual query sessions.  The results remain strong after controlling for structural covariates with internet penetration, such as wealth, population size, good governance, and transfer dependence.  The results remain unchanged when we use alternative measures of treatment intensity such as the proportion of population living in urban areas or studying in colleges. 
Finally, we probe the downstream electoral effects, finding that treated delegates are 9% less likely to be re-nominated, and ultimately re-elected, in the 2011 election.  The key question is whether these electoral effects result from a voter selection mechanism, as hypothesized in democratic elections, or whether elections are used as a mechanism to allow central elites to reward (or punish) delegates who live up to (or fail to abide by) the cooptive agreement.  Further analysis reveals that the mechanism appears to be the punishment of delegates, who do not conform by limiting their activity in query sessions.  Treated delegates who spoke during query sessions were placed in more difficult to win districts, received lower vote shares, and were less likely to be promoted to higher office after the election.  We find no evidence that voters were affected at all by the intervention.  The treatment effects on turnout, spoiled ballots, and voter interest in the VNA were not significantly different from zero.   This provides further evidence that transparency initiatives play a fundamentally different role in an authoritarian context, and that elections are one means by which authoritarian elites choose to structure political power-sharing.





Appendix 2: Sample Website for an Individual Delegate
[image: ]

Page URL: http://daibieuquochoi.vietnamnet.vn/lever.aspx?id=35

Appendix 3: Portion of Chart Comparing Participations of Delegates
(The full chart showed all 154 treated delegates and was posted in the prime location on the political homepage of the newspaper throughout the two months of the National Assembly’s session)
[image: ]

Chart URL: http://daibieuquochoi.vietnamnet.vn/content.aspx?id=888



Appendix 4: Sample Score Card of an Individual Delegate
[image: ]

URL of the actual scorecard of this delegate: http://daibieuquochoi.vietnamnet.vn/content.aspx?id=1017
L
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Appendix 5a:  Relationship between Vote Share and Participation.  We display the bivariate correlation between vote share and participation in query sessions in all six sessions.  The statistically significant negative relationship in the final four sessions indicates that delegates are responding either to voters or local leaders who arrange provincial electoral districts.  Note that Session 6 demonstrates the same pattern as previous sessions and the relationship is not altered by proximity to the 11th Party Congress.

Appendix 5b: Determinants of Participation in June 2010 Session
[image: ]This table depicts the results of the field-experiment across five different dependent variables and four different types of analyses.  The dependent variable are: 1) Number of speeches made by a delegate; 2) Number of questions asked by a delegate; 3) Percentage of queries which were critical of ministers, ministries, or the national government; 4) Percentage of questions which used the name of the province the delegate represents; 5) Percentage of questions which used the words "constituency" or "voter."  Analysis was divided into four separate tests: A) Difference-in-Levels within Session 6.  For this analysis, negative binomial regression was employed for the first two variables, as they are count variables demonstrating evidence of over-dispersion.  Log-linear regression was employed on the second three variables, as these were percentages censored at 0 on the left-side and 100 on the right-side.   Robust standard errors, clustered at provincial-level are shown in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1).


[image: ]
Appendix 6: Partial Effect of Internet Penetration on Page Views.  This figure displays the partial correlation between internet penetration and total page views (measured in 100s) after controlling for stratification variables and provincial covariates (Models 4 & 5 of Table 4).  The first panel uses the full sample of delegates, while the second panel drops the two outliers which appear to be driving the result.  In the fully-specified model with dropped outliers, a 1% increase in internet penetration accounts for 3,700 additional page views on a delegate's main page, scorecard, or interview page.



Appendix 7: Interaction between Transparency Treatment and Stratification Variables
(Difference in Differences between Session 5 (November 2009) and Session 6 (June 2010))
[image: ]
This table depicts the results of the field-experiment across two different dependent variables.  In this analysis, the transparency treatment is interacted with core determinants of query session participation that were used as stratification variables in the randomization process.  The dependent variables are: 1) Number of questions asked by a delegate; 2) Percentage of queries which were critical of ministers, ministries, or the national government.  OLS Coefficients are displayed with robust standard errors, clustered at provincial-level, in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1).  


