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@ Under-representation of women in specific sectors of the society remains
concerning.

@ The gender imbalance is uneven in favor of men in prestigious occupations,
such as engineers, doctors, judicial occupations etc.
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@ Women are a minority in top-ranking judicial positions, even though more
than half of law students are women.

@ Women only hold 33.6% of judgeships in Supreme Courts (OECD 2018).

@ Gender differences in decision-making (toughness, attitudes towards crimes
and sentencing, decision criteria, etc).

@ Studying how the gender composition of judges affects trial outcomes is of
particular interest especially in the courtroom, where decision making should
be based on strict and objective norms.
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Under-representation of women in specific sectors of the society remains
concerning.

The gender imbalance is uneven in favor of men in prestigious occupations,
such as engineers, doctors, judicial occupations etc.

Focus on the judicial sector here...

Women are a minority in top-ranking judicial positions, even though more
than half of law students are women.

Women only hold 33.6% of judgeships in Supreme Courts (OECD 2018).

Gender differences in decision-making (toughness, attitudes towards crimes
and sentencing, decision criteria, etc).

Studying how the gender composition of judges affects trial outcomes is of
particular interest especially in the courtroom, where decision making should
be based on strict and objective norms.

= Empirical estimates of these parameters remain elusive.
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Motivation

UK supreme court could be left with
only one female justice

News that Lady Black is to step down has raised fears of reversalin
progress on gender diversity

= s‘V =
@ Lady Black will step down from the supreme court early next year. Photograph: Supreme Court
Progress towards gender diversity on the UK’s highest court is in danger of
being thrown into reverse, following the announcement that another female
justice will retire shortly.

Lady Black’s replacement could leave the supreme court with only one
woman and 11 white men on the bench - a prospect that has triggered an
urgent search for candidates to avoid that outcome.

At the beginning of the year, the court’s president was Lady Hale, one of
Uiree women who sal alongside nine male justices. She retired in mid-
January.

We desperately need more women judges, so w
gelling them?

Number of femnale judges in UK
‘snowballing’ despire equality row

Aimage jastice
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Empirical Challenges

@ Question: How does the gender composition of the judging
committee affect judicial decisions made by the Supreme Court?

@ Key empirical challenges:

e Variation = Is there enough variation in the female share in the
judging committee?

o ldentification = Unobserved characteristics of cases and litigants may
be correlated with gender composition in judging committees and trial
decisions.
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Empirical Challenges

@ Question: How does the gender composition of the judging
committee affect judicial decisions made by the Supreme Court?

@ Key empirical challenges:

e Variation = Is there enough variation in the female share in the
judging committee?

o ldentification = Unobserved characteristics of cases and litigants may
be correlated with gender composition in judging committees and trial
decisions.

@ | solve these challenges using data on appeal cases from the Supreme
Court in Greece:

e Variation = 28% of the judges are females
20% of the defendants are females, and 30% of the plaintiffs are females (varying
between 10% for theft to 72% for rapes).

o ldentification = Random assignment of cases to judges.
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@ Evidence of some evaluations not being completely gender-neutral are increasing:

@ Promotion probability in academia: Bagues et al. (2017)

o Refereeing and publication: Abrevaya and Hamermesh (2012), Card et al.
(2019)

e Voting behavior: Songer and Crews-Meyer (2000), Vega and Firestone
(1995), Swers (1998)

@ Investment decisions: Chattopadhyay and Dufflo (2004), Rehavi (2007),
Clots-Figueras (2012)

11/55



@ Evidence of some evaluations not being completely gender-neutral are increasing:

@ Promotion probability in academia: Bagues et al. (2017)

o Refereeing and publication: Abrevaya and Hamermesh (2012), Card et al.
(2019)

e Voting behavior: Songer and Crews-Meyer (2000), Vega and Firestone
(1995), Swers (1998)

@ Investment decisions: Chattopadhyay and Dufflo (2004), Rehavi (2007),
Clots-Figueras (2012)

@ Estimates of interactions in the judiciary:
o Gender Interactions: Coontz (2000), Boyd et al. (2010), Boyd (2016),

Feenan (2008), Miller (2018), Walker and Barrow (1985), Perisie (2005)

= These estimates are mainly based on correlations or use matching
methods, meta-analysis etc. and might suffer from confounding factors.
Exceptions:

o Gender interactions: Foresta (WP, 2022), Knepper (JOLE, 2018), Ash,
Chen, and Ornaghi (AEJ:Applied 2022)
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Institutional Setting

@ Local courts (or first level courts) judge different types of cases and
make decisions.
@ In my sample, cases come from
o 364 different local courts
e split into 11 categories
e Defendants file an appeal application/claim to a higher court, usually
the Supreme Court.

e The Supreme Court is the highest court.
e Decisions made by the Supreme Court are final.
e The Supreme Court handles both civil and criminal cases.

@ Defendants are usually in custody or prison during the period between
the appeal is filled and the trial at the Supreme Court takes place.
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Institutional Setting

@ Local courts (or first level courts) judge different types of cases and
make decisions.
@ In my sample, cases come from
o 364 different local courts
e split into 11 categories
e Defendants file an appeal application/claim to a higher court, usually
the Supreme Court.

e The Supreme Court is the highest court.
e Decisions made by the Supreme Court are final.
e The Supreme Court handles both civil and criminal cases.

@ Defendants are usually in custody or prison during the period between
the appeal is filled and the trial at the Supreme Court takes place.

e No juries are involved in the trials of the appeal cases.
o Judging committees usually consist of 5 judges (head, introducer and
another 3 judges).
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Institutional Setting

@ Decision are made based on the majority of the judges' votes.
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Institutional Setting

@ Decision are made based on the majority of the judges' votes.
@ The outcomes used are:
e Trial Outcome:
o Reject the Appeal (first court decision is final, guilty verdict)
o Some Acceptance of the Appeal (challenge the first court decision)
= Accept the Appeal (case is sent back to local court for re-evaluation by
the same judges as in previous trial)
= Partially Accept the Appeal (case is sent back to local court for
re-evaluation by other judges than those in previous trial)
= Accept the Appeal and Cease any Criminal Prosecution (CCP)
o Refers the Case to a different Type of Court (initial local court
was not the appropriate one)
e Monetary Expenses (in Euro)
o Days of Delay: Days between trial date and decision date
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Institutional Setting

@ Decision are made based on the majority of the judges' votes.