Appendix 8: Interaction between Transparency Treatment and Stratification Variables
(Difference in Differences between Average Delegate Performance Sessions (1-5) and Session 6 (June 2010))
[image: ]
This table depicts the results of the field-experiment across two different dependent variables.  In this analysis, the transparency treatment is interacted with core determinants of query session participation that were used as stratification variables in the randomization process.  The dependent variables are: 1) Number of questions asked by a delegate; 2) Percentage of queries which were critical of ministers, ministries, or the national government.  OLS Coefficients are displayed with robust standard errors, clustered at provincial-level, in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1).  


Appendix 9: Interaction between Transparency Treatment and Stratification Variables
(Difference in Differences between similar ministers in previous sessions and Session 6 (June 2010))
[image: ]
This table depicts the results of the field-experiment across two different dependent variables.  In this analysis, the transparency treatment is interacted with core determinants of query session participation that were used as stratification variables in the randomization process.  The dependent variables are: 1) Number of questions asked by a delegate; 2) Percentage of queries which were critical of ministers, ministries, or the national government.  OLS Coefficients are displayed with robust standard errors, clustered at provincial-level, in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1).  



Appendix 10: Intensity of Treatment Effects
(Interaction between Treatment and Internet Penetration)
[image: ]
This table depicts the results of the field-experiment across four different dependent variables.  In this analysis, the treatment is interacted with internet penetration to derive an exogenous intensity of treatment effect.  The dependent variables are: 1) Number of questions asked by a delegate; 2) Percentage of queries which were critical of ministers, ministries, or the national government.  All analyses used OLS on the first differences between sessions.    Robust standard errors, clustered at provincial-level, are shown in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1).  The first model in each set is unadjusted, the second model controls for individual-level stratification variables, and the third model controls for provincial covariates that might be associated with internet penetration.  



Appendix 11: Robustness of Intensity of Treatment
Before concluding that the adverse consequences hypothesis better explains behavior in authoritarian setting, additional robustness tests are required.  Because internet penetration is a provincial-level variable that was not considered in the randomization exercise, its usage raises concerns about spurious correlation.  If  H1 is correct that delegates who faced greater public scrutiny as a result of the treatment would be most likely to act in a conformist manner, we should observe the same behavior with alternative measures of public scrutiny.  In Appendix 11, we re-run the four full specifications from Table 5, but employ three alternative measures of intensity.  First, we use the share of the population that lives in urban areas, as urban citizens have greater access to print media, which found and began to discuss the “Know Your Delegate” page.  In addition, higher population density means that word travels faster about a delegate’s questions, and delegates are more likely to interact directly with constituents, co-workers, and local leaders, who may be aware of their participation.  Secondly, we use the share of the population employed in government offices or state-owned-enterprises (SOEs) to capture the level of political awareness of the population.  Third, we take the percentage of college students in the population, as the younger generation is more politically attuned and technologically savvy enough to access VietnamNet.   Appendix 11a shows that these alternative measures of intensity are positively correlated with internet penetration, but are far from perfect substitutes.
Appendix 11a: Scatterplot Matrix of Alternative Measures of Treatment Intensity
[image: ]
[bookmark: _GoBack]Appendix 11b reveals that the alternative measures of treatment intensity demonstrate a similar pattern in all specifications. Although the findings are only statistically significant when it comes to the number of questions asked for urbanization and college share, the robustness of the pattern is telling. The interaction between the treatment and intensity measure is always negative and sizable, indicating that increased exposure reduces the willingness of delegates to participate and criticize.  This is strong evidence for the adverse consequences hypothesis.