@ The outcomes used are:
o Trial Outcome:

o Reject the Appeal (first court decision is final, guilty verdict)
o Some Acceptance of the Appeal (challenge the first court decision)
= Accept the Appeal (case is sent back to local court for re-evaluation by

the same judges as in previous trial)
= Partially Accept the Appeal (case is sent back to local court for

re-evaluation by other judges than those in previous trial)
= Accept the Appeal and Cease any Criminal Prosecution (CCP)
o Refers the Case to a different Type of Court (initial local court
was not the appropriate one)
e Monetary Expenses (in Euro)

o Days of Delay: Days between trial date and decision date

Rejection

Some Acceptance of the Appeal
Appeal
Partially Appeal
Appeal CCP

Refers the Case

Monetary Expenses (in Euro)

Days of Delay

Mean
0.634
0.227
0.182
0.047
0.036
0.102
193.086
65.405

S.D.
0.482
0.419
0.386
0.211
0.187
0.211

228.365
76.809

Min
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

Max.

B e N e Y]

3000
1132

N
3,606
3,606
3,606
3,606
3,606
3,606
3,606
3,606

o In 37% of the cases the decision made by local courts is challenged.17
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@ First study that utilizes these data!

@ Online transcripts of the decisions, available on the website of the Hellenic
Supreme Court, digitized by a team of research assistants.
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@ First study that utilizes these data!

@ Online transcripts of the decisions, available on the website of the Hellenic
Supreme Court, digitized by a team of research assistants.

@ From these documents | extract information on:

case characteristics, such as type of the crime , date the appeal
case was filled , trial date

e name of first-level court
o trial outcomes (whether the appeal claim was rejected or

accepted—fully, partially, CCP—, monetary compensation and days of
delay)

e total N, names of judges
o gender of defendants and plaintiffs
e names of lawyers, prosecutors, and other participants (secretary,

introducer, district attorney)
whether the prosecutor is an individual or bank or government
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@ The gender of judges and litigants is deduced from their names.
@ The name (and thus gender) of the President of the Supreme Court.

@ The dataset covers all available online and accessible appeal cases decided in
the period 2005-2018.

@ | mainly focus on cases that have (one defendant or) one plaintiff (but also
include all cases as a robustness).

@ | drop cases that required all judges to decide on a case (3% of cases)

@ Work in Progress: Whether the case is gender sensitive or refers to an
underage individual.
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Data Sample 1

Anogaon 1763 / 2017  (Z, NOINIKEZ)

APIOMOZ 1763/2017

TO AIKAZTHPIO TOY APEIOY MArOY

Z' MOINIKO TMHMA - 3E 5YMBOYAIO

SuykpotnBnke and Toug AIKaoTeG: AyyeAikr AAeipeporiolhou, Avtinpoedpo Apeiou Mayou, AnprTpio lewpya, AnpfTpio TgioUBa, Mapia
Fkaviaroou kai Mapia Manacwtnpiou - EianynATpia, Apeonayiteg.

Me Tnv napoucia kai TNG AvTeicayyeAéwg Tou Apeiou Mayou EAévng Metoopitou - ®Aoupn (yiati KwAUetal n EioayyeAéag) kai Tng MpappaTéwg
Aikatepivng ZiTapd.

SuvAABe 0t ZupBoUMio oTo KataoTtnud Tou oTIG 4 OKTprlou 2017, npokeipévou va ano@avBei yia TV aitnor
Kkarnyopoupévou 1. M. Tou I'. KATOIKOU ..., NOU BeV M n oTo cupBoUAIO, yia avaipeon TnG un’ apiBy. 1552/2016 ano@acews Tou TpipeAoUg
MAnupeAeiodikeiou XaAKIBIKAG. Me no)\rrlkm: EVAYOVT M. Tou I"., KATOIKO ...

To TpiueAég NANUpEAEIODIKEIO XAAKIBIKNG, ME TNV WG Avw anoeach Tou SIETAEE 60a AENTOHEPMG AVAPEPOVTAl G' QUTH, KAl O AVAIPECEIWV-
KarnyopoUpevog JnTei Tdpa TNV avaipeon Tng andé@acng auTng, yia Toug Adyoug nou avagpépovTal atnv anod 17 deBpouapiou 2017 aitnai Tou, n
onoia KaTaxwpioTNKE OTO OIKEIO NIVAKIO WE TOV apiBuo ...2017.

'Eneira n Avreicayyehéag Tou Apeiou Mdayou EAévn MetgoBitou - ®Aoupr|, eioryaye yia kpion oto ZupBoUAIO Tn OXETIKN Sikoypagia HE TNV
npotaon Tou Avteioayyehéa Tou Apeiou Mayou ABavaaiou Kataipwdn pe apiBpd ...-4-2017, otnv onoia avagépovral Ta akdhouda: "I. Eiodyw
oTo AIKaoTAPIO 2ag oe ZupBoUAI0, cUNPva We Ta GpBpa 473 nap. 2 kai 476 nap. 1 Tou K.M.A. énwg To TeEAeuTaio avT. and To Gpdpo 2 nap. 18
Tou N. 3160/2003 , Tnv ...2-2017 aitnon avaipéoewg Tou L. . M. kaToikou ... katd Tng 1552/2016 ano@acewg Tou Tpipehoug NMANpUEAEIOBIKEIOU
XaAKISIKAG, WE TNV onoia KAaTadikAoTnKe 0 PUAAKION £&n Pnvav v|c| nAacToypagia e TPIETA avaaToAn,|kal ekBETw Ta akdAouba: II. ZUpgwva
We To apBpo 473 nap. 2 kai 3 Tou K.M.A., n avaipeon Katd TnG TEAEGIDIKNG KATAdIKAGTIKMAG and®aang UNopei va acknBei anod ekeivov nou kpibnke
£v0x0G Kal pe dnAwan Tou oTov Mpappatéa Tou dikaoTnpiou nou eEEdwoe TNV NPOoBAAAGPEVN andpaacn evrog npoBeapiag 5éka NUEP@Y and Tnv
nuépa nou n anoégaocn auth kataxwprinke kadapoypappévn oto eidiko BIBAIo nou npoPAéneral and Tnv nap. 3 Tou GpBpou autol. H nuépa
karaxwpnong dev unoAoyiletal atnv npoBeapia autr dnAadr n npoBeopia auTr apxiel and Tnv enduevn TG karaxwpnong (AN 1095/1985, AM
426/1984). & nepinTwon nou n aitnon avaipéoews aokndei eknpdBeaua auth, Xwpig va avapépovtal o auTh ol Adyol avwrépag Biag nou
BikaloAoyoUv TNV eKnpOBETHN AOKNON TNG GVAIPECEWS , NPENEI QUTH, CUPPWVA UE To ApBpo 476 nap. 1 Tou K.M.A. idiou Kwdika, va anoppipoei
g anapadekTn and To AikaoTipio Tou Apeiou Mayou oe ZupBoUAio, UoTepa and npoTaon Tou EicayyeAéa kai agol akoUoel Toug d1adikoug nou
EHPAvIoTOUV, EVO) TAUTOXPOVA auTd: a) dlaTdooel TNV eKTEAEON TNG andPacng nou Exel NpooBAnBei kal B) kaTadikalel Tov avaipeoeiovTa ata
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Data Sample 2