Appendix 11b: Robustness of Intensity of Treatment Effects
[image: ]
This table replicates models 4,8, 9, and 10 of Table 5.  Instead of internet penetration, however, three other measures of treatment intensity are employed to test for robustness (urban population share, state labor share, and college student share of population).  The dependent variables are: 1) Number of questions asked by a delegate; 2) Percentage of queries which were critical of ministers, ministries, or the national government.  Panel A uses  Difference-in-Differences between Session 6 and Session 5.  Panel B analyzes Difference-in-Differences between Average Questions and Session 6.  All analyses used OLS on the first differences between sessions.    Robust standard errors, clustered at provincial-level, are shown in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1).  All models include controls for stratification variables and provincial covariates.

Appendix 11c: Robustness of Intensity of Treatment Effects
[image: ]
This table replicates models 3 and 6 of Appendix 10.  Instead of internet penetration, however, three other measures of treatment intensity are employed to test for robustness (urban population share, state labor share, and college student share of population).  The dependent variables are: 1) Number of questions asked by a delegate; 2) Percentage of queries which were critical of ministers, ministries, or the national government.  Panel A uses  Difference-in-Differences between Session 6 and Session 5.  Panel B analyzes Difference-in-Difference between Average Questions and Session 6.  All analyses used OLS on the first differences between sessions.    Robust standard errors, clustered at provincial-level, are shown in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1).  All models include controls for stratification variables and provincial covariates.




Appendix 12:  Robust to Threshold Levels of Internet Penetration
[image: ]This table replicates the fully-specified Models 4, 8, 9, and 10 (Table 5) and Model 4 (Table 6).  Instead of a continuous measure of internet penetration, however, we test its robust to a dichotomous measure in order to see whether a threshold level of internet penetration is more appropriate.  Panel A sets the cut-off level of internets in the household at 4%, while Panel B sets it at 6%.  All analyses use OLS.    Robust standard errors, clustered at provincial-level are shown in parentheses.  All model include controls for stratification variables and provincial covariates and employ robust standard errors clustered at the provincial level (64 provinces, shown in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1).


Appendix 13:  Alternative Hypotheses for Treatment*Internet Interactions
[image: ]
This table replicates the fully-specified Models 4 and 8 (Table 5) and Model 4 (Table 6).  Instead of internet penetration, however, we test alternative hypotheses, by interacting the treatment with 1) transfers/own source revenue; 2) GDP per capita; and 3) Population size..   All model include controls for stratification variables and provincial covariates and employ robust standard errors clustered at the provincial level (64 provinces, shown in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<01). Two interesting results do emerge.  First, treated delegates in richer provinces are more likely to engage in non-sensitive behavior.  Second, treated delegates in populous provinces ask 0.34 questions than their counterparts, reinforcing the adverse consequences hypotheses.
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image5.emf
Dependent Variable Speeches (NBREG) Questions (NBREG) LN Critical % (OLS) LN Local % (OLS) LN Constituency % (OLS)

Model (1) (2) (4) (5) (6)

Fulltime 1.516*** 1.765*** 0.0565** 0.0290 0.0393*

(0.419) (0.462) (0.0252) (0.0175) (0.0198)

Centrally Nominated 0.402 0.685 -0.00673 -0.00394 -0.00450

(0.610) (0.713) (0.00860) (0.00648) (0.00564)

Fulltime*Centrally Nominated -0.953 -1.291 -0.0320 -0.0274 -0.0305

(0.818) (0.950) (0.0284) (0.0196) (0.0194)

Vote Share (%) -0.0464** -0.0505*** -0.00149** -0.000256 -0.000541*

(0.0184) (0.0186) (0.000654) (0.000273) (0.000302)

South of 17th Parallel -0.183 -0.0953 -0.0245 0.00405 -0.0113

(0.306) (0.298) (0.0150) (0.00674) (0.00784)

Transfers -0.00124 -0.00251 -9.85e-05** -5.10e-05** -4.79e-05*

(0.00162) (0.00179) (4.39e-05) (2.36e-05) (2.59e-05)

Constant 1.145 2.139* 0.152*** 0.0329 0.0603**

(1.304) (1.249) (0.0554) (0.0204) (0.0249)

N  493 493 493 493 493

Clusters 64 64 64 64 64

R-squared 0.052 0.026 0.037

Chi-Squared 23.61 24.95

Log Likelihood -204.6 -263.0
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Treatment 0.053 -0.076 0.027 -0.591 1.905 1.039 0.754 5.776

(0.143) (0.164) (0.153) (0.953) (1.964) (2.425) (1.814) (11.685)

Fulltime 0.230 0.184 0.192 0.194 5.531** 4.372* 4.352* 4.382*

(0.247) (0.205) (0.205) (0.205) (2.423) (2.303) (2.300) (2.282)

Centrally Nominated 0.051 -0.050 0.051 0.060 -3.477** -3.268* -3.539** -3.187**

(0.145) (0.159) (0.147) (0.147) (1.480) (1.828) (1.460) (1.499)

Retirement Age 0.221 0.210 0.302 0.214 -0.128 -0.120 -0.457 -0.319

(0.206) (0.210) (0.265) (0.215) (1.329) (1.358) (1.682) (1.342)

Vote Share -0.005 -0.064

(0.008) (0.087)

Treat*Fulltime -0.121 -3.825

(0.347) (3.701)

Treat*Centrally Nominated 0.351 -0.933

(0.285) (3.152)

Treat*Retirement -0.305 1.163

(0.303) (2.288)

Treat*Vote Share 0.008 -0.072

(0.012) (0.145)

Constant -0.070 -0.026 -0.061 0.285 0.827 1.097 1.194 5.795

(0.083) (0.091) (0.089) (0.599) (0.983) (1.104) (0.977) (6.838)

Observations 461 461 461 461 461 461 461 461

R-Squared 0.006 0.009 0.006 0.007 0.021 0.018 0.018 0.022

RMSE 1.349 1.347 1.349 1.350 15.76 15.78 15.78 15.77

Dependent Variable/ 

Model

Question Count (#) Critical Questions (%)
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Treatment -0.042 -0.150 -0.033 -0.167 0.381 -0.126 0.589 7.302

(0.111) (0.116) (0.108) (0.532) (1.619) (1.828) (1.457) (10.574)

Fulltime 0.086 0.066 0.074 0.079 1.327 1.262 1.290 1.310

(0.198) (0.156) (0.156) (0.157) (2.161) (2.003) (2.009) (1.982)

Centrally Nominated 0.118 0.014 0.121 0.152 -2.048 -2.564* -2.007 -1.951

(0.144) (0.140) (0.145) (0.147) (1.279) (1.500) (1.306) (1.251)

Retirement Age -0.122 -0.133 0.046 -0.140 -1.967 -2.022 0.047 -2.005

(0.180) (0.193) (0.196) (0.192) (2.441) (2.504) (2.624) (2.443)

Vote Share -0.009 0.002

(0.006) (0.085)

Treat*Fulltime -0.035 -0.068

(0.336) (3.238)

Treat*Centrally Nominated 0.363 1.816

(0.279) (2.338)

Treat*Retirement -0.635 -7.596

(0.430) (5.714)

Treat*Vote Share 0.001 -0.098

(0.007) (0.134)

Constant -0.066 -0.029 -0.069 0.553 -0.214 -0.042 -0.285 -0.363

(0.062) (0.064) (0.063) (0.486) (0.821) (0.970) (0.856) (6.748)

Observations 461 461 461 461 461 461 461 461

R-Squared 0.005 0.010 0.007 0.011 0.006 0.007 0.008 0.008

RMSE 1.094 1.091 1.092 1.091 13.56 13.55 13.55 13.56

Dependent Variable/ 

Model

Question Count (#) Critical Questions (%)
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Treatment -0.047 -0.123** -0.038 -0.064 -0.014 -0.044*** 0.008 0.085