Andpaon 510 / 2014  (Z, NOINIKES)

ApiBuog 510/2014
TO AIKAZTHPIO TOY APEIOY MATOY

2Z' Mowvikd Tprua

[EuykpoTiiBnKe and Toug AikaoTég: Enupidwva MiTaiaAn, Avrinpoedpo Tou Apeiou Mayou, Iwavvn Mavvakénoudo, Eipfiv Kioupktadyhou-Metpoulakn, Baoikeio KaneholZo kai Navol
INetponoulo - Eionynt, Apeonayiteg.

SuviABe oe Bnudoia ouvedpiaon aTo Kataotnyd Tou oTig 2 AnpiAiou 2014, we Tv napousia Tou AvreioayyeAéa Tou Apeiou Mdyou Mewpylou MavreAd. (yiati kwAUeTal n Eicayyeréac)
Kal Tou Mpapparéwg XpAotou MATa, yia va Sikaoel Ty aimnon| /QIpECEIOVTOG - Katnyopoupeévou E. M. Tou A., katoikou ..., mou Sev napacTaBnke oTo akpoatiipio, nepi
avaipéoewg TG un' apiBy. 452/2013 anopacewg Tou Tpipehols MAnupeAeiodikeiou OpeaTiadac. Me NONITIKGG Evayout N. Tou B., K4TOIKO ..., MIOU €KNpocwNIBNKE and Tov
nAnpeEolao diknydpo Tng Eutlixio Nikbnouho.

To TpipeAéq MAnppeAeiodikeio OpeaTiddag, Pe TNV wG avew anogaoi) Tou diéTage 6oa 8 pEP o' auTh kal 0 i 1yopou el v avaipeon aung,
yia Toug Abyoug nou avapépovrai atny ané 17 lavouapiou 2014 aitnor) Tou avaipéoews, ) onoia KaTaxwPIGTNKE OTO OIKEI0 MIVAKIO HE TOV upleuo 121/2014.

Apoldkouoe

Tov nAnpeEoUoio BIKnyopo TG NOAITIKAG evayouoag, nou {ATNOE 600 AVAQEPOVTAI OTA OXETIKG NPAKTIKG kal Tov AvTeloayyeAéa nou npoTeIve va N ApIkTA N
npoKelpevn aitnon avaipeang.

ZKEOTHKE ZYMOQNA ME TO NOMO

Kara To dp8po 515 nap. 1 €5. y' Tou KMoiva, o Eicayyehéag Tou Apeiou Mayou kAnTeUel Tov avaipeagiovra kai Toug Aoinolg Siadikoug aTo akpoatiipio Tou AikacTnpiou Tou Apeiou
Nayou. H kAfon auTn yiverar pe enidoon oUpwva pe Ta dpApa 155-161 Kkai yéoa aTnv npoBeapia Tou dpBpou 166 Tou 13iou Kadika.

TéAog, kara To 4pBpo 514 €d. a' Tou KMovA, edv o amav Tv avaipeon Sev eupaviaei, n aimon Tou anoppinTeral.

3TNV NPOKEILEVN NEPINTWON, GNwG npokUNnTel and To und Xp: yia 22 fou 2014 0 emBooewg Tou unapyipUAaka Tou AT AIBUMOTEIXOU ..., NPOG TOV
10, 0 i U and Tov Eicayyehéa Tou Apeiou Nayou vopIua kai o yia va i omn laon Tng 2-4-2014. O ava\pammv, OpG, ésv
EjpaviodnKe KaT' QUTR Kai TNV EKP@VNaN NG unoBEvewg eviniov Tou Sikaatnpiou TouTou. Katd cuvéneia n and kpion aitnon avaipe npénel va i kal va

0 avaipeceiwv ota dikaoTika £Eoda (GpApo 583 nap. 1 KMoivA) kai ot SikaaTiki) dandvn Tng noAmikdg evayouaag nou napacTadnke (dpBpa 176, 183 KMoAd).

[TA TOYZ AOrOYZ AYTOYZ

AnnnninTsi Tnv anh 17-1-2014 aitnan Tou B 1 Ton A vin avaingan e 452/2013 f Ton TmAniic A inn Oneamiadar Kai
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Data Sample 3

snsm00 Ageios Tiyos - Arcios Pagos - Supreene Conat of Greces.
déolcuon CKTAVETAl Kal OTIG MPOOdOUG TWY AVWTEPE NCPIOUCIAKOY OTOIXCIWY. QG dECUCUON, UNd TV
&vvoia Tou napdvrog, voelrar: N anaydpeuon wivnong, B Xpiong i

BinpayjiiTeueNG nEpioUmaKiy_aToncriov, 0 oneia Oa xafwToiiar. Suvari qumunnnlqnv\ auc,
Kai TG 6. H Movaida npopaiver oty eEETaon Twv

a
Stopevon nepousiug. 7. H midoon 1l andeuorl g Movidug 010 GUOIKG Kul VopIka npdvwIG 1]
oVIéTTES Viveral KaTa To Gp0po 155 nap. 1 5GeI0 a* KA, auécee HETd TV éviali TV OVOUET®Y TouG
GOV KaTaAOYo T DEOUEUGN TGV MEPIOUCIAKGY TouG GTONEILY. 8 H Movaca unopd va avakarios v
anégaan ™, yia ™Y AvTaEn T eveIAToG 0T aXETIG KaTaAayo | T SEa) neproumaKdy aTonEny
CROIOUSNGTE UKD i VoLIKaG MP6GGIoU A owrTTas, S1e aurEnayYENTIsR de GoTepa ano oxemi
i 10U 1HPELBIEPIZOPEVOY LI ANGPAOT PaY P TIKED SAIGXOU 1| oHOLUBAIIE 1Pioy X1 Evvopo
GuUUPEpOV, eni TG onoiag anoaiverar evie Béka NuepGy, av neicdel oT Sev CUVTPEXOUY of Adyol nou
EnéBarav T Awn TG OXETIKAG ANd®AcNG. 9. Ta GUTIKE fi VOuIKY NPOTLNa fi OVTBTNTES, TV onolwv n
aveTépw aimon Sev évive SeKT, LMOPOUV LECT O BIACTNUG TPIGVTA NUEPGY aNd TV enidoon TG
ANoppINTIKIG ANGPAONG TG MOVASAG, VA NPOSGUYOUV EVANIOV TOU MOIVIKOU THALATOS TOU APEioy
Mayou, 10w ouvedpiGar pe sk DdvBro we oupBodhio. 10 To uupﬁa\ll'\lu 10U Apsiou Ndyou
ANo@GivVeTal Yia TNV NPOCRUYRA MOU GOKEITAI KAT TNV MPONYOUHEVN NAPAYPAPO EVTOG TPIAVTA NUEPGV
nd v aTEBEOT e, Garipa ab Svvpabn ARETAT 70U, SNfol SIS, Mo UMOREAAETE 570
ounBoUNIo EvTog Séka NuEPGY ané TV KaTddzon TG NPOCPUYAG. O AGV Exel Sikaiwha auTonpoowLNNg
EUQAVIONC Ev@IoV Tou GULBOUNOU GG LE TOUG CUVNVOPOUC TOU YIG VA GKOUGBE Kai va S®oe! kae
Bicurpivnon, xaeiTal 5e yia To oxond auTs np and ckoo Téomepig TOUAaXITOY hpes, 11. H Movéda
HNopd UCTG and aiTNON ToU CVAIGPCPOUCYOU MPOCWNOU ) OVTOTATAG, VA ANogaciot! cvTog dEka NUCPGMV
TNV anoGEGHEUON GUYKEKPILEVGY MOGHV, avaykalwy yia TNV KEAUWN TGV YEVIKSTEp®Y Sanaviv
duapiwone, cuvripnong ﬁ AEITOUpYiac Tou, TwV ELOOWY YIa TN VOMIKT) TOU UNOCTAPILN Kai TWY BAGIK@Y.
€E60GV via T Biamipnon Twv Gecpeupvey nzmoumamv Tou oToixelwy. Kath e anoppinmikric
anéqaanc oy T wiov. Hnpoaguyi
CIOIKALCTAI KaT* GMGAUTN MPOTCPAIGTIITA, CVTOE TPIAVTA NUICPGY GNS TV KATGBEon TG, H cdiddycyn cni
115 HpoopLYI andpaon undkson 010 HPUBARIGpEV and 1oy KdBika Aokl Akovopias Eviika
€00, N CKOIKAON TV ONCwY MPOGVIOPICCTaI CMIONG KaT" GMOAUTN MPOTCHGH . 14. O
GUVEBPIATEIG TNG MOVEBaG €lval PUTIKEG Kat i o EiBIKS X6po Aelac. 15. Kata T
Siipkein e, Sixamie, Sidikacics o1 ST ApXFG MNERYATOVTON aTEVA (i T Movasa yio va
BiaopanioBei N npocTacia Tou UAIKoU. 2TV n B Movasa e
Apxfc, 1 TV 09/2011 anégaan TG, anopdmaor Ty AvTaEn Tou K. T. Tou B, keatoixor arov
TBOGIND GTGAOYo WV OXEMCICvLY L T TpOLOKPTG MboBMuY. KA K1 T SESUEUT Tiow
nepiousiakidy Tou oToixelwy, amPIovTag TV Kplon TG GUT OTO YEYOVGG 6T GUTOG KATAGIKAGTIKE,
0 @M@y, Yo npaEeG o1 onoie;, Gr; AERTOJIEtG NEPIYPAMOVTN aTO GKETTIKG KA T0 SICTAKTIKG
o3 2361, 23/, 238 2050 K 2153/ 2005 SUETGANTGY GMOGATLY ToU LIEVTQUEAOLS EgeTHoy
TENETIRY (e TéTOIR TRGnG KAl TETOI ATOOT, KT ané avere v SuvaTay va
BAGWOUV TN Xdpa. GAAG Kai uc OKomd va anubore apyée (Amaomite,
Av1uVOpIKEG KA), VU GrOUXOUV Gnid HPAES 110U GVaYOV 1 010 RUBITROY 1 10UG, RUE OUVEIIG, OF IPAESG
Tou auTéc, Kai N 6AN eKANLGTIKA BPAON TOU EVIGOSOVTAl GTNV EVVOIa TNG NPoBAENGHEVNG and To Gp0po
187A ToU MK EYKANATIKAG GUUNEPIGOPGG. MPOKUMTE B and TV 02/2013 anb@aon NG OAoKENEIAS TG
R1 Movadas, e, ApxiG, & i TV @ v 09/2011 anbpam e, SeapeiBnxay GAa T nepioumakd
oToixEia Tou aIoUVTOG, KABWE KAl © U GpID. .. TPANEDIKG AOYAPIATAE TG AYPOTIKAG 1pARELAE TG
EMGGU; AE. Me 1y and 10/12/2012 winpon tou o K. T. Ginos v avikhion g nopandve

anogécenc, n onoia 6UWC anoppicONKe e v 02/2013 anoeacn TG OAokéheiac TG B' Movadac TG

ApxfG. KaTh TG TEAeUTalag auTAG andpacng Goknae Ty und kplon and 11/2/2013 NPOCQUYR, HE TV
onoia e TV axiipoan ki auvakéhoula Ty avakAnan Twv anopaaroy 09/2011 kai 2/2013 e
' MovaSag TG APXIG. -EIBIKGTERA, e TNV KPIVOUEVN MPOCQUYI TOU KATA TV GMNOGACEWY AUTGV

andian: i) On ndpxs EMegn anoAoyiog kar sopaApvi] EppvEia Ko spopLoYT 1wy S GEwY 1oy
GpUPY 49 Kai 49A Tou V. 3691/2008, WG TO TEAEUTAIO NPOCTEUNKE LE To GpUPO 7 TOU V. 3932/2008,

s aroepagos o s
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Random Assignment

@ Cases are divided into 3 divisions based on a lexicographic order of
the person who files the appeal at the local court.
e Division 1 — if surname starts from A until KA.
e Division 2 — if surname starts from KB until IMA.
o Remaining cases are assigned to Division 3.
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Random Assignment

@ Cases are divided into 3 divisions based on a lexicographic order of
the person who files the appeal at the local court.

e Division 1 — if surname starts from A until KA.
o Division 2 — if surname starts from KB until MMA.
o Remaining cases are assigned to Division 3.