(0.033) (0.051) (0.053) (0.224) (0.012) (0.016) (0.032) (0.126)

Fulltime 0.150 0.142 0.148 0.150 0.057 0.071** 0.075** 0.075**

(0.115) (0.089) (0.090) (0.091) (0.041) (0.034) (0.035) (0.036)

Centrally Nominated 0.010 -0.069 0.011 0.021 0.015 -0.035 0.016 0.018

(0.073) (0.075) (0.074) (0.075) (0.034) (0.030) (0.035) (0.036)

Retirement Age 0.110 0.102 0.199 0.104 0.062 0.057 0.103 0.061

(0.160) (0.165) (0.208) (0.166) (0.083) (0.087) (0.108) (0.085)

Vote Share -0.003 -0.000

(0.002) (0.001)

Treat*Fulltime -0.005 0.058

(0.164) (0.100)

Treat*Centrally Nominated 0.277* 0.177

(0.161) (0.108)

Treat*Retirement -0.335 -0.155

(0.235) (0.120)

Treat*Vote Share 0.000 -0.001

(0.003) (0.002)

Constant 0.013 0.038 0.010 0.208 0.007 0.017* -0.000 0.024

(0.025) (0.030) (0.032) (0.149) (0.009) (0.010) (0.015) (0.077)

Observations 461 461 461 461 461 461 461 461

R-Squared 0.0175 0.0280 0.0198 0.0201 0.0239 0.0414 0.0238 0.0228

RMSE 0.551 0.548 0.551 0.551 0.256 0.254 0.256 0.256

Dependent Variable/ 

Model

Question Count (#) Critical Questions (%)
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treated -0.044 -0.044 -0.046 -0.010 -0.010 -0.012

(0.063) (0.066) (0.068) (0.037) (0.038) (0.039)

Internet Penetration -0.006 -0.003 -0.009 -0.002 -0.000 0.008

(0.007) (0.006) (0.013) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005)

Treated*Internet -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 0.010 0.009 0.009

(0.011) (0.010) (0.011) (0.007) (0.008) (0.009)

Centrally Nominated 0.009 0.010 0.016 0.015

(0.075) (0.077) (0.035) (0.035)

Fulltime 0.148 0.149 0.076** 0.076**

(0.090) (0.094) (0.036) (0.036)

Retirement 0.113 0.114 0.061 0.062

(0.160) (0.163) (0.085) (0.086)

National-level city 0.035 -0.037

(0.069) (0.025)

GDP per Capita (ln) 0.002 -0.026

(0.069) (0.026)

Population (ln) -0.010 -0.014

(0.038) (0.018)

Transfer/Revenue -0.000 -0.000

(0.000) (0.000)

South -0.014 -0.013

(0.059) (0.025)

Governance 0.003 -0.000

(0.005) (0.002)

Constant 0.069* 0.018 -0.111 0.032** 0.001 0.092

(0.037) (0.038) (0.222) (0.013) (0.017) (0.139)

Observations 461 461 461 461 461 461

R-squared 0.002 0.018 0.019 0.001 0.023 0.027

RMSE 0.554 0.552 0.555 0.258 0.256 0.257

Specification

Difference in Differences between similar ministers in 

previous sessions and Session 6 (June 2010)

Question Count (#)

Critical Questions (%) Dependent Variable/ 

Model
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Treatment 0.421* 0.547 0.276 3.769 12.291 2.354 0.098 0.398 0.097 2.947 5.235 1.346

(0.222) (0.612) (0.174) (2.807) (7.391) (2.191) (0.193) (0.489) (0.134) (2.457) (6.348) (1.995)

Urban (%) 0.511 -6.917 -0.272 -3.256

(0.672) (8.485) (0.562) (9.196)

Treatment*Urban -1.503*** -11.196 -0.590 -8.987

(0.549) (7.200) (0.533) (5.640)