@ Judges are also assigned into three groups based on their scheduling
preferences.

e Trial days: Tuesdays (36%), Wednesdays (29%) and Friday (34%).
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Random Assignment

@ Cases are divided into 3 divisions based on a lexicographic order of
the person who files the appeal at the local court.

o Division 1 — if surname starts from A until KA.
e Division 2 — if surname starts from KB until IMA.
o Remaining cases are assigned to Division 3.
@ Judges are also assigned into three groups based on their scheduling
preferences.

e Trial days: Tuesdays (36%), Wednesdays (29%) and Friday (34%).
@ Also, there should be a senior or experienced judge in each division.

@ For the period examined here, there are 195 Supreme Court judges in
total.
= This allocation process ensures that cases are randomly assigned
to the different divisions of the court and thus judges.
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Proportion of Female Judges in Committees Across Cases

o
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Proportion of Female Judges
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Gender by Judge

Mean S.D. Min. Max.
Head Judge 0.216 0.411 0 1
Introducer Judge 0.296 0.456 0 1
Judge 3 0.291 0.454 0 1
Judge 4 0.298 0.457 0 1
Judge 5 0.295 0.456 0 1

Notes: The head judge is the most experienced judge in the committee. |
use cases that have 5 judges (89% of cases in the sample).
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Proportion of Female Judges by Type of Case

Prop. of Female Judges

Type of Cases

Homicide 0.279
Injuries 0.299
Rape 0.277
Tax Evasion 0.257
Bad Check 0.307
Financial Related 0.293
Drugs 0.260
Misconduct 0.355
Fraud 0.266
Forgery 0.237
Calumniation 0.259
Theft 0.236
Environmental 0.305
Immigration 0.302
Relevance 0.291
International transfer 0.299
Miscellaneous 0.235
Missing 0.266

Notes: The type refers to the primary type of each case.
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Random Assignme

@ To check whether the proportion of male judges assigned to a certain case is
orthogonal to the various characteristics of the case and litigants:

ShareFemaleJudgesictg = cg+BXictg+ Case TypeFE;+LocalCourt TypeFE.+ YearFE;+DayFEj+€ctg

ShareFemaleJudges;cyz:  proportion of female judges assigned to case i, at time t, decided by

judging committee g, for the case that was originally

decided by local court c.

case and litigant characteristics, such as dummies for the type
of the case, gender of each defendant, gender of each plaintiff,
gender of each lawyer, the gender of the secretary, an indicator
in case the plaintiff is a business or a company, the gender

of the district attorney, N of defendants and lawyers
LocalCourtTypeFE.: FE for the type of local court the case was initially decided
DayFE;: Day of the Week FE

@ | include Case Type FE to control for severity of case.

@ | also include dummies for the trial day.

Xict:

@ Standard errors clustered at the local court level.
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Evidence of Random Assignme

Coefficient SE

Panel A: Type of Cases

Homocide 0.014 (0.016)
Injuries 0.022 (0.020)
Rape 0.027 (0.044)
Tax Evasion -0.015 (0.013)
Bad Check -0.040 (0.019)**
Fin. Relted 0.032 (0.023)
Drugs -0.019 (0.024)
Misconduct -0.044 (0.028)
Fraud -0.009 (0.017)
Forgery 0.006 (0.014)
Calumniation -0.004 (0.016)
Theft 0.026 (0.017)
Environmental 0.000 (0.020)
Immigration 0.028 (0.035)
Relevance 0.007 (0.040)
Int. Transfer Defendant -0.013 (0.038)
Miscellaneous 0.020 (0.011)*
Missing -0.003 (0.011)
Panel B: Court Litigant Participants

Male Secretary -0.012 (0.010)
Male District Attorney -0.007 (0.017)
Male Defentant 1 0.006 (0.014)
Male Defentant 2 0.009 (0.027)
Male Defentant 3 0.084 (0.096)
Male Plaintiff 1 -0.011 (0.016)
Male Plaintiff 2 0.044 (0.126)
Male Lawyer 1 0.014 (0.016)
Male Lawyer 2 0.099 (0.078)
Business or Company Plaintiff 0.001 (0.002)
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Evidence of Random Assignment

Coefficient SE
Panel C: Litigant Participants
No. of Defendants 0.002 (0.002)
No. of Male Defendants 0.008 (0.005)
No. of Female Defendants -0.002 (0.009)
No. of Plaintiffs 0.001 (0.005)
No. of Male Plaintiffs 0.003 (0.013)
No. of Female Plaintiffs 0.003 (0.013)
No. of Lawyers -0.02 (0.015)
No. of Male Lawyers -0.006 (0.011)
No. of Female Lawyers -0.013 (0.015)
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Main ldentification

@ To check whether the share of male judges affects trial decisions:

Yictg = a1 + dShareFemaleJudgesicig + £ Xictg + YearFE; + DayFE; + CaseTypeFE;
+LocalCourt TypeFE. + €jctg

Yictg is the trial outcome of case i, at time, t decided by judging
committee g, for a case that was originally decided by local court c.
Xictg: all variables described above plus the overall experience of judges
in the committee
YearFE;: year FE
DayFE;: day of the week FE
CaseTypeFE;: type of the case FE

LocalCourtTypeFE.: local court type FE
@ Standard errors clustered at the local court level.
@ Robustness: Prosecutor FE
@ Robustness: Replace Local Court Type FE with Local Court FE
@ N=3,606

33/55



Main Estimates

One Defendant One Plaintiff One Defend. & One Plaint.
Dependent Variables:
@ 2 ®3) C) ®) (©)
Reject Appeal 0.089 0.094 0.226 0.242 0.203 0.198
(0.052) (0.052)  (0.083)***  (0.085)***  (0.100)* (0.111)*
Accept Appeal
Accept -0.022 -0.007 -0.221 -0.208 -0.144 -0.139
(0.047) (0.047) (0.080)%**  (0.081)** (0.103) (0.103)
Accept and CCP 0.006 0.008 -0.012 -0.017 -0.050 -0.050
(0.021) (0.021) (0.037) (0.035) (0.032) (0.032)
Partially Accept -0.008 -0.005 -0.076 -0.084 -0.078 -0.074
(0.022) (0.022) (0.040)* (0.039)** (0.052) (0.049)
Refer the Case to Another Court -0.052 -0.057 -0.005 -0.034 -0.059 -0.059
(0.023)%*  (0.023)** (0.042) (0.040) (0.043) (0.043)
Days of Delays 60.980 64.218 65.841 65.939 58.770 58.198
(9.601)%**  (0.404)%*F%  (12.504)%*%  (12.773)%**  (14.786)%** (14.650)***
Monetary Expenses -5.072 -0.865 65.976 68.614 21.806 20.569
(20.145) (20.267) (59.268) (58.201) (68.873) (68.574)
Year FE. v v v v v v
Local Court Type FE v v v v v v
Additional Controls v v v
Case Type FE. v v v