State Labor Share 24.352* 273.883** 10.781 233.067*

(12.236) (131.406) (9.941) (127.277)

Treatment*State -17.396 -381.642 -15.142 -152.929

(20.695) (228.591) (17.318) (194.279)

College Students (%) 4.650 10.613 3.257 -4.385

(3.958) (36.206) (3.266) (29.624)

Treatment*Student -12.085** -68.845 -7.218** -33.885

(4.611) (54.808) (2.774) (31.508)

Constant -0.881 -1.505* -0.945 -4.822 -11.338 -2.758 -0.887 -1.125 -0.963 -5.050 -11.105 -2.775

(0.794) (0.891) (0.930) (9.038) (10.940) (9.823) (0.549) (0.688) (0.687) (8.052) (10.498) (8.554)

Stratification Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Provincial Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 451 451 451 451 451 451 451 451 451 451 451 451

R-squared 0.023 0.023 0.029 0.030 0.034 0.027 0.024 0.024 0.029 0.030 0.033 0.027

RMSE 1.360 1.359 1.355 15.69 15.66 15.71 1.103 1.103 1.100 13.33 13.30 13.34

Question Count (#)

Critical Questions (%)

Question Count (#)

Critical Questions (%) Dependent Variable/ 

Model


image13.emf
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment -0.054 -0.203 -0.003 0.017 -0.176 0.004

(0.110) (0.226) (0.065) (0.060) (0.163) (0.046)

Urban (%) -0.267 -0.171

(0.266) (0.133)

Treatment*Urban 0.011 -0.056

(0.230) (0.124)

State Labor Share 0.634 0.414

(5.184) (1.615)

Treatment*State 5.245 6.096

(7.925) (6.056)

College Students (%) 1.477 -0.048

(2.106) (0.554)

Treatment*Student -2.212 -0.032

(1.728) (1.085)

Constant -0.127 -0.137 -0.203 0.048 0.045 0.072

(0.237) (0.322) (0.364) (0.148) (0.159) (0.172)

Stratification Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Provincial Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 451 451 451 451 451 451

R-squared 0.020 0.019 0.022 0.028 0.032 0.024

RMSE 0.560 0.560 0.560 0.259 0.259 0.260

Specification

Difference in Differences between similar ministers in 

previous sessions and Session 6 (June 2010)

Question Count (#)

Critical Questions (%) Dependent Variable/ 

Model


image14.emf
Model

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dependent Variable

Question # 

(6th vs 5th)

Critical 

%(6th vs 

5th)

Question # 

(6th vs 

Avg.)

Critical 

%(6th vs. 

Avg.)

Leg. Speech 

(Diff. in 

Levels)

Question # 

(6th vs 5th)

Critical 

%(6th vs 

5th)

Question # 

(6th vs 

Avg.)

Critical 

%(6th vs. 

Avg.)

Leg. Speech 

(Diff. in 

Levels)

Treated 0.158 1.590 -0.025 0.431 -0.038 0.160 1.575 -0.024 0.398 -0.038

(0.141) (1.715) (0.119) (1.605) (0.084) (0.141) (1.709) (0.119) (1.598) (0.084)

Internet Penetration Dichotomous 0.132 15.156** 0.048 12.951*** -0.278* 0.330 15.992*** 0.122 12.211*** -0.278*

(0.449) (6.899) (0.223) (2.711) (0.158) (0.417) (6.021) (0.236) (3.354) (0.158)

Treated*Internet Dummy -1.193*** -11.125*** -0.275 -3.291 0.592*** -1.268*** -12.295*** -0.303 -3.798* 0.592***

(0.253) (3.110) (0.219) (1.989) (0.161) (0.262) (3.249) (0.229) (2.124) (0.161)

Constant -0.855 4.633 -0.711 3.127 0.153 -0.832 1.983 -0.702 0.510 0.153

(0.762) (8.783) (0.557) (6.959) (0.448) (0.735) (8.470) (0.536) (6.966) (0.448)

Observations 461 461 461 461 461 461 461 461 461 461

R-squared 0.031 0.049 0.022 0.044 0.117 0.032 0.051 0.023 0.043 0.117

RMSE 1.342 15.65 1.092 13.40 0.896 1.342 15.63 1.092 13.41 0.896

B. Internet/Household >6% A. Internet/Household > 4%


image15.emf
Model (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Dependent Variable

Question # (6th 

vs. 5th)

Critical %(6th 

vs. 5th)

Leg. Speech 

(Diff. in Levels)

Question # (6th 

vs. 5th)

Critical %(6th 

vs. 5th)

Leg. Speech 

(Diff. in Levels)

Question # (6th 

vs. 5th)

Critical %(6th 

vs. 5th)

Leg. Speech 

(Diff. in Levels)

Treated -0.010 1.170 0.015 0.797 2.997 -0.980** 0.147 1.592 -0.032

(0.225) (2.815) (0.120) (0.577) (6.057) (0.371) (0.159) (1.774) (0.096)

Transfer/Revenue 0.000 -0.011 0.000 0.000 -0.012 0.000 0.000 -0.012 0.000

(0.001) (0.008) (0.000) (0.001) (0.007) (0.000) (0.001) (0.007) (0.000)

GDP per Capita (ln) 0.002 0.012 0.086 0.198 0.806 -0.189* -0.012 0.150 0.086

(0.179) (2.087) (0.136) (0.256) (2.876) (0.106) (0.173) (1.982) (0.144)

Population (ln) -0.135 -0.496 -0.041 -0.136 -0.503 -0.039 -0.042 0.294 -0.082

(0.100) (1.211) (0.045) (0.103) (1.215) (0.047) (0.107) (1.279) (0.054)

Treated*Transfer 0.001 -0.006 0.000

(0.001) (0.017) (0.001)

Treated*GDP -0.392 -1.215 0.514***

(0.305) (3.211) (0.184)

Treated*Population -0.348* -2.986 0.155

(0.207) (2.265) (0.139)

Centrally Nominated 0.045 -3.724** -0.102 0.059 -3.655** -0.122 0.034 -3.783** -0.098

(0.149) (1.438) (0.110) (0.154) (1.478) (0.107) (0.146) (1.442) (0.109)

Fulltime 0.207 4.529* 0.642*** 0.209 4.490* 0.644*** 0.210 4.496* 0.642***

(0.215) (2.431) (0.127) (0.214) (2.432) (0.122) (0.212) (2.412) (0.123)

Retirement 0.298 0.083 0.672* 0.300 0.080 0.670* 0.322 0.275 0.661*

(0.226) (1.255) (0.361) (0.227) (1.265) (0.349) (0.221) (1.341) (0.357)

National-level city 0.138 -2.650 0.167 0.076 -2.981 0.261** 0.170 -2.566 0.157

(0.215) (3.655) (0.114) (0.225) (3.608) (0.101) (0.209) (3.818) (0.118)

South -0.235 -3.215* 0.162** -0.247* -3.278* 0.180** -0.243 -3.316* 0.166**

(0.144) (1.742) (0.069) (0.147) (1.763) (0.069) (0.146) (1.762) (0.070)

Governance 0.015 0.099 -0.001 0.015 0.097 -0.001 0.015 0.096 -0.001

(0.012) (0.144) (0.006) (0.012) (0.143) (0.006) (0.012) (0.144) (0.006)

Constant -0.823 -1.325 0.181 -1.214 -2.575 0.697* -0.836 -1.487 0.188

(0.745) (8.588) (0.438) (0.757) (9.815) (0.393) (0.742) (8.709) (0.446)

Observations 461 461 461 461 461 461 461 461 461

R-squared 0.016 0.029 0.110 0.019 0.029 0.124 0.021 0.031 0.112

RMSE 1.351 15.80 0.898 1.349 15.80 0.891 1.348 15.78 0.897
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