Note: The unit of observation is the case. There are 2,761 cases that have one defendant, 754 cases that have one
plaintiff, and 535 that have one plaintiff and one defendant. Additional controls include the total number of lawyers, a
binary indicator to show whether the plaintiff is individual/business/government, a binary indicator if the president is
female, whether the case is gender sensitive, whether there is an underage individual, and indicators for missing values in
these covariates. Trial day dummies are included. Standard errors are clustered at' the local court level.
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Interpreting the Main Estimates

@ A 10 p.p. increase in the share of female judges increases the
probability that the judging committee will reject the appeal claim by
1-2.4%

A higher share of female judges:

= make decisions that are harsher/tougher towards the defendant
(equivalent to more guilty verdicts) or more lenient towards the
plaintiff
= are less likely to challenge the first level court decision

@ These results are consistent with studies in political science, which support

that female judges a) are tougher in general and b) tend to be more
compassionate towards the victims (Steffensmeier and Hebert 1999, Spohn 1991)
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Additional Results

@ When plaintiff is not an individual, then the effects vanish.

@ The effects are more pronounced when there is a female defendant
(but imprecise).

@ The effects are slightly more pronounced when there is a female head
or a female introducer.

@ When | explore variation in judging committees’ experience, estimated
effects are mostly driven by inexperienced committees.

@ Non-linear effects: The addition of one female judge (male judges
share from 99% to 79%) in the committee is enough for the panel to
reject the appeal case.
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Robustness Checks

@ Reproduce main results with Local Court FE instead of Local Court

Type FE
@ Stack the data and include Judge FE.

@ Prosecutor FE.

37/55



Gender sensitive and underage cases
Data on other characteristics of judges

Data on first order courts’ judges

Run an online survey and try to understand the mechanisms
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Conclusion

@ Judges, and particularly trial judges, are well positioned to affect trial
outcomes of their assigned cases.

@ The gender share of the committee affects trial outcomes using new data on
appeal cases from the Supreme Court in Greece.

@ Practically random whether a case will be matched to a committee that has
more or less female judges.

@ A higher share of female judges in the Supreme Court committee is
associated with a higher likelihood of rejecting the appeal case.
o Female judges: are less likely to challenge the first level court decision,
harsher decisions for defendant, more lenient towards the plaintiff

@ This behavior is driven by (or more pronounced in) cases in which
the plaintiff is an individual

defendant is female (imprecise)

head or the introducer is female

judging committees which have a lower average experience
one female judge is added in the committee
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Local Courts and Local Courts Types

Type of Local Court Total Local Courts Total Cases
Magistrates Court 7 11
Single-member Court for Misdemeanors 90 350
Three-member Court for Misdemeanors 62 1051
Single-member Appeal Courts 36 477
Three-member Appeal Courts 55 894
Mixed Jury Appeals Court 15 27
Five-member Appeal Courts 11 304
Single-member Juvenile Court 2 2
Three-member Appeal Juvenile Courts 12 42
Three-member Juvenile Courts 68 406
Mixed Jury Courts of Appeal 6 42
Total 364 3606
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Types of Crimes

Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. N

Homicide 0.058 0.234 0 1 3,606
Injuries 0.039 0.193 0 1 3,606
Rape 0.012 0.111 0 1 3,606
Tax Evasion 0.100 0.300 0 1 3,606
Bad Check 0.055 0.228 0 1 3,606
Financial Related 0.023 0.151 0 1 3,606
Drugs 0.046 0.210 0 1 3,606
Misconduct 0.020 0.140 0 1 3,606
Fraud 0.048 0.214 0 1 3,606
Forgery 0.067 0.250 0 1 3,606
Calumniation 0.059 0.235 0 1 3,606
Theft 0.058 0.233 0 1 3,606
Environmental 0.034 0.181 0 1 3,606
Immigration 0.022 0.147 0 1 3,606
Relevance 0.030 0.169 0 1 3,606
International Transfer 0.019 0.137 0 1 3,606
Miscellaneous 0.154 0.361 0 1 3,606
Missing 0.155 0.362 0 1 3,606
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Number of Cases Filled per Year in the Sample

Year Case Filled No. of cases  Perc. Cum.
2005 55 1.53 1.53
2006 412 11.43 12.95
2007 439 12.17 25.12
2008 429 11.9 37.02
2009 366 10.15 47.17
2010 330 9.15 56.32
2011 258 7.15 63.48
2012 169 4.69 68.16
2013 290 8.04 76.21
2014 271 7.52 83.72
2015 285 7.9 91.63
2016 200 5.55 97.17
2017 102 2.83 100
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Number of Cases per Year Decided in the Sample

Decision Year No. of cases  Perc. Cum.
2005 6 0.17 0.17
2006 416 11.54 11.7
2007 382 10.59 22.3
2008 406 11.26 33.56
2009 443 12.29 45.84
2010 332 9.21 55.05
2011 275 7.63  62.67
2012 171 4.74 67.42
2013 277 7.68 75.1
2014 274 7.6 82.7
2015 268 7.43  90.13
2016 228 6.32 96.45
2017 127 3.52 99.97
2018 1 0.03 100
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Estimates of Main Effects when Plaintiff is Organization/Bank/Government

Dependent Variables:

(1) ()
Reject Appeal 0.058 0.045
(0.107) (0.108)
Accept Appeal
Accept the Appeal -0.055 -0.059
(0.096) (0.096)
Accept and CCP -0.054 -0.058
(0.062) (0.064)
Partially Accept 0.038 0.058
(0.052) (0.053)
Refer the Case 0.007 0.014
(0.031) (0.032)
Days of Delays 28.092 30.949
(47.142) (46.896)
Monetary Expenses -84.112 -88.293
(23.283)%*%  (23.204)%**
Year FE. and Local Court Type FE. v v
Additional Controls and Case Type FE. v
There are 837 cases in the sample for which the plaintiff is an organization, a bank or the

government.
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Main Results with Judge FE, Stacked Data

Defendant Plaintiff
Dependent Variables:
@) @) ) @)
Rejection -0.079 -0.066 -0.227 -0.237
(0.053) (0.048)  (0.051)*%**  (0.050)***
Any Appeal 0.024 0.004 0.222 0.179
(0.031) (0.031)  (0.043)¥**  (0.046)***
Appeal 0.026 -0.002 0.151 0.124
(0.030) (0.027)  (0.037)¥%*  (0.037)**
Appeal CCP -0.001 -0.002 0.013 0.001
(0.011) (0.011) (0.021) (0.021)
Partially Appeal 0.012 0.008 0.059 0.054
(0.014) (0.014)  (0.021)%**  (0.022)**
Refer the Case 0.052 0.062 0.005 0.058
(0.018)***  (0.015)***  (0.030) (0.023)**
Days of Delays 0.052 0.062 0.005 0.058
(0.018)***  (0.015)***  (0.030) (0.023)**
Monetary Expenses 0480  -1341  -67.445  -93.990
(12521)  (12.708)  (26.682)%* (29.498)***
N 13,288 13,288 3,599 3,599
Judge FE. and Year FE v v v v
Local Court Type FE. v v v v
Additional Controls v v
Case Type FE. v v
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Main Results with Local Court FE

Defendant Plaintiff
Dependent Variables:
1) @ ®) “)
Rejection 0.012 0.023 -0.198 -0.222

(0.059) (0.059) (0.108)* (0.113)*

Any Appeal 0.018 0.004 0.198 0.187
(0.046) (0.046) (0.077)** (0.079)**
Appeal 0.021 0.012 0.118 0.096
(0.042) (0.042) (0.076) (0.077)
Appeal CCP -0.011 -0.012 0.009 0.010
(0.021) (0.021) (0.036) (0.033)
Partially Appeal 0.008 0.004 0.072 0.082
(0.021) (0.021) (0.038)* (0.038)*
Refer the Case 0.046 0.052 0.013 0.035
(0.023)**  (0.023)** (0.041) (0.040)
Days of Delays -61.398 -64.627 -71.359 -67.026

(9.516)***  (9.301)***  (13.064)***  (12.705)%**

Monetary Expenses 6.651 2.852 -62.094 -66.060
(20.100)  (20.144) (57.412) (56.492)
N 2,761 2,761 785 754
Year FE. v v v v
Local Court FE. v v v v
Additional Controls v v
Case Type FE. v v
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Number of State Supreme Court Judges in Australia

Number of people

50

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020*

@ Males @ Females

Source: Statista, Note: Data for the State Supreme Court and Court of Appeal justices and judges are combined because some

states and territories do not separate the two entities.
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University Admission
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% of Students Entering Law Schools
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This figure shows the proportion of female and male students who enter law university departments in Greece every year. This
figure relies on data collected from the Hellenic Ministry of Education for the universe of students who take the university
admission exams each year. Around 3% of female students enter law school every year (N=8,403 in the 2003-2011 period),

while around 1% of male students enter law school in the sample period (N=2,413 in the 2003-2011 period).
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Main Estimates by Ligitant Gender

One Defendant One Plaintiff
Dependent Variables: Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male
@) 0] ®3) (4) (5) (6) @ (®)
Rejection 0.135 -0.055 0.103 -0.069 -0.020 -0.180 -0.055 -0.241
(0.150) (0.052) (0.137) (0.053) (0.126) (0.091)* (0.187)  (0.100)**
Any Appeal -0.219 -0.007 -0.184 0.030 -0.041 0.144 0.056 0.196
(0.146) (0.046) (0.130) (0.046) (0.132) (0.076)* (0.182)  (0.003)**
Appeal -0.255 0.019 -0.230 0.044 0.015 0.006 0.049 0.067
(0.138)* (0.041) (0.112)** (0.041) (0.115) (0.083) (0.165) (0.003)
Appeal CCP -0.046 -0.015 -0.034 -0.009 -0.047 0.013 0.004 0.007
(0.041) (0.016) (0.053) (0.024) (0.048) (0.036) (0.082) (0.035)
Partially Appeal 0.083 -0.011 0.079 -0.005 -0.009 0.105 0.003 0.122
(0.055) (0.021) (0.074) (0.022) (0.048) (0.044)**  (0.069)  (0.045)***
Refer the Case 0.084 0.061 0.081 0.039 0.060 0.026 -0.001 0.046
(0.038)**  (0.023)***  (0.048)* (0.025) (0.071) (0.050) (0.057) (0.053)
Days of Delays -53.648 -63.866 -91.448 -62.713 -39.087 -81.676  -46.544  -73.059
(16.351)**%  (9.160)***  (23.019)*** (10.182)*** (15.018)** (19.738)*** (26.017)* (17.997)***
Monetary Expenses 71.296 6.196 40.026 2221 43.772 -35.741 29.164  -100.056
(61.196) (18.823) (61.243) (20.709) (86.367) (73.920)  (102298)  (71.726)
N 378 2,383 378 2,383 237 548 231 523
Year FE. v v v v v v v v
Local Court Type FE v v v v v v v v
Additional Controls v v v v
Case Type FE. v v v v

Note: The unit of observation is the case. The male share in the judging committee is calculated as the average male
share across the 5 committee members. Each column represents the corresponding sub-sample. Additional controls

include the total number of defendants (columns 5-8) or plaintiffs (columns 1-4); the total number of lawyers, plaintiff
(individual /business/government) and indicators for missing values in these covariates. Trial day dummies are in<:|ude§l,9/55



Main Estimates when Plaintiff is an Organization or a Bank or the Government

Dependent Variables:

@
Rejection the Appeal 0.058 0.045
(0.107) (0.108)
Any Acceptance of the Appeal
Accept the Appeal -0.055 -0.059
(0.096) (0.096)
Accept and CCP -0.054 -0.058
(0.062) (0.064)
Partially Accept 0.038 0.058
(0.052) (0.053)
Refer the Case 0.007 0.014
(0.031) (0.032)
Days of Delays 28.092 30.949
(47.142) (46.896)
Monetary Expenses -84.112 -88.293
(23.283)%%%  (23.208)***
Year FE. and Local Court Type FE. v v
Additional Controls and Case Type FE. v

Note: There are 837 cases in the sample for which the plaintiff is an organization, a bank or the government.

5055



Judging Experience by Gender of Judge
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Notes: This figure shows the experience of judges at the Supreme Court by the gender of the judge. | exploit panel data
information on judges and derive their judging experience in the sample period of 2005-2018.Experience is measured as the
number of cases a judge was involved in judging in the period 2005-2018. Female judges are involved on average in 173
cases (sd=137) cases, while men judges are involved on average in 167 (sd=124). Female judges participate in 6.5 more
cases compared with male judges (se=21.5, P-value= 0.76).
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Heterogeneity by Judging Committee Experience

Committee Experience Committee Experience
Below Median Above Median
Defendant  Plaintiff Def. & Plain. Defendant  Plaintiff  Def. & Plain.
1) @) ) “) 5) ()
Reject the Appeal 0.048 0.322 0.199 0.076 0.169 0.086
(0.092)  (0.152)** (0.108)* (0.059) (0.110) (0.106)
Accept Appeal
Accept -0.013 -0.251 -0.152 -0.033 -0.122 -0.057
(0.081) (0.149)* (0.094)* (0.056) (0.101) (0.100)
Accept and CCP -0.016 -0.019 -0.090 0.014 -0.021 -0.009
(0.023) (0.044) (0.061) (0.033) (0.050) (0.054)
Partially Accept 0.004 -0.055 -0.022 -0.011 -0.032 -0.065
(0.036) (0.067) (0.092) (0.026) (0.042) (0.049)
Refer the Case -0.035 -0.058 -0.071 -0.043 -0.047 -0.029
(0.045) (0.118) (0.094) (0.030) (0.047) (0.054)
Days of Delays 24.169 12.968 13.438 125.317 110.359 98.397
(14.308)  (21.368) (28.422) (16.779)¥%*  (22.148)¥**  (24.530)***
Monetary Expenses 0.025 72.708 118.959 16.554 74.992 -1.490
(34312)  (115.141) (114.575) (24.404) (74.879) (98.506)
N 1,210 333 231 1,553 421 275
Year FE. v v v v v v
Local Court Type FE. v v v v v v
Additional Controls v v v v v v
Case Type FE. ' v ' v v v

Note: The unit of observation is the case. Each column represents the corresponding sub-sample. Additional controls
include the total number of lawyers, a dummies to show whether the plaintiff is individual /business/government and
indicators for missing values in these covariates. Trial day dummies are included. Standard errors are clustered at the local

court level.
52 /55



Head Judge and Remaining Judges of the Committee

Defendant ~ Plaintiff ~ Defendant  Plaintiff

O] (2) (3) (4)
Flag Judge: Head Judge Flag Judge: Introducer

Reject Appeal

Proportion of Male Judges without Flag Judge -0.045 -0.109 -0.043 -0.194
(0.042) (0.060)* (0.045) (0.080)**

Male Flag Judge -0.013 -0.171 -0.011 -0.031
(0.027) (0.050)*** (0.022) (0.035)

Accept Appeal

Proportion of Male Judges without Flag Judge 0.001 0.115 -0.019 0.140
(0.037) (0.067)* (0.041) (0.076)*

Male Flag Judge 0.008 0.136 0.018 0.061
(0.025) (0.043)%*+ (0.020) (0.032)*

Refer the Case

Proportion of Male Judges without Flag Judge 0.044 0.015 0.062 0.054
(0.019)** (0.034) (0.021)%** (0.038)

f Male Flag Judge 0.005 0.036 -0.007 -0.030
(0.013) (0.024) (0.010) (0.022)

Monetary Expenses

Proportion of Male Judges without Flag Judge -2.771 -51.420 3.827 -46.198
(16.188) (48.057) (16.774) (45.501)

Male Flag Judge 6.024 -21.222 1.519 -22.355
(10.440) (25.839) (8.550) (23.286)

Days of Delay

Proportion of Male Judges without Flag Judge -46.762 -50.278 -46.774 -44.364
(7.830)%%%  (10.900)%**  (7.805)%**  (10.241)%**

Male Flag Judge -24.027 -24.090 -15.575 -19.098
(3.803)%**  (6.431)%**  (3.667)***  (8.418)**

N 2,761 754 2,761 754

Year & Local Court Type FE. v v

Additional Controls v v v v

Case Type FE. v v v v

Note: The unit of observation is the case. The male share in the judging committee is calculated as the average male

share across the committee members.
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Non-Linear Effects

@ To look at non-linearities, | compute three equal segments of the
gender composition and replace the single treatment in the regression
with a set of segment indicators.

o | show estimates of the effects of switching to the second (Mean:
78% males) and third quintile (Mean: 44% males) in the proportion
of female judges (relative to the first quintile, Mean: 99%) on the
trial outcomes.

@ Most of the effects appear in Q2, when one female is added on the
panel, compared to Q1, where all judges are males.
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Nonlinearity of Gender Effects of Judge Committees on Trial Decisions

Reject the Appeal Accept the Appeal Refers the Case Delays Days Monetary Expenses
Defendant  Plaintiff ~Defendant Plaintiff Defendant Plaintiff Defendant  Plaintiff  Defendant Plaintiff

Prop Male Judges (1) ) 3) (4) (5) (6) () (8) (9) (10)

Q2 0.784 -0.001 0.198 -0.000 -0.186 0.002 -0.012 12.078 17.859 4.665 24.531
(0030)  (0.042)***  (0030)  (0.042)***  (0.011) (0.022)  (3.020)***  (5635)***  (8.968)  (26.950)

Q3 0.440 -0.016 0.063 0.026 -0.069 -0.010  -0.014  28.668 40.839 2195 14.073
(0.034) (0.041) (0032) (0039 (0013)  (0.023)  (4860)*** (10.002)***  (12206)  (34.060)

N 2,761 755 2,761 755 2,761 755 2,761 755 2,761 755

Year FE. v 's 's v v v v v v v v

Local Court Type v v v v v v v v v v v

FE.

Additional  Con- v v v v v v v v v v v

trols

Case Type FE. v v v v v v v v v v v

Notes: The table reports non-linear effects of the proportion of male judges on the main trial outcomes. The estimates are
reported separately for the defendant and the plaintiff samples. The model replaces the single treatment variable with a

set of quintile indicators for the proportion of male judges. The omitted category is quintile 1 (Q1). The mean proportion
of male judges in quintile 1 is 0.998 (sd=.015). The regressions control for litigants’ background characteristics. The unit
of observation is the case. The male share in the judging committee is calculated as the average proportion of male judges
across the 5 committee members. Additional controls include the total number of lawyers, a dummy in case the plaintiff is
a business or a company instead of an individual and indicators for missing values in these covariates. Additional controls

also include a trial day dummies. Standard errors are clustered at the local court level.

55 /55